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FOREWORD

After the 2010 election, federal judges criticized Michigan’s legislative
electoral districts as a “political gerrymander of historic proportions.”

To address that imbalance, Michigan voters in 2018 approved a constitutional
amendment to establish the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting
Commission (MICRC), which was given 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 amendment to the Michigan Constitution outlines a specific process for the
random selection of the 13 MICRC commissioners. The Michigan Department of
State used data from the 2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate
(which is available to the general public via the American Community Survey Data
Profiles online search tool) to define the demographic and geographic makeup

of the state for the purposes of the random selection. The Secretary of State’s
office was required to randomly select commissioners from the pool of eligible
applicants. This selection process was completed between June and August 2020.

As mandated by the constitution, the 13 commissioners included four
members who affiliated with the Democratic party, four members
who affiliated with the Republican party and five Independent
members who were not affiliated with any major political party.

Together, the MICRC completed the first open, 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 MICRC also successfully
defended the fairness of its maps during four separate legal challenges in

state and federal courts. The court rulings reinforced the belief by many that
the MICRC ultimately produced the fairest maps we've ever had in Michigan.

At the time of this publication, two legal challenges are pending in
federal court against the MICRC's work. However, per court order,
the MICRC's adopted congressional and legislative redistricting plans
are being used for the 2022 primary and general elections.

The mission since the MICRC began was to lead Michigan’s redistricting
process to ensure the state’s congressional, state Senate and state
House district lines were drawn fairly in a transparent manner,
meeting constitutional mandates through citizen input.
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The aims in the redistricting process included modeling transparency, heightening
awareness, ensuring fairness, encouraging citizens to participate in the map-
making process, generating consistent news media coverage to inform the

public and answering questions from the news media and public about the
commission’s work. Throughout the process, MICRC members remained committed
to the objectives of fairness, awareness, transparency and engagement.

Before commissioners could draft any plan, the MICRC was constitutionally
mandated to host at least 10 public hearings throughout the state to inform
the public about the redistricting process and the purpose and responsibilities
of the commission, as well as solicit information about potential plans. The
MICRC hosted 21 public forums and 130 open meetings (both virtual and on-site)
during the first phase of the campaign, from late 2020 through early fall 2021.

The MICRC was constitutionally mandated to hold at least five public hearings
throughout the state for the purpose of soliciting comment about the proposed
plans. This second phase of the campaign, from October through December 2021,
focused on drawing and finalizing the actual maps and required coordination and
constant promotion by the MICRC's staff, partners and promotional contractor.
The five hearings were held in Detroit, Lansing, Grand Rapids, Gaylord and Flint.

Michiganders' response to the MICRC's map-making process was inspiring, far
exceeding the MICRC's hope to generate at least 10,000 public comments.
The commission received nearly 30,000 comments from across the state.

Planning and research were 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.

They heard from experts from leading Michigan universities. They received
feedback on proposed maps that helped shape their decisions from hundreds

of organizations, elected officials, civic leaders and the general public.

Getting public input and promoting transparency in the MICRC process was of the
utmost importance so that the public had confidence in the inaugural MICRC's
work as well as that of future Michigan redistricting commissions. Holding dozens
of meetings in every region of the state was instrumental to the MICRC's ability
to gain knowledge and insights from the public, then systematically assess and
make the changes needed to comply with the seven ranked redistricting criteria,
which include compliance with the Voting Rights Act and partisan fairness.
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The MICRC's final maps, approved Dec. 28, 2021, were based on the
state’s constitutionally set mapping criteria (in rank order):

1.

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.

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

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.

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.

Districts shall not favor or disfavor an incumbent elected official or a candidate.
Districts shall reflect consideration of county, city and township boundaries.

Districts shall be reasonably compact.

The MICRC is proud of what we achieved. We are not alone in that belief.

“If you're feeling discouraged about our democracy,
(learn) about how citizens in Michigan took politics out
of the redistricting process. It's why the work ... to fight
gerrymandering is so important.”

Former U.S. President Barack Obama

“Congratulations to the Michigan Independent Redistricting
Commissioners. ... A bipartisan vote created fair districts for
the state’s voters. You proved that when the people, not the
politicians, draw the lines, the voters win."

Former California Republican Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger

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.”
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“This is the quintessential success story of redistricting,” Sam Wang,
director of the Princeton Gerrymandering Project, told The New York
Times for a story published Dec. 29, 2021. “These (Michigan) maps treated
the two parties, Democrats and Republicans, about as fairly as you could
ever imagine a map being. There's competition in all three maps.”

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 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 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 who have control in the state
Legislature to redraw the maps. By an overwhelming margin of 65.5% to
101%, Michigan voters say the state should continue with the redistricting
commission moving forward.

e Voters were asked if Michigan citizens did or did not have a greater role in
deciding how new districts would be drawn compared with previous efforts
by politicians. By a margin of 45% to 221%, voters aware of the MICRC's work
believe Michigan citizens did have a greater role.

* 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% to 221%, voters aware of the MICRC’s work said the MICRC succeeded
in giving Michigan citizens a greater role.

* At the same time, the MICRC recognizes there was a significant discrepancy
between white and Black respondents on their views of how well the
commission honored communities of interest: 53% of white voters
approved of the commission’s communities of interest interpretation, while
14% disapproved. By contrast, 31% of Black voters approved, while 54%
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disapproved. This divide merits consideration during deliberations by the next
Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission.

Our democracy is stronger thanks to Michigan citizens’ engagement 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.

M.C. Rothhorn
Chair
Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission

Edward Woods Il
Executive Director
Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission

7 MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to help inform future commissions on
the lessons learned from the members of the inaugural MICRC.

Here is a summary of the highest-priority recommendations that the
2020 MICRC members suggest for consideration in 2030 and beyond
(which are explained in more detail throughout this report):

The Michigan Legislature should approve an annual budget for
the MICRC that is more in line with the actual costs of its work,
incorporates the likely costs of anticipated fees for legal bills related to
inevitable court challenges, and is on par with other states’ redistricting
commission budgets.

The Michigan Department of State should begin the candidate
recruitment process earlier, asking eligible Michiganders to serve on the
MICRC at least two years before members are selected to better ensure
diversity and regional representation.

Serious consideration should be given to hiring a larger staff than the 2021
MICRC emplovyed, including more support on communications and outreach,
legal counsel, information technology and financial management.

MICRC members stress the importance of developing relationships with
their colleagues, particularly by attending meetings in person whenever
possible instead of joining online.

Because the knowledge of technology is likely to vary among future MICRC
members, more time should be dedicated to map-drawing training.

It would be helpful to ensure mapping software is compatible
with other platforms to maximize public engagement in submitting
proposed district maps.

Future MICRCs should have access to all partisan fairness and political
data and reporting functionality while drafting maps.

Commissioners, not staff or consultants, should make decisions regarding
access to data, tools and maps, although the MICRC should evaluate objections
raised by staff and consultants.

Measures should be taken to ensure the MICRC website is updated in a
more timely manner.
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More time and training should be allocated by future MICRCs to an
orientation about Michigan’'s unique regional populations,
distinguished by economic and demographic diversity. Specifically, while the
2021 MICRC members were very familiar with the characteristics of the region
of the state where they lived, many expressed they lacked knowledge about
other regions of the state with which they were unfamiliar.

Developing a more precise definition of what comprises communities of
interest (COIs) is an important goal for future MICRCs to weigh. A common
concern about the MICRC's work in 2021 is that members could have spent
more time and resources to better educate the public on what
constitutes a community of interest and where COIs rank on the
constitutionally mandated map-drawing priority list.

A significant challenge to future MICRCs is developing a better
system to sort and analyze the overwhelming amount of public
comment received.

Implicit bias training should continue on a regular and ongoing basis
throughout the work, rather than a single two-hour session early on.

Future MICRC panels should take great pains to avoid going into closed
meetings except for private personnel or lawsuit-related matters.

Future commissions should follow the inaugural approach implemented

by MICRC staff to media relations and use of online platforms (Zoom,
Facebook, etc.) that encourages news media and public participation in events
and news conferences without having to attend in person.
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RECRUITMENT

The amendment to the Michigan Constitution that voters approved to

create the MICRC charges the Michigan Department of State (MDOS) with the
responsibility of recruiting and selecting the members who serve on the MICRC
with oversight, input and participation of the Michigan Legislature. While this
issue is beyond the control of the 2031 MICRC, this work directly impacts the
future commission, and recommendations are included for consideration.

In Mid-2019 and through 2020, MDOS and Secretary of State Jocelyn Benson
tasked Gud Marketing with the high priority of developing a public relations
and marketing campaign that would achieve three distinct goals:

e Achieve a high return of applications from those who are randomly mailed
the application.

e Build a diverse pool of applicants who are representative of Michigan for the
commission from both mailed applications and general public submissions.

* Create awareness and interest in applying to be on the Michigan redistricting
commission that would outperform the results of California’s first-in-the-
nation independent citizens redistricting commission. (California received 4,500
applications in 2010.)

The constitutional amendment requires that 50% of the commissioners be
randomly selected as a result of a statewide mailing to registered voters,
while the other 50% must be drawn from a pool of people who completed
the application without receiving it in the mail. In addition, research revealed
that the target audience would be Michiganders eligible/registered to vote by
Aug. 14, 2020 (U.S. citizens, living in Michigan, ages 18-plus, not in jail or prison)
— 7.4 million people were registered to vote in 2018 and 4.3 million voted.

Testing of the application language completed by Center for Civic Design
underscored the importance of telling people why it's important to apply
and why it’s exciting. The research showed key questions and information
sought that Michigan would need to address in messaging, including what
redistricting is and what the job of a commissioner might be.

The total budget for 2019-20 was $200,000 for planning,
development, implementation and measurement. Strategy
was based on three phases of messaging:
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1. Public Awareness Phase (October-December 2019): Promote statewide
awareness of application and opportunity.

2. Encouragement of Randomly Selected Voters (January 2020): Targeted
communications to randomly selected voters who were mailed applications to
encourage them to apply to the commission.

3. Last Call Phase (April-June 2020): Targeted communications to audiences
underrepresented in the applicant pool from the randomly selected voter list.

During the public awareness phase, the goal was to raise public
awareness of the commission, answer guestions about the commission
and encourage Michiganders to apply through a mix of earned media
coverage and social promotion of in-person events and TV ads.

Michigan voters began applying to serve as commissioners in October 2019.

The Secretary of State’s office mailed applications to 250,000 selected
voters on Dec. 30, 2019.

As part of an ongoing effort to increase accessibility to applications, MDOS held two
periods of public comment, as well as 59 in-person events across the state pre-
COVID-19 and 11 virtual town halls in the last month of the application period. MDOS
and Gud Marketing partnered with more than 150 organizations and philanthropic
groups in the state to spread the word, host workshops, air public service
announcements on television and encourage prospective applicants to apply.

News conferences featuring Secretary of State Benson and bipartisan groups
of local officials announcing the opening of the online application were held in
Detroit, Lansing, Grand Rapids and Traverse City on two days in late October
2019. Additionally, the town hall workshops held across the state, promoted
through earned and paid social media placements, educated community
leaders about the application process and commission responsibilities.
Television ads placed on the Michigan Association of Broadcasters network
were used to raise overall awareness of the commission and drive interest.

The second phase began in January 2020 with the Encouragement of Randomly
Selected Voters initiative. This phase focused on encouraging randomly
selected individuals to send in the mailed application they had received. Paid
media combined broad-reaching TV placements with highly targeted Facebook
and Instagram ads that were sent directly to the randomly selected voters

who received the application, as well as a general message to the overall
voting-age population of Michigan, throughout the month of January.
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Phase three was the Last Call Phase, which allowed us to analyze the current
application pool before selecting audiences. Digital and social media ads were
used to boost the number of applicants with a focus on underrepresented
demographics in the pool, such as individuals under age 55.

RESULTS

More than 9,000 Michiganders submitted applications for one of the 13
seats on the commission — delivering far above Michigan Department of
State campaign leaders’ expectations. The final days of the application
window ending June 1, 2020, saw a surge of applications that left the
final applicant pool more diverse and representative of Michigan’s
demographics, including applicants from all 83 Michigan counties.

The commission received 9,367 completed applications, including 3,412 from
individuals randomly selected to be mailed the application (36.6% of the
pool and 1.4% of those mailed the application). That means we surpassed
the number of final submissions processed by California when it launched

its similar commission. Despite having a population nearly quadruple that

of Michigan, California processed 4,546 final applications in 2010.

Voters Not Politicians, the Michigan Nonprofit Association and the Michigan
League of Women Voters, among others, remained energetically engaged in
promoting awareness of applying to serve on the MICRC after successfully
spearheading the 2018 constitutional amendment ballot proposal.

They and many other advocacy organizations and interest groups deserve
Michigan voters’ gratitude for their aggressive efforts to recruit redistricting
commission applicants from populations that have historically been excluded
from the state’s political life. Voters Not Politicians’ user-friendly website

was especially helpful in assisting political newcomers and veterans alike to
navigate the application process, even connecting them with volunteers

who were ready to assist with video notarization of the required forms.

12 MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations


https://cavotes.org/sites/default/files/jobs/RedistrictingCommission Report6122013.pdf

RECRUITMENT: LESSONS LEARNED
& RECOMMENDATIONS

MICRC members and outside leaders interviewed for this report recommend
that the State of Michigan partner again with the same organizations
and even more groups for the 2031 iteration of the MICRC.

A consensus agreed that the process is strengthened when any group of
citizens mobilizes to recruit redistricting commission applicants, and future
success will depend on vigorous input from voters all over the state.

However, many of the contributors to this report recommend consideration
of increasing the budget to promote the awareness campaign and
starting earlier on the statewide awareness campaign to promote
applications to serve on the MICRC, such as in 2027 or 2028, to help

ensure the candidate pool is as large and diverse as possible.

In addition, future versions of the MICRC application to serve should include
language that more accurately reflects the true amount of time and
work that is required. A nearly unanimous sentiment expressed by those
interviewed was that the projected workload was completely underestimated.
The MICRC application stipulated an expected workload of 20-40 hours per
week until the maps were approved. The reality proved quite different. Many
MICRC members said their duties far exceeded expectations for attending
public hearings, traveling to meetings and during the map-making process,
with the arduous task essentially becoming greater than a full-time job.

Commissioners also suggested future MICRC applicants consider the
sacrifice to their family that comes with serving before they submit the
form and that they should anticipate MICRC service as a full-time job.

Also, many of the MICRC members interviewed for this report said future
MICRC panels should consider increasing the members’ salary as
a way to better promote diversity on the commission.

e They noted, for example, that the inaugural panel largely skewed younger
and older than Michigan’'s median-age population, meaning that middle-aged/
middle-income residents were less likely to apply to the MICRC.

* Some MICRC members suggested future commissions consider providing
health insurance as a way to recruit and attract more diversity in the
candidate pool.

13 MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations



The MICRC acknowledges the Michigan Department of State (MDOS) has no
authority to set the MICRC members’ salary or provide health benefits in the
recruitment phase.

The MICRC is vested within the Michigan Constitution to set members’ salary.
The Michigan Constitution simply states that the minimum level of funding for
MICRC members’ compensation will be at least 25% of the governor’s salary.
The MICRC has the power to go beyond that funding floor if members believe
it's warranted.

That means the MDOS could promote via its candidate recruitment campaign
that the opportunity exists for future members of the MICRC in 2031 and
beyond to schedule a vote among themselves that would determine whether
a higher salary or provision of health insurance is appropriate.
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SELECTION

The Secretary of State’s office hired Saginaw-based Rehmann LLC, an
independent third-party certified accounting firm, to randomly select the 13
Michigan residents who would serve on the state’s first Independent Citizens
Redistricting Commission. The office used the standard bidding process.

The constitutional amendment that created the MICRC included
factors that can disqualify a voter from serving on the commission,
like being an elected partisan official or immediate family member
of that official, an employee of the Legislature or a lobbyist.

The Secretary of State’s office processed more than 9,300 applications from
across the state. Rehmann LLC randomly selected 200 semifinalists in June 2020,
including 60 who affiliated with Democrats, 60 who affiliated with Republicans

and 80 who didn't affiliate with either major party. The random selection process
considered the geographic and demographic makeup of the applicants to ensure
the final pool of semifinalists mirrored the state’s population as closely as possible.

The list of 200 semifinalists was submitted to the top GOP and Democratic leaders
in the Michigan Senate and House. They were given the chance to remove up to

20 applicants before Aug. 1, 2020. Rehmann LLC input the names of the remaining
applicants into software primarily used in the auditing community to make random
selections. The software extracted four names each from the list of Democratic
and Republican applicants and five names from the list of independent applicants.

The final selections of the 13 MICRC members were made in a livestreamed
drawing Monday, Aug. 17, 2020. The commission was seated Sept. 17, 2020, to
begin the yearlong process of reconfiguring the state’s political boundaries.

Each selected commissioner expressed in their applications a desire to serve
their community and country. In their applications and in interviews with

the MLive newspaper chain and other news outlets, all of the commissioners
expressed a common theme — they saw their work as a civic duty that, if done
correctly, could help change the state’s redistricting process for the better.
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The inaugural MICRC members include:

Douglas Clark

e Party: Republican
- Age: 74

* Occupation:
Retired operations
and development
manager

Juanita Curry

* Party: Democrat
« Age: 72

* Occupation:
Retired specialized
foster care worker

Anthony Eid
* Party:
Independent
° Age: 28

* Occupation:
Medical student

Brittni Kellom

* Party: Democrat
 Age: 34

« Occupation:
Entrepreneur and
trauma practitioner

Rhonda Lange

e Party: Republican
* Age: 48

¢ Occupation: Real
estate broker

Steven Terry Lett

* Party:
Independent

 Age: 74

¢ Occupation:
Semiretired lawyer

Cynthia Orton

e Party: Republican
* Age: 55

¢ Occupation:
College student

M.C. Rothhorn

* Party: Democrat
* Age: 48

* Occupation:
Financial cooperator
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For more details about the MICRC members, click here.

Rebecca Szetela
* Party:

Independent
* Age: 47

* Occupation:
Lawyer

Janice Vallette

* Party: Independent
° Age: 68

¢ Occupation:
Retired banker

Erin Wagner

e Party: Republican
* Age: 54

¢ Occupation:
Household engineer

Richard Weiss

* Party:
Independent

 Age: 73

¢ Occupation:
Retired autoworker
and handyman

Dustin Witjes

* Party: Democrat
* Age: 31

¢ Occupation:
Payroll specialist
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SELECTION: LESSONS LEARNED
& RECOMMENDATIONS

The MICRC was composed of six men and seven women. Two are Black, one is Middle
Eastern and the rest are white. Their ages range between 28 and 74 — only one
was under 30 at the time of his selection. A majority of the commission — seven
members — live in Southeast Michigan. Two live in the northern Lower Peninsula,
two live in or near Lansing, one lives in Battle Creek and one lives in Saginaw.

The inaugural MICRC generally reflects Michigan’s diverse population,
which the large majority of MICRC members and others interviewed
for this report agree means the algorithm used by Rehmann LLC

in the MICRC applicant selection process proved successful.

However, the inaugural MICRC did not include any residents from
the Upper Peninsula; no one identifying as Hispanic or Latino, Native
American, Asian or Pacific Islander; and nobody from Grand Rapids,
the state’s second-largest city. This drew some public criticism.

Some of the contributors to this report believe slight adjustments could
be made to the algorithm Rehmann LLC employed that might bring more
geographic and racial diversity to the future MICRC candidate pool.

But the majority of those interviewed for this report, including a majority
of the MICRC members, said rather than changing the algorithm,
more energy should be devoted to recruiting more residents from
the Upper Peninsula, Grand Rapids, other populous communities and ethnic
populations and urging them to apply to serve on future MICRC panels.

The consensus opinion was that greater interest in serving on the
MICRC in 2031 and beyond will occur over the next decade because
those who felt underrepresented in the inaugural process will strive to
ensure they are better represented in the next MICRC iteration.

In addition, Voters Not Politicians (VNP) and the Michigan Nonprofit Association
(MNA) shared separate post-campaign findings and suggestions with MICRC for
its development of this report. The VNP report is based on VNP interviews with
the leaders of 10 community of interest (COI) partner groups across Michigan
that VNP worked closely with during the inaugural redistricting cycle. The MNA
report is based on interviews with leaders of MNA member organizations.
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Recommendations for the 2030 selection process from MICRC members,
VNP, MNA and third-party organizations that contributed to the report
include increasing public education on the process for selection
of the commissioners, particularly regarding how the semifinalist
pool and final commissioners are weighted and selected. Collectively,
they recommended considering additional mechanisms for hearing
marginalized voices not included on the commission when convened.

VNP says COls reported concerns about representation and historical/cultural
competence on MICRC. According to VNP, some of these concerns could have
been alleviated had the public understood how the final 13 commissioners were
chosen (i.e., that they were not individually selected by the secretary of state, and
that the constitution does not allow a certain number of seats to be reserved

for Detroit residents, for example, or members of a particular ethnic group).

For more details about the MICRC membership selection process “mechanics,” click here.

For more details about the MICRC membership random selection process, click here.
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TRAINING & TECHNOLOGY

Michigan is one of only a handful of states where a citizen initiative led
to the creation of a citizen-led, independent redistricting commission,
according to the National Conference of State Legislatures.

In order to prepare the 13 members of the inaugural MICRC for
the task of redistricting, training and education was crucial.

In September 2020, commissioners attended a two-day orientation
organized by the Michigan Department of State covering:

Introduction to Role as a Commissioner
Basics of Article IV, Section 6
» Process and mapping criteria

»  Panel discussion on Criteria and Public Hearings featuring Matt Grossmann,
director of the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research at Michigan
State University; John Chamberlin, professor emeritus at University of
Michigan; and Jon Eguia, professor at Michigan State University

Lessons from California and Arizona commissions

» Presentation and reflections from other citizen commissions nationwide.
Panelists: Andre Parvenu (CA, no party preference), Vincent Barabba (CA,
Republican), Cynthia Dai (CA, Democrat), Colleen Mathis (AZ, independent)

Redistricting 101

»  Panel presentation and discussion on redistricting history and basics.
Panelists: Tom Ivacko, executive director of the Center for Local, State,
and Urban Policy at the University of Michigan Ford School of Public Policy;
Ellen Katz, professor of law at the University of Michigan Law School; and
Justin Levitt, professor of law at Loyola Law School

Redistricting in Michigan

»  Panel presentation by Matt Grossmann, director of the Institute for Public
Policy and Social Research at Michigan State University; Chris Thomas,
former director of the Michigan Bureau of Elections; and John Pirich,
faculty at the Michigan State University Law School

20

MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations


https://www.ncsl.org/research/redistricting/creation-of-redistricting-commissions.aspx

Transparency & Independence Workshop

» Overview of Open Meetings Act and the Freedom of Information Act

The orientation and resource materials compiled for the inaugural commission
are available here.

In addition to the initial orientation, the MICRC relied on support from experts including:

Thomas Ivacko, executive director, Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy
at the University of Michigan Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy, and

Matt Grossman, director of the Institute for Public Policy and Social
Research (IPPSR) and professor of Political Science at Michigan State University

Grossman’s and lvacko’s teams partnered to enhance MICRC members’
knowledge of best practices implemented in other states on such complex
issues as communities of interest (COIs) and included materials for MICRC
review in its inaugural packet. UM also shared with MICRC a database of more
than 1,200 potential COI groups and hosted a series of webinars inviting
those groups to get involved with the MICRC's work. In addition, UM and MSU
provided technical support in test-mapping sessions. They encouraged the
MICRC to invest more funding in data management and analysis of the public
comments on maps, noting the sheer volume of comments in California’s
experience proved overwhelming.

Matthew Petering, a professor from the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee,
who presented a map-drawing algorithm he developed.

Moon Duchin, a math professor at Tufts University, who specializes in
geometry and has been immersed in redistricting problems since 2016. She

is the founder of MGGG Redistricting Lab, an effort to apply data science to
redistricting. The lab, which grew out of an informal research collective called
the Metric Geometry and Gerrymandering Group, has helped refine technigues
that construct representative samples of the universe of valid redistricting
maps for a given jurisdiction. When human-generated maps deviate far from
statistical norms, it can be a sign of gerrymandering or some other agenda,
Duchin and other mathematicians say. Duchin has worked with commissions
and groups across the country, including the People’s Maps Commission in
Wisconsin and Arizona’s Independent Redistricting Commission. Her work has
flagged numerous instances of gerrymandering by both parties.

These experts, as well as others, provided continuing education to the commissioners.
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Mapping Software Training

Redistricting has been called one of the most complicated undertakings of state
government, and part of this difficulty arises from the amount of math and
data that goes into the process in order to comply with legal requirements.

The MICRC members had access to mapping software so they could draw their
own districts. The cost to the MICRC to purchase the software from Electronic
Data Services was approximately $4,000-plus per member. Not all MICRC
members chose to use the software, citing their lack of IT knowledge. Some
commissioners who did download the software with the MICRC paying the fee
said they attended training sessions to learn how to use the technology, but they
said the training was insufficient given their relative lack of IT knowledge, so they
ultimately did not use the tool. This proved to be a waste of MICRC resources.

Bias Training

Members of the MICRC received one two-hour session on bias training
on July 8, 2021, from consultant Bruce Adelson during an in-person
meeting in Lansing. Natural bias is defined as “a predisposition or a
preconceived opinion that prevents a person from impartially evaluating
facts that have been presented for determination; a prejudice.”

There are at least 14 different types of bias people experience that
influence and affect the way people think, behave and perceive others.
Understanding personal biases and assumptions is crucial to clear
thinking and scientific literacy. All individuals, no matter their education,
intellectual commitment or good intentions, are susceptible to biases.

According to Adelson and other experts on the topic, the 14 types of bias are:

1. Confirmation bias 8. Information bias

2. The Dunning-Kruger Effect 9. Selection bias

3. Cultural bias 10. Availability bias

4. In-group bias 11. Fundamental attribution error
5. Decline bias 12. Hindsight bias

6. Optimism or pessimism bias 13. Anchoring bias

7. Self-serving bias 14. Observer bias
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After Adelson’s presentation, MICRC members expressed
more confidence that they were cognizant of the need
to remain alert to their individual natural biases.

Commissioners also praised the media trainings they received, which helped
inform them on what they could and could not discuss in terms of the
MICRC's work with reporters and the public. Special attention was devoted to
Section 11 of the new amendment that stipulated the MICRC — its members,
staff, attorneys and consultants — could not discuss redistricting matters
with members of the public outside of an open meeting of the commission,
except that a commissioner may communicate about redistricting matters
with members of the public to gain information relevant to the performance
of his or her duties if such communication occurs (a) in writing or (b) at a
previously publicly noticed forum or town hall open to the general public.

Technology Shortfalls

MICRC members and staff did not receive state-issued computers and

cell phones until January-February 2021 due to COVID-19-related supply
chain issues. The delay frustrated commissioners and MICRC staff, who said
during interviews that they hoped that those problems would not exist in
2031. Additionally, the computers issued to commissioners were not well
equipped to run the mapping software. They did not have discrete graphic
cards or enough processing power to carry out key functions with ease.
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TRAINING & TECHNOLOGY: LESSONS LEARNED
& RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations for improvement include:

Commissioners interviewed for this report said future MICRC leaders should
receive more extensive training on how to use the mapping software
more effectively and earlier in the process.

Commissioners who found the mapping software training sessions helpful
cited the two-hour, one-on-one trainings as especially beneficial and
encouraged that more individualized training be available to commissioners.

Commissioners, not staff or consultants, should make decisions regarding
access to data, tools and maps, although the MICRC should evaluate
objections raised by staff and consultants.

MICRC members found certain aspects of their training especially helpful:

» Presentations by the University of Michigan and Michigan
State University were generally deemed instrumental in providing
the MICRC with a base-level foundation of the challenges and
opportunities surrounding redistricting. Some MICRC members, however,
felt the presentations could have been discussed in more accessible
laymen’s terms.

»  Presentations by the leaders of previous redistricting commissions for the
states of California and Arizona.

Subject matter that some commissioners cited as deserving of more training
and expedited timing included:

» Providing MICRC members with a stronger understanding of
Robert’'s Rules of Order should be mandatory for future MICRC
panels because virtually all of the MICRC members had little to
no experience conducting formal meetings. Robert’s Rules was
first published in 1876 as an adaptation of the rules and practice of the
U.S. Congress to the needs of non-legislative societies. It is the most
widely used manual of parliamentary procedure in the United States and
has a proven track record of helping membership groups apply codes of
conduct to serve as a parliamentary authority within a given assembly.
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Getting the redistricting software into the MICRC's hands earlier would
have been helpful so commissioners could have started practicing sooner with
the map-drawing technology.

»  MICRC members could have started learning about map drawing in July
2021, but they did not begin the practice until September 2021.

»  Several commissioners felt more of their colleagues should have devoted
additional time with consultants and on their own practicing how to draw
blocks, precincts, etc.

»  Several commissioners also expressed frustration that the Auto Bound
Edge software the MICRC used to understand partisan fairness features
was disabled around August 2021 and not reenabled until October 2021.
Future MICRCs should have access to all partisan fairness and
political data and reporting functionality while drafting maps.

»  The sentiment expressed from these commissioners was that it would be
better for the MICRC to have all software functions available to them in
order to see partisan fairness numbers.

Providing more in-depth education to commissioners about
Michigan’'s geography, population and local economies should be
considered for future MICRC panels, as many of the inaugural MICRC members
admitted they were unfamiliar with communities big and small in different
regions of the state. They eventually came to understand how these factors
play into what defines communities of interest, but wished they understood
these factors earlier.

»  Commissioners felt they could have benefited from initial demography
lessons to orient them to the size, locations and nature of the diverse
cultural, ethnic, religious, economic and other communities that make up
our state. Many commissioners reported being unfamiliar with Michigan’s
demographics in certain parts of the state, such as metro Detroit, at the
start of the process.

» Others said they were unaware which areas of the state have the highest
populations of senior citizens, where tourism is highest and how the
changes of seasons impact local and regional economies.

As noted above, MICRC members received a single training session on
recognizing potential preexisting individual biases from MICRC consultant
Bruce Adelson. But some commissioners lamented there was no follow-up
training on identifying and remedying personal bias and wished the
panel would have taken more tests to measure individual bias. Having this task
assighed to an MICRC staff member may be advisable for future MICRC panels.
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Public Comment on Improving the Process

“Please hire a registered parliamentarian to review and provide written

advice and recommendations concerning your approved Parliamentary

Authority Manual and proposed Rules of Procedure amendments.”
James Gallant, Marquette

“If there was just one lesson to be learned, in my opinion, it is that, after
developing these plans through whatever algorithm you may have used,
you could’'ve gone back and applied a human touch to these plans. It
appears that some communities may have split unnecessarily. Had you
gone back and taken a really close look at those plans, you might have
been able to fix some of them without having an adverse effect on the
integrity of the plan. As good as computers and algorithms are, sometimes,
there is no substitute for a final touch by the human hand.”

Jack Bengtsson, Kentwood
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HIRING PERSONNEL

Staffing is among the first decisions that future iterations of the MICRC will need
to make, and some potentially helpful resources for making those decisions
are listed below.

The 2021 MICRC was tasked with hiring the personnel described below (this list
is meant purely as a starting point and not necessarily in order of priority):

e Executive director to oversee all operations of the commission,
administration and commission staff and assist with navigation of government
agencies and protocols.

* General counsel to serve as the primary legal counsel for implementation and
legal compliance with Michigan Constitution article IV sec. 6, helping guide and
assist the commission in executing a robust, independent, fair, citizen-led and
transparent redistricting process.

» Communications and outreach director to handle all media logistics, advise
the commission on its messaging and otherwise manage all public information
aspects, as well as to organize public hearings and serve as a primary point of
contact for stakeholders, public input and engagement.

e Office manager to serve as support staff in overseeing day-to-day operations
and correspondence of the commission.

To begin the hiring process, the MICRC asked the Michigan Department

of State (MDOS) to place advertisements and job postings on relevant
websites during late 2020 to solicit applicants for the positions of executive
director, communications and outreach director, and legal counsel.

The MICRC then created three subcommittees from its membership that were
tasked with a singular focus on each position. MDOS collected all the resumes and
applications for delivery to the MICRC, and the MICRC divided up the files based on
the job being sought. Throughout the process, all MICRC members could review all
applications as they wished. In addition to reviewing each candidate’s resume, the
MICRC conducted social media history searches for further insights and background.

Each subcommittee then provided the entire MICRC with its recommendations
for interviews with the top-ranked candidates. The MICRC scheduled interviews
with each prospective candidate that were held as part of open public meetings.
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The Princeton Gerrymandering Project estimated that for a state the size of
Michigan in 2021, the budget for commissioners and staff salaries, payroll taxes
and human resource expenses should total approximately $1.48 million. That
line item in the MICRC budget from the 2021 fiscal year totaled $1.034 million.

In September 2020, the randomly selected commission convened for the first time
and voted to proceed with its first hire — an executive director. The executive
director would be charged with assisting the commission in all its duties as it
embarked on a new process involving new redistricting criteria and requiring
transparency and public engagement throughout the map-drawing process.

Suann Hammersmith, who retired as president and CEO of the Lenawee Community
Foundation on Aug. 1, 2020, received the highest number of votes out of six
finalists during a Dec. 1, 2020, meeting for the position to facilitate the state’s
redistricting. She told news media at the time of her official hiring on Dec. 17

that she expected to serve 1% years in the role, which proved accurate.

The MICRC's second hire was Julianne Pastula as general counsel on Jan. 11, 2021.
Edward Woods lll was hired Feb. 1 as communications and outreach director.
Executive Assistant Sara Martinez was hired June 1 as a part-time staff member.

On March 31, 2022, the MICRC officially announced the appointment
of Woods as its new executive director to replace Hammersmith,
who retired from the helm effective the same day.

Across the board, MICRC members praised the diligence of the staff they
hired, with particular gratitude expressed for the service of Hammersmith,
Martinez, Pastula and Woods. The MICRC recognized they worked extremely
long hours, often six or seven days per week for months on end.

They were especially impressed such a small staff produced several key
policy documents that proved essential to the process, such as developing
a rules and procedures guideline that was so effective it was later
adopted by the Colorado Independent Redistricting Commissions.

The policy and procedural documents relevant to future iterations of the
MICRC to review that were created by the inaugural MICRC staff include:

e Public Record Requests Procedures

e Document and Record Retention Policy

e Financial Procedures, Procurement Review Policy
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Policy for Approval of Expenses

Conflict of Interest Policy

Code of Conduct

Strategic Plan

Communications and OQutreach Policy

Communications and Outreach Plan

Mapping Policies and Procedures

Rules of Procedures
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HIRING PERSONNEL: LESSONS LEARNED
& RECOMMENDATIONS

At least four common themes emerged among the MICRC members
interviewed for this report regarding hiring practices that they
recommend for future MICRC panel consideration:

* Without question, they said future MICRC panels should hire more
support staff from the beginning to assist the executive team. They
noted Michigan, in comparison with previous redistricting states like California
and Arizona, had staffing levels routinely insufficient to its needs. Assistants
for the executive director and general counsel were eventually hired, but far
later in the process than would have been preferable.

* Given the heavy workload for the MICRC's legal team, some commissioners
suggested future MICRC panels should hire two attorneys as legal
counsel, as opposed to one. These commissioners noted that 11 of their
13 MICRC colleagues were not attorneys and had no legal expertise or
background whatsoever.

* The importance of the MICRC communications and outreach director
is critical to informing the public, and particularly the news media, about
MICRC activities, which the MICRC did not sufficiently appreciate in the initial
hiring process. In retrospect, some commissioners said they would advise
future MICRC panels to consider selecting a communications and outreach
director even before hiring the executive director.

*  Future commissions should consider hiring their own IT staff rather
than relying on the Michigan Department of State to provide that service.
While using the MDOS staff helped save budget resources, it also resulted
in overly long delays in uploading maps and meeting minutes to the MICRC
website, prompting criticism from the public and news media.
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CONSULTANTS

In addition to full-time staff, the MICRC hired a team of consultants to
assist in its duties. This included marketing and public relations experts who
helped support the MICRC’s public awareness and education activities.

For the first phase of the map-making public awareness campaign, the MICRC
hired Detroit-based Van Dyke Horn and McConnell Communications Inc. The
MICRC teamed with Gud Marketing to handle the PR and communications
efforts during the second phase of the MICRC’s public hearings. The MICRC
contracted with Lansing-based Good Fruit to handle video production

and with Chase Creative for audio visual assistance at live events.

Consultants who assisted in map-making were of particular importance
to the citizen-led panel.

For example, the term “gerrymandering” refers to the manipulation
of congressional district boundaries to favor a particular party.
Many district boundaries in Michigan historically were intentionally
weaved around specific homes, neighborhoods and streets to
include voters with a particular ideology in one voting district.

To better understand how to address the gerrymandering challenges
that existed in Michigan, a team of experts was hired to help MICRC
draw new congressional and legislative districts for the state. Its
contract with Virginia-based Election Data Services (EDS) to serve as
the commission’s line-drawing firm was finalized May 25, 2021.

EDS President Kimball Brace, who worked for many Democratic clients over

the years, led the mapping team that included John Morgan, a redistricting
expert frequently hired by Republicans; Fred Hejazi, who developed the mapping
software the commission used to draw the new districts; and Kent Stigall, who
had recently retired from Virginia's nonpartisan legislative services agency.

In addition, an EDS partner, Dr. Lisa Handley, a racial polarization voting and
partisan fairness rights expert who has become the premier racial bloc
voting expert in the country for the past three decades, was brought onto
the team at the commission’s request to undertake an analysis of racial
voting patterns in Michigan’s communities to ensure the new districts
didn’t dilute the political representation of minority populations.
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In response to concerns about Brace's and Morgan’s history of
working with Democratic and Republican clients, respectively,
Hejazi told the commissioners that “the person who's going to be
drawing is actually Kent (Stigall), who's not a partisan person.”

Brace worked with Arizona’s commission, which is similarly structured to Michigan’s,
during previous redistricting cycles. Stigall previously worked for Virginia's
nonpartisan legislative services agency for 35 years. The composition of the team
was designed to protect the commission against allegations of redistricting that
favors one party over the other, Hejazi asserted in a Detroit Free Press interview.

“Nobody’s going to be able to come back and say, ‘Well, you guys had this
drawn by people that strictly work with the Democrats or people that
strictly work for Republicans, so the map is going to be skewed.”

The partisan makeup of the team was a deliberate attempt to
achieve political balance, Brace told the Free Press.

Brace pulled together the census data that helped the commission determine
where the lines should be drawn. He told the Free Press he saw his role

as more than just crunching numbers, but rather as that of an educator

to the group of randomly selected citizens who make up the commission.
Brace delivered this advice during a March 4 presentation to the group:
Don't expect everyone to be happy with the final maps.

“I've always said that when | get finished with a project, | think I've probably been
successful if everyone is just a little bit mad at me,” he told the commissioners.

Morgan saw himself as the commission’s problem-solver who could step in when the
commission needed to reach a compromise on where the lines should be drawn.

“Ideally I'll put a bunch of options in front of them or help them assess
options that other people propose,” Morgan told the Free Press. But
ultimately, Morgan said, the commissioners are the decision-makers.

The MICRC selected Bruce Adelson, the president of Federal Compliance Consulting
LLC, in early April 2021. Adelson was tasked with ensuring the congressional and
legislative districts drawn by the MICRC would comply with state and federal law.
Adelson previously worked with Arizona’s Independent Redistricting Commission.

He told the MICRC that keeping “a very robust, transparent record” as the commission
drew its maps would help defend the commission’s work and decision-making.
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“As we all learned back in elementary school in math, we were all told, ‘show our
work. That is absolutely true when it comes to redistricting,” he said to the MICRC.
“You want everybody to know what you're doing and then, in the event of a legal
challenge, you can just ... cite the record to confirm what it is that you actually did.”

Members of the MICRC interviewed for this report were unanimous in their
support for, and appreciation of, the services provided by the consulting
team they hired to help in their map-making deliberations, as well as
experts from across the nation who provided expertise free of charge.
The MICRC members gained fundamental knowledge from these
experts. With that said, it's important to note all of the MICRC's
line-drawing decisions were made by the commission itself.

It also should be noted the Michigan Department of Civil Rights disagreed with
MICRC's consultants’ assessment of the Voting Rights Act (VRA) compliance

criteria. The state’s civil rights department recommended to the MICRC a 40%
Black-population district was insufficient to comply with the Voting Rights Act.

Adelson advised the MICRC the VRA did not require a specific number of minority-
majority districts (e.g., districts with greater than 50% Black Voting Age Population,
or BVAP); however, MICRC did need to create “opportunity to elect” districts.

MICRC was advised by Adelson that an “opportunity to elect” district is one where
the district contains the requisite number of minority voters to enable those voters
an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice. Hanley’s analysis was intended

to determine the necessary percentage of Black Voting Age Population needed

to provide the opportunity for Black voters to elect their candidates of choice in
elections in four racially polarized counties (Wayne, Oakland, Saginaw and Genesee).

The Michigan Department of Civil Rights wrote in an analysis of the
MICRC's proposed maps they would dilute the votes of people who live in
places with heavy minority populations by cracking them into different
districts and combining them with predominantly white areas.

The MICRC recognizes its lines drew heavy criticism during a public hearing
in October 2021 in Detroit, where nearly 80% of the population is Black. The
proposed maps linked voters in Detroit with voters in whiter suburban areas.

The commission’s advisers have said it's possible for minority voters to elect
the candidate of their choice in districts, even if they don’t comprise a majority
of the population. Determining the appropriate percentage of a minority
population needed to comply with the Voting Rights Act can be a complex
analysis that depends on the unigue political characteristics of an area.
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CONSULTANTS: LESSONS LEARNED
& RECOMMENDATIONS

The majority of the MICRC members interviewed for this report
expressed overall satisfaction with the performance and counsel
provided by its consultants. Commissioners recommend future MICRC
should use the experts they hire to the fullest extent possible.

Public Comment on Improving the Process

“Don’'t take spurious advice about the VRA and have multiple sources for
that sort of stuff. One voice dominated this time when there should always
be multiple viewpoints, which resulted in some questionable choices.”

Mark Graham
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COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST

One of the most complex and difficult challenges the MICRC faced during
the map-making process was defining “communities of interest,” which

is the third-ranked priority in the state constitution preceded only by
complying with federal population size and Voting Rights Act requirements
and a directive to make districts geographically contiguous.

The guidance provided in the Michigan Constitution is as follows:

“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.”

MICRC members noted during interviews there is no definitive list of
communities of interest in Michigan to draw from, and a community of
interest is not a traditional city or county borders. In order to fulfill this
criteria, the MICRC identified a communities of interest process.

This process included identifying characteristics of a COIl to be:
e Self-defined by the local community members.
e Associated with a contiguous area on a map.

¢ Shared common bonds linked to public policy issues that would be affected
by legislation, likely to result in a desire to share the same legislative district in
order to secure more effective representation.

And defining “cultural,” “historical” and “economic” characteristics as:

e Cultural: Artistic and intellectual pursuits/products, including the arts,
letters, manners; ways of living transmitted from one generation to the next;
a form or stage of civilization; behaviors and beliefs characteristic of a social,
ethnic or age group.

¢ Historical: Past events and times relating to people, country or time period:;
aggregate or record of past events; a notable past; acts, ideas or events that
will shape the future.
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e Economic: The production, distribution and use of income, wealth and
commodities; affecting or apt to affect the welfare of material resources;
financial considerations; wealth and wage disparities.

Communities of interest could include places of worship, neighborhoods,
ethnic communities, social service organizations, local historical
societies, school districts, outdoor recreation areas, arts and

cultural institutions or a group of vacation homeowners.

Communities that have a shared interest that makes them want to stay
together in one district for purposes of political representation can tell
MICRC where they want to be located geographically. MICRC did consider
the maps it received from communities of interest when drawing the
new congressional and legislative lines. However, it didn’t consider COls
where citizens mentioned not wanting to be a part of a community.

While many states consider communities of interest, no other state assigns them
such a high priority in its criteria for redrawing districts as Michigan. Redistricting
experts interviewed for this report said making communities of interest a top
priority was meant as a corrective to gerrymandered districts that split up
communities in the past. Groups including Voters Not Politicians, the Michigan
Nonprofit Association and the University of Michigan's Center for Local, State, and
Urban Policy compiled resources to learn more about communities of interest
and how to encourage public participation in the new redistricting process.

One of the main factors MICRC has to consider is keeping residents
with similar interests together. Because the definition is so vague,
Michigan citizens have a lot of leeway to help chart MICRC’s course.

“It's very elastic,” John Chamberlin, professor emeritus of political science and public
policy at the University of Michigan’'s Ford School of Public Policy, told the MLive
newspaper chain in a story published May 25, 2021. “As long as you're not a political
party or a front group for a candidate, you could be a community of interest.”

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures, 25 states, including
Michigan, currently include communities of interest as a qualifying form of

criteria in drawing state legislative maps, congressional maps or both. The most
comparable system to Michigan’s is the state of California, which also has an
independent redistricting commission that relies in part on communities of interest.

The term itself isn't unusual for people who are familiar with the redistricting
process, but for the average citizen it's nebulous, Chamberlin told MLive.
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He and other researchers at the University of Michigan's Center for Local,
State, and Urban Policy drew up a list of examples for MICRC review of what
communities of interest could be after looking at various state organizations,
associations and groups. They suggested communities of interest include
populations sharing cultural or historical characteristics, economic interests
or bonds through policy issues that would be affected by legislation.

“The fact that there’'s no exhaustive list of these things means that either
communities of interest, on their own, need to decide, ‘We are one and let’s
participate,” or some other group needs to get in touch with them to say, ‘Have
you thought about this? Here's how the process works,” he told MLive.

In remaining steadfast and not disregarding the seven ranked redistricting
criteria, the MICRC heard sentiments of former state Supreme Court Justice
Stephen Markman. He teaches constitutional law at Hillsdale College, which
commissioned him to write a report summarizing his concerns with the
MICRC's definition of community of interest in forming district lines.

Markman urged the MICRC against using racial, ethnic or religious groups as a
determiner of the state’s new voting boundaries for the 2022 election. He also said
a redistricting commission that prioritizes traditional municipal boundaries when
redrawing voting maps should avoid using “racial, ethnic and religious’ calculations”
as proxies for drawing maps that provided partisan advantage in the past.

Instead, Markman called on the commission to consider actual neighborhood
and municipal boundaries when redrawing the state voting maps instead of
more nebulous bonds such as shared concerns over the environment, creative
arts communities, media markets or tax assessment districts — elements the
University of Michigan study offered as examples of “communities of interest.”

Here is a link to a July 7, 2021, story published by The
Detroit News about Markman'’s views.
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COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST: LESSONS LEARNED
& RECOMMENDATIONS

A common critique on the MICRC’s COI application from Markman,
dissenting MICRC commissioners and some members of the public who
submitted comments is that city/county lines were broken in pursuit of
COls and/or that certain cities/counties were not considered COls.

The counterpoint to that sentiment is that the sixth-ranked criteria
states, “Districts shall reflect consideration of county, city and township
boundaries,” which is lower than the third-ranked COI criteria.

The following content represents VNP's contribution to MICRC's Lessons Learned
& Recommendations report. The findings and observations are based on VNP
interviews with the leaders of 10 COI partner groups across Michigan that both
the MICRC and VNP worked closely with during the inaugural redistricting cycle.

According to VNP, COI partners reported multiple challenges during the 2021-
22 redistricting process, such as a lack of awareness among their members
of the redistricting process in general. In addition, there was confusion

as to what would or would not be considered a COI in MICRC's eyes and

how MICRC would weigh submissions from a few motivated individuals as
compared with large COls. The COI partners recommended MICRC:

e Publicize and share widely a definition of “community of interest” and clearly
and proactively explain how it will weigh different pieces of public input.

*  Provide COIl examples and counterexamples.
* Prioritize public education and presentations in more populous areas.

* Have adequate financing and staffing for its important public education role.

Public Comment on Improving the Process

“Earlier public education before public testimony begins would give more
time for communities of interest to understand how they can participate
in the process.”

Susan Demeuse, Caledonia
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“| believe | watched every meeting and hearing held by the MICRC, and

if there was one takeaway | could offer by way of suggested process
improvement, | believe greater clarification surrounding what constitutes
a COl as it relates to mapping criteria priorities taken as a whole.

“For example, there were obvious tensions with which the commission
struggled when it was necessary to weigh issues of partisan fairness
against the interests of a COL."

Karen
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS

Public participation was key to the work of the inaugural MICRC. Despite
the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic — limited in-person meetings,
changing local and state health rules, etc. — MICRC sought to exceed
the requirements of the Michigan Constitution by hosting more public
hearings. Additionally, all meetings of the MICRC were livestreamed

via YouTube to maximize public participation and transparency.

The MICRC's work in collecting public feedback is segmented into two phases:

Phase One | May-July 2021

The constitution required the MICRC to hold at least 10 public hearings
around the state to inform Michiganders about the redistricting
process and the purpose and responsibilities of MICRC, and to

gather information from the public about potential plans.

The 16 public hearings were held in the following cities and hosted
by specific commissioners familiar with each area. Commissioners
attended in person, as required by the Open Meetings Act:

* Jackson — May 11 at American 1 Event Center

* Kalamazoo — May 13 at Wings Event Center

* Marquette — May 18 at Northern Michigan University

* Gaylord — May 20 at Treetop Resorts

* Midland — May 25 at the Great Hall Banquet and Convention Center

* Lansing — May 27 at the Lansing Center

* Pontiac — June 1 at Centerpointe Marriott

* Flint — June 3 at Dort Financial Center

* Novi — June 8 at the Suburban Collection Showplace

* Dearborn — June 10 at the Ford Community and Performing Arts Center

¢ Detroit — June 15 at The Village Dome at Fellowship Chapel
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* Detroit — June 17 at the TCF Center

* Port Huron — June 22 at the Blue Water Convention Center

* Warren — June 24 at the MRCC Banqguet Center

* Muskegon — June 29 at the VanDyke Mortgage Convention Center

e Grand Rapids — July 1 at DeVos Place

The MICRC also launched an online public comment portal in May 2021 that
made it easy for residents to submit written comments, draw or upload maps,
and more. The public comment portal served as a one-stop shop for members
of the public to engage in the redistricting process. This comprehensive

tool was developed by the MICRC in partnership with the MGGG Redistricting
Lab, a nonpartisan research group at Tisch College of Tufts University and
procured by the Michigan Department of State (MDOS). The public comment
portal enabled members of the public to easily do the following:

*  Submit written public comments.
¢ Draw and submit a community of interest map.

e Draw and submit a complete or partial district map (congressional, Michigan
House and Michigan Senate).

e Upload or link to a map/shapefile or document.

¢ Comment on other maps or submissions.

Commissioners and the public were able to see submissions and comments in
real time. The public comment portal can be found at Michigan.gov/MICRC.

Members of the public were encouraged to use the public comment portal to
submit materials. The MICRC also received comments via email, mail and/or paper
submissions at public meetings. MDOS continued to provide these comments to
the commission and uploaded them to the website for public viewing regularly.

Phase Two | August-December 2021

After months of preparation, public input and a long wait for updated
U.S. census data due to COVID-19 delays in data collection, the MICRC
began the process it was created to do — draw political maps for

the state’s congressional, state House and state Senate districts and
invite the public to participate by weighing in on its draft maps.
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It should be noted the MICRC began its map-drawing process by dividing
the state into 10 regions, then focused on each region. The MICRC chose
to start with the Upper Peninsula and northern Lower Peninsula first,
then worked its way downward to address the rest of the state.

Critics have suggested that approach did not leave sufficient time for
drawing maps in Michigan's most populous regions, such as metro Detroit
and Greater Grand Rapids. They recommend that in the future the

MICRC build outlying maps after those two regions are completed.

On Oct. 14, 2021, the MICRC unveiled several draft federal and state
legislative district maps built collaboratively, as well as maps drawn by a
single commissioner. The MICRC also announced details for a new phase

of public hearings and comments. The MICRC was required to hold at least
five public hearings throughout the state for the purpose of soliciting
comments from the public about the proposed maps being considered for
redistricting of the Michigan congressional, House and Senate districts.

The five hearings were held:

* Wednesday, Oct. 20, 1-8 p.m., recess 3:30-5 p.m.
TCF Center, 1 Washington Blvd., Detroit

¢ Thursday, Oct. 21, 1-8 p.m., recess 3:30-5 p.m.
Lansing Center, 333 E. Michigan Ave., Lansing

* Friday, Oct. 22, 1-8 p.m., recess 3:30-5 p.m.
DeVos Place, 303 Monroe Ave. NW, Grand Rapids

¢ Monday, Oct. 25, 1-8 p.m., recess 3:30-5 p.m.
Treetops Resort, 3962 Wilkinson Road, Gaylord

* Tuesday, Oct. 26, 1-8 p.m., recess 3:30-5 p.m.
Dort Financial Center, 3501 Lapeer Road, Flint

At each of the five public hearings, the MICRC established an on-site public portal
station with volunteers to assist the public in submitting comments, used monitors
to enhance viewing of draft proposed maps and provided technical assistance

in displaying information available on the public comment portal or mapping

portal for Michigan residents to reference during their public comments.

Michiganders also were invited to provide comments on the proposed maps via
another online portal — My Districting. Individuals could comment on specific maps or
districts. The MICRC also continued to accept comments submitted via email and mail.
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To review the public comments, visit:

e Comments on Final Congressional Map (Chestnut)
Comments on All Proposed Maps
Public Comment Portal Comments
Commission Meeting Comments

* Comments on Final State Senate Map (Linden)
Comments on All Proposed Maps
Public Comment Portal Comments
Commission Meeting Comments

e Comments on Final State House Map (Hickory)
Comments on All Proposed Maps
Public Comment Portal Comments
Commission Meeting Comments

summary

As a result, the MICRC obtained nearly 30,000 public comments for consideration
in drawing Michigan’s congressional, state Senate and state House maps.

Collectively, the MICRC received 2141 in-person comments, 1,023 written/
emailed comments, 1,369 remote (virtual) comments, 7,580 comments
through the public comment portal and 17,731 remarks through the
mapping comment portal, for a final total of 29,484 comments.
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS: LESSONS
LEARNED & RECOMMENDATIONS

Several MICRC members reflected that more time was needed to draw
and refine maps to incorporate public comment more fully.

In its defense, the MICRC's ability to meet its constitutionally mandated deadline
for approving maps was challenging due to unforeseen circumstances, including:

The outbreak of the historically deadly global COVID-19 pandemic in early
2020 forced the commission to initiate its public participation campaign
strategy virtually.

The pandemic resulted in the U.S. Census Bureau creating a new timeline. The
U.S. Census Bureau was to provide census data to the MICRC by April 1, 2021,
under federal law, but it was not released until Sept. 16, 2021.

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
not adopting final maps until Dec. 28, 2021.

Much discussion during the completion of this report about public
participation raised the issue of what is the appropriate length of time
for public comment during MICRC hearings (e.g., two to three minutes, one
minute, 30 seconds, etc.).

»  The time allotted at public hearings for comments about the MICRC’s work
varied, beginning at two minutes in the first phase of public hearings but
eventually decreasing to one minute for the second phase.

»  Some MICRC members expressed a preference for the shorter time
span because of the repetitive nature of the public comments; others
expressed a desire for two or even three minutes of public comments to
ensure Michigan residents felt their voices and opinions were heard.

Some MICRC members also questioned whether large, organized
groups' voices drowned out those of lone citizens who provided
valuable input.

Frustration also was expressed by outside experts and some MICRC members
that the public comments submitted during the map-making
process were not adequately taken into consideration by the MICRC
using a data-driven method.
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The Voters Not Politicians (VNP) contribution to MICRC’s Lessons Learned report,
based on VNP interviews with the leaders of 10 community of interest partner
groups across Michigan that VNP worked closely with during this redistricting cycle,
offered several recommendations on future public engagement planning, including:

COls reported participant engagement was much more likely and
more effective when the public had draft maps to respond to
and comment on.

MICRC should release draft maps as early as possible.

Each map should be accompanied by a description of why the commission
drew these particular lines and rejected other options, with specific guestions
to elicit meaningful responses from the pubilic.

COls reported some features, such as the public comment portal and website,
for the map-making process were slow to launch and challenging to use.

COls and other stakeholders urged a future commission to decide on
its map-drawing process and pick its software (e.g., District during this
cycle) much earlier.

COls observed the commission was left with too little time and restricted
options for Southeast Michigan because it began districting in the
more rural north.

MICRC should budget mapping time on a per capita basis or start in
populous areas.

COls report feeling that digital submissions were not considered
by commissioners.

MICRC should quickly develop a system of analyzing online comments
and maps, perhaps through a consulting service accustomed to analyzing
textual “big data.”

Public Comment on Improving the Process

“Our group submitted public comment in several ways: in writing
through the public comment portal; in person at the hearings
held in Detroit in October and December; and virtually over Zoom
following in-person public comments in October and December.
The process of submitting written comments via the portal and
giving in-person and/or Zoom comments at public hearings was
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not difficult and the instructions for participants were clear.

“However, the commission kept changing the dates for in-person meetings
in the fall, making it difficult to plan for a group. Also, the allotted time
for speaking — either one minute or 30 seconds — made it difficult to
get important points across during the in-person comments. Finally, at
the public hearings, some members of the commission seemed to be
disengaged. They were looking at computers, their cell phones, etc.,
instead of paying attention to the comments from the speakers, many of
whom represented communities of interest.”

Judy Davis, Southfield

“A robust system of cataloging public comments for later use, providing
answers to questions not addressed in formal meetings, and documenting
the scope of the work to all stakeholders is essential to a commission
of this sort. It will minimize confusion, provide attribution for future
discourse on the issues and add to the level of trust stakeholders have for
the work being done.”

Keith Cooley, Detroit
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COMMUNICATIONS & OUTREACH STRATEGIES

The MICRC adopted and revised a Communications and
Outreach Plan regularly. The core goals were to:

1. Ensure fairness in the redistricting process.
2. Heighten awareness of the redistricting process.
3. Model transparency in the redistricting process.

4. Increase engagement in the redistricting process.

In order to meet those goals, the MICRC used the following
communication and outreach methods:

* Ads * Billboards

* Direct mail *  Emails

* Editorials * Facebook

*  Events * Frequently asked questions
* Fact sheets * Instagram

* Infographics * Presentations

*  Mail * Text alerts

* Press * Videos

*  Twitter * YouTube

*  Website

The full Communications and Outreach Plan is in the Appendix (page 69).

During the first phase of outreach, MICRC hosted 16 meetings in all regions
of the state. The meetings began at 6 p.m. and were tentatively scheduled
to end at 9 p.m., though they continued until every person who signed

up to speak was given the chance to do so. Time was allotted from 10

a.m. to 2 p.m. to give presentations on the redistricting commission’s

work for people who couldn’'t attend the evening public hearings.
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To support this initial phase of the public outreach and awareness campaign,
MICRC hired public relations firms McConnell Communications and Van Dyke Horn.

Both agencies provided extensive media relations, community outreach,
new and traditional media services and communication/staffing services.

Those services included:

e Staffing news conferences and distributing news releases for
public hearings.

* Making ongoing media pitches and securing television and
radio talk show appearances.

e Creating custom graphics for social media.
¢ Managing social media posting/online advertising.

e Designing and revising two flyers, creating convention hall
banners and updating the grassroots toolkit.

¢ Attending weekly virtual meetings.

*  Providing media outreach for news conferences as
well as for each public hearing; securing talk show
presentations and media coverage.

* Reviewing several hours of video footage; locating
and advising on pull quotes from videos recorded
during public hearings.

e Converting video clip snippets for use
on social media.

e Drafting newsletter articles for use in
community newsletters.

e Making outreach to dozens of groups and organizations to request
opportunities to present; arranging presentations.

e Staffing both virtual and in-person public presentations.

The MICRC partnered with Michigan Area Agencies on Aging; the Disability Network
Eastern Michigan (DNEM), formerly known as the Center for Independent Living
for Oakland and Macomb Counties; and many other partner organizations with
regard to participation of people who couldn't attend the evening hearings.
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“We commend the MICRC for its efforts to be inclusive and accessible
for all Michigan residents,” said Chip Werner, associate director -
Thumb Region of the Disability Network Eastern Michigan.

“We specifically thank the MICRC for hearing our voices during in-person
gatherings and providing an open platform to share recommendations, which
created an equitable environment for people with disabilities,” Werner said.

“DNEM also appreciates the actions taken by all MICRC committee
members to enhance accessibility of digital media, social media campaigns
and written testimony submissions. The inclusion efforts of the MICRC
supported the mission of DNEM by breaking down barriers and opening
paths towards independence and personal choice,” Werner said.

After the first round of public hearings, the MICRC intentionally increased awareness
and engagement in 34 rural counties and 15 municipalities in the Downriver
Detroit community through a direct mail campaign to bridge the digital divide.

The MICRC also engaged a Flint consultant to foster community engagement
because of government distrust due to the city’s historic water crisis.

Finally, it purchased table banners, tablecloths with the commission

logo and promotional materials for county fairs and neighborhood

meetings to increase engagement in rural and urban areas.

As mentioned previously, the MICRC's grassroots efforts were supported
by dozens of local, regional and statewide organizations, such as the
Michigan Nonprofit Association (MNA), that represent a range of
interests, including labor, business and minority populations. In 2021, MNA
worked with nonprofit organizations in and around Detroit, Flint and Grand
Rapids to provide people of color, immigrant communities and low-income
populations information about redistricting, highlighting its importance
and demonstrating how to successfully participate in the process.

The MNA's full redistricting campaign report is in the Appendix (page 69).

From the kickoff to the first round of public hearings to the approval of the
maps, the commission made 195 presentations, 42 scheduled interviews
and eight outreach activities. This does not include media interviews before
or after events, press forums and other promotional opportunities.

In the campaign’s second phase to inform the public about MICRC’s
work, the MICRC tasked Gud Marketing with promoting a series of five
statewide public hearings, in Detroit, Lansing, Grand Rapids, Gaylord
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and Flint. Part of the promotion was television ads encouraging the
public to attend the public hearings or provide comment online.

MICRC held a virtual kickoff news conference Oct. 18, 2021, in advance
of the Detroit hearing. The online event attracted more than 35 TV,
print and radio reporters from every media market in the state — which
represents one of the highest turnouts by news media for a state
government news conference not involving Gov. Gretchen Whitmer since
virtual news conferences became common in 2020 due to COVID-19.

The MICRC also generated extensive pre- and post-news media coverage
surrounding the five hearings, both in the respective regional markets
where events were held and statewide and nationally. Highlights include:

*  From Oct. 18 to Dec. 31, 2021, news coverage of the kickoff news conference
and subsequent public hearings and press conferences reached an
estimated 139.2 million people (calculated by the number of unique IP
addresses that visit a news article within a given time, as well as television
viewers during a newscast) with over 500 articles and newscasts that
mentioned Michigan redistricting or the MICRC.
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COMMUNICATIONS & OUTREACH STRATEGIES:
LESSONS LEARNED & RECOMMENDATIONS

By and large, the MICRC members interviewed for this report felt outreach
and engagement strategies were robust and overwhelmingly successful.

Recommendations for improvement include:

* Several MICRC members, staff, outside experts and the news media expressed
some level of frustration with the delays experienced uploading meeting
minutes, transcripts and draft maps for public review. Emphasis should
go toward posting minutes and maps on the MICRC website as
quickly as possible.

* Furthermore, a number of MICRC commissioners believe it's worth exploration
by future MICRC panels whether to hire their own IT staff and develop
their own website to improve timeliness of distributing information to
the public, rather than relying on the Michigan Department of State to
provide that service.

¢ MICRC should prioritize providing more education to the public
on key facets of its map-making criteria, such as what defines a
community of interest.

*  The overwhelming majority of MICRC members interviewed for this report
were satisfied that the number of public forums and locations in every region
of the state met or surpassed the requirements of the state constitution.

* Agreement among MICRC members was not unanimous, however, with
at least one commissioner recommending that more outreach and
engagement activities be directed toward Northern Michigan and the Upper
Peninsula in the future.

Qutside experts interviewed for this report cited examples of how MICRC's
communication and outreach efforts could be improved moving forward.

For example, the VNP’s contribution to MICRC’s Lessons Learned
report identified barriers to attending MICRC meetings, including
technology, language, inconvenient times and inadequate notice.
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VNP’s recommendations include:

* The online attendance option was helpful. Meetings should occur both
online and in person even outside the context of the COVID-19 pandemic.

¢ MICRC should publish a meeting calendar at least two weeks in
advance and should publish meeting agendas at least 72 hours prior
to the day of the meeting.

e The calendar and agendas should be easy to find on the landing page of the
MICRC’s website.

*  Meeting materials should be translated into Michigan's most common
languages (English, Arabic, Spanish and Bengali).

« Meetings should be held on different days and different times of
day to accommodate participants’ varying work schedules.

* At least 25% of public meetings and public comment opportunities should be
scheduled outside of standard 9-to-5, Monday-Friday business hours.

Public Comment on Improving the Process

“The Commission had PDF files on the Michigan.gov/MICRC website which
explained the redistricting criteria. It laid out the seven criteria in order
of priority with definitions and explanations. However, in our experience,
you had to know this information was on the website and then go to the
website and find it. However, there were so many PDF files and pieces of
information on the website that the sheer amount of information was
rather overwhelming.”

Judy Davis, Southfield

“The commission should find convenient meeting/hearing times

AHEAD OF THE EVENTS, publish them to the public and scrupulously
abide by them. Changing times for discussion and input contributed
significantly to residents’ lack of and loss of trust with the commission.

“Web/hyperlinks for future meetings must be posted in a timely fashion.
At least 72 hours in advance should be the target and 48 hours in advance
should be the minimum time allowed. Anything less drives the suspicions
among those offering comment that the commission doesn't really
want their input.”

Keith Cooley, Detroit
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“The commission should be much clearer with meeting times and updating
information in a timely manner and stick to them without last-minute
changes. The result of this was that people began to distrust the process
and disengage because they thought there was a lack of transparency and
conspiracy to disenfranchise them.”

Joel Arnold, Flint
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BUDGET

An annual budget of $31 million was allocated for MICRC work from the state’s
general fund by the Michigan Legislature beginning in FY 2020, based on the
constitutional mandate that requires the MICRC to receive funding equivalent to
at least 25% of the Secretary of State’s general fund/general purpose budget.

By comparison, California funded its 2021 redistricting commission with $20.3
million, which is about twice as much as its previous independent redistricting
commission received a decade ago. One reason for the California commission’s
bigger 2021 budget is that it started its work four months earlier and — like
Michigan's experience — had to extend it due to the delay in U.S. census data.

Also similar to Michigan’s experience, having to conduct public outreach
virtually over the summer of 2021 due to COVID-19 also drove up California’s
costs for audio and video, translation, captions and interpretation,

Fredy Ceja, director of communications for the commission, told online
news outlet CalMATTER for a story published Dec. 15, 2021. It says it

had received more than 27,000 public input entries by then.

The Arizona Independent Redistricting Commission was appropriated
$7.9 million for its efforts in the FY 2022 budget approved by the
legislature. And, in Colorado, state lawmakers allocated a combined total
of $3.95 million toward the state’s redistricting campaign during FY
2021 and FY 2022, according to data provided by Jessika Shipley, staff
director of the Colorado Independent Redistricting Commissions.

At the time when the MICRC's budget was approved by the Legislature,
Secretary of State Jocelyn Benson told the news media: “We believe,
based on evaluations from outside experts, (the budget) is only about
a third of the cost of what they’ll need to complete their job.”

Her assessment of the budget allocation proved prophetic.

Projections show a shortfall after April 2022 of nearly $1.2 million through
the fiscal year that ends Sept. 30, 2022. The MICRC attributes legal fees
related to state and federal lawsuits for driving its costs much higher
than budgeted, which news media reports confirmed as accurate.

“If you look at budget year to year, there is virtually no difference,” MICRC
Executive Director Suann Hammersmith told reporters during a March
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24 media availability. “Some areas have gone down significantly. So, really,
the only expense that makes this budget have a shortfall would be the
litigation in defending the maps, which is active at this point in time.”

Letters from the MICRC asking the Michigan Legislature for more funding
were sent to the legislative appropriations committee chairs. The MICRC's
budget requests were ultimately approved by the Michigan Legislature.

It's worth noting MICRC received a clean audit report with no findings
from the Office of Auditor General for fiscal year 2021 and fiscal
year 2022 through March 31, based on an MICRC request to ensure
openness and transparency as stewards of taxpayer funds.

The commission hopes this audit report supports its fiscal
yvear 2023 budget request before the Michigan Legislature to
defend its drawing of fair maps through citizen input.
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BUDGET: LESSONS LEARNED & RECOMMENDATIONS

The MICRC recommends future commissions better define the role of the Michigan
Legislature in funding the entire scope of the MICRC's work, including costs
associated with lawsuits.

The state constitution is not specifically clear when it comes to identifying what say,
if any, the Legislature would have in funding the commission’s legal defense. It reads,
“The legislature shall appropriate funds sufficient to compensate the commissioners
and to enable the commission to carry out its functions, operations and activities.”

But it doesn’t describe in detail what should happen if lawmakers disagree
about how much would be sufficient, saying only that the state should
indemnify the commission if the Legislature doesn’'t cover costs.
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COMMISSIONER RELATIONSHIPS

MICRC members interviewed for this report stressed the importance of
developing relationships with their colleagues, particularly by attending
meetings in person whenever possible instead of joining online.

Commissioners who chose to attend MICRC meetings online expressed frustration
at times about feeling disconnected from other commissioners and final decisions.

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic that existed during the MICRC's work,
members had the option of attending meetings electronically. The majority

of commissioners chose to attend public hearings in person, which they said
proved extremely valuable as opportunities to bond and develop team-building
camaraderie in what was often an extremely stressful work environment. Outside
experts interviewed for this report also emphasized that while a hybrid model

is fine for meeting attendance, the importance of gathering in person to help
build trust and foster a positive working culture cannot be overestimated.

Some news media attention that focused on MICRC members’ attendance
was critical of the number of absences by some commissioners. Those
members who were unable to attend either online or in person attributed
their absence to health problems, inclement weather that made travel
prohibitive or scheduling conflicts with their full-time jobs.
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COMMISSIONER RELATIONSHIPS: LESSONS
LEARNED & RECOMMENDATIONS

Much discussion in the development of this report centered

on whether future MICRC panels should establish a mandatory
attendance policy that sets limits on absences and would require in-
person attendance at a minimum number of public meetings.

Proposals that were suggested included changing the MICRC application
language to require 100% attendance at meetings (either virtually or
in person except for health reasons or family/work emergencies).

However, no consensus emerged on this issue other than commissioners agreed
it should be addressed by the Michigan Department of State in creating the
application for the 2030 panel and by future MICRC members in establishing by-laws.

Public Comment on Improving the Process

“Expecting commissioners to be physically present at the majority of the
meetings is so important. | attended several of the MICRC meetings and
was so impressed with the camaraderie and respect that grew throughout
their time together. This developed from them traveling together, sharing
meals and talking.”

Susan Demeuse, Caledonia

“| do appreciate the way the team created the maps. | forgot who was
what political affiliation at times. | loved that you took turns to create
the maps. Good, fair work. | loved the way the maps were evaluated
according to set standards in the same way for each map. Very good plan.

“The group process is tough and annoying when you are in the thick of
it. | always felt that | would just rather do it myself. That is not the group
process. The group process is messy and full of compromise to get the
work done. You did this. | watched you.”

Joyce Kowatch, Grand Rapids

“I really thought it would be an impossible task for inexperienced citizens
to learn what was needed and then design fair maps. | didn't think an
independent citizen would be able to handle the public scrutiny, criticism
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from partisans, emotional opinions, accusations against their character.
... This is tough stuff, and that’s a lot to ask of a citizen. You rose to the
occasion. You stormed, you normed, and you formed. You behaved like
humans, sometimes bickering but more times solving things by listening
and compromising. You did it with extraordinary transparency. | can't
thank you enough for making this work. | think it's good for Michigan and
good for democracy. And it even gives me a little more hope that our
country can come together to ensure that all citizens have a voice. Ladies
and gentlemen, you done us proud!”

Donna Mullins, East Lansing
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TRANSPARENCY

With one exception, the MICRC earned overwhelmingly high praise for
ensuring the map-drawing process was clear, open and transparent to
the public. This was especially true when outside experts interviewed
for this report compared the MICRC's transparency efforts with

past map-drawing activities by the Michigan Legislature.

The exception to the commission’s transparency efforts drew heavy criticism

and prompted a legal challenge on Dec. 7, 2021, when three news outlets and

the Michigan Press Association filed suit in the Michigan Supreme Court to

force the MICRC to release records they said should be public. The emergency
complaint from The Detroit News, Bridge Magazine and Detroit Free Press sought
recordings from an Oct. 27, 2021, closed-door session and several confidential
memos submitted to the commission on the basis that the state constitution
requires the commission to conduct all business in public and to publish “all

data and supporting materials” used while preparing the redistricting plans.

On Dec. 20, 2021, the Michigan Supreme Court ruled the MICRC violated the state
constitution by meeting in closed session and keeping some legal memos from
the public. In a 4-3 decision, the high court ruled the commission is required

to conduct all of its business at open meetings and should have published

seven of 10 legal memos that constituted “supporting materials” for map
drawing under the Michigan Constitution. The four-justice majority ordered
recordings of the meeting be released along with the seven legal memos.

The public release of the recorded meeting minutes and related
materials from the Oct. 27, 2021, session shows the MICRC members
discussed two memos titled “Voting Rights Act” and “The History of
Discrimination in the State of Michigan and Its Influence on Voting.”

Upon the release, no further controversies or lawsuits emerged
surrounding the MICRC's efforts to promote transparency.

Even Tony Daunt, executive director of FAIR Maps Michigan and a
staunch critic of the MICRC's creation, said he was impressed by
the MICRC's overall commitment to transparency during a Jan. 26,
2022, video luncheon forum hosted by Bridge Magazine.

“I was pleasantly surprised that they were able to get all three maps voted
on in a way that we all understood who was voting for what, and it was
transparent. | will give them credit for that,” Daunt said. The video is here.
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One of the best methods to ensure transparency and build public
confidence about the MICRC's work was by having the news media shine a
light on its deliberations.

The MICRC and its staff devoted much energy to keeping the news media apprised
with consistent advance notifications of MICRC events and activities and ongoing
outreach to schedule interviews or answer any questions reporters may have had
about the process. That included scheduling strategically timed news conferences
with Q&As afterward where the news media routinely submitted inquiries to
MICRC members and staff. The news conferences were staged both in person and
virtually on Zoom (due to COVID-19 restrictions), but the virtual aspect allowed
reporters from around the state to cover the events and ask questions without
having to travel to Lansing to attend, which helped produce more coverage.

It should be noted that, by any measure, the MICRC's constitutionally mandated
second phase of five public hearings scheduled around the state in late 2021 proved
to be an overwhelming success from a transparency and earned media perspective.

One of the unforeseen benefits from the COVID-19 pandemic is that it spurred the
implementation of new and innovative technologies to communicate with each
other through virtual meetings (as opposed to traditional in-person conversations).
Holding public meetings publicly as well as remotely allowed Michiganders to make
their voice heard about the redistricting process from the comfort of their home
or office, rather than having to attend a meeting at a brick-and-mortar building.

As a result, Michiganders had unprecedented access to the 2021 redistricting effort.
All commission meetings were livestreamed and recorded on YouTube — delivering a
transparent process where all people could watch the MICRC discuss and draw each
new district. Live and recorded videos of the MICRC meetings were viewed more
than 50,000 times with the public watching nearly 30,000 hours of MICRC at work.

Highlights include:
¢ The average watch duration totaled 29 minutes per video.

¢ On average, the MICRC videos had 2,782 impressions, meaning that 21% of
individuals who saw the thumbnail of the video clicked and watched for an
average of 29 minutes.

e These metrics include both hours-long meetings and press events posted to
the MICRC YouTube page.

*  These metrics also include both subscribers and nonsubscribers of the

MICRC YouTube page.
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TRANSPARENCY: LESSONS LEARNED
& RECOMMENDATIONS

In retrospect, all of the MICRC members interviewed for this report said
they should not have closed the Oct. 27, 2021, meeting, but attributed
the decision to following the advice of their legal counsel. They would
advise future MICRC panels to take great pains to avoid going into closed
meetings again unless it's a private personnel or lawsuit-related matter.

In addition, the MICRC would suggest future commissions follow the inaugural
approach implemented by MICRC staff to media relations and use online platforms
(Zoom, Facebook, etc.) that encourage news media participation in press events
without having to attend in person. This strategy produced enormous dividends
in the amount of coverage the MICRC's work received compared with taking a
more traditional approach with respect to news conferences and public hearings.

Public Comment on Improving the Process

“Moreover, explanation concerning application of the tools that the
commission used to assess the seven criteria was unclear to us. It seemed
that the commission had access to consultants who were advising
them on the tools and how to use and/or interpret them. But this
information seemed to be beyond the reach of those of us in the citizens
interest groups.”

Judy Davis, Southfield
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RESULTS & OUTCOMES

Leaders of the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Committee
held a news conference Tuesday, Dec. 28, 2021, to speak on the
officially adopted congressional maps for the state of Michigan.

See a story about the press conference published by Bridge Magazine here.

MICRC adopted the Chestnut Congressional map, Linden state Senate map and
Hickory state House map. The approved maps will be in place until the next
redistricting cycle in 2031. The Chesthut map — which removes the state’s two
majority-Black congressional districts — was backed by eight commissioners and
gives Democrats a 7-6 advantage in the next election. The Linden map was backed
by nine commissioners and leans 21-17 Democrat, a move that shifts the control
away from Republicans in the state Senate for the first time since the early 1980s.
The Hickory map was backed by 11 commissioners and leans 56-54 Republican.

MICRC Chairperson Rebecca Szetela said during the news conference that the
most exciting aspect of this redistricting process was the citizen participation.

“This has been an exciting and invigorating process, and | am so proud to
have been a part of it,” Szetela said. “This is the first time that we have had
citizens throughout the state have the ability to comment, participate and
assist in the drafting of congressional districts, state House districts and
state Senate districts, and that is a fantastic testament to Michigan and

a fantastic testament to this commission that we were able to do it.”

Commissioner Brittni Kellom agreed, saying she appreciated the
ways in which the commission was able to work together.

“We live in a society where voting and trust and being a caring brother or
sister to your fellow citizen isn't always the value, and | think we had an
opportunity to re-instill that in Michigan,” Kellom said. “I think that that
above all is a testament to what true democracy looks like. It's a testament
to what it looks like to work together and build community no matter
what your race is, no matter what you believe in, no matter what you do
in your personal life, so that has been the beauty of the commission.”

A lack of time was the biggest challenge for the MICRC leading up
to the vote, Szetela asserted during the news conference.
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“Unfortunately, we happen to have this inaugural commission come into
play during a pandemic, which created all sorts of challenges both with the
ability for us to meet in person and with the ability to get data from the
Census Bureau that assisted us in drawing the maps,” she said. “So despite
that extraordinary challenge, we rose to the occasion, we worked really
hard, and we managed to get these maps done in a timely manner.”

Commissioner Douglas J. Clark said during the news conference
he is proud of these maps, and the commission worked hard
to represent all communities as best they could.

“We just can't meet everybody’s needs 100%, so we chose to move forward
and do the best we could to get to that point, and we recognize there’s
probably some things that some folks like and other things they don't,” Clark
said. “There’s conflicts in everything that we went forward to discuss. We
made it where we thought it represented the largest part of the society,
and I'm personally very proud of the products that we've produced.”

Voters Not Politicians’ Wang, speaking during the Bridge Michigan Jan. 26 video
luncheon discussion about the MICRC's work and outcomes, said the map-
making process and final outcomes ultimately proved to be a “huge success.”

“Our election results are no longer preordained,” she said. “I think these

maps — finally — breathe new life and fairness and some chance of voters to
determine our political fate in this state, which is remarkable. It's because of
that that we are now a (redistricting) model for the rest of the nation.”
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with us in the development of a white paper that will
provide guidance to the next members of the MICRC who
will draw our state’s new legislative maps in 2031?

The response was overwhelmingly positive, with a few exceptions. Some
organizations chose not to participate because they were in the process
of developing their own research and analysis reports and did not want
to comment until their assessments were complete. Others declined the
MICRC's invitation due to pending litigation in state or federal courts.
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University of Michigan Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy

Voters Not Politicians

67

MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations



Equally important, the MICRC thanks the Michiganders who
provided valuable public feedback with nearly 30,000 comments
on the redistricting and map-drawing processes.
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Citizens Research Council of Michigan 2018 report on gerrymandering

Dr. Lisa Handley report for MICRC on Voting Rights Act implications

2021-22 Pre- and Post-MICRC Public Opinion Poll Results by Glengariff Group
MICRC Communications and Outreach Plan

MICRC Strategic Plan

Michigan Nonprofit Association MICRC assessment report

Voters Not Politicians MICRC assessment report

Michigan Department of Civil Rights report on Voting Rights Act and
communities of interest

The University of Michigan’'s Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy report
that drew up a list of examples for MICRC review of what communities of
interest could be

10. Former state Supreme Court Justice Stephan Markman report commissioned

by Hillsdale College summarizing his concerns about the MICRC with its
definition of community in forming district lines

11. MICRC’s Report on 2021 Redistricting adopted Aug 18 2022
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APPENDIX 1

Citizens Research Council of Michigan 2018 report
on gerrymandering
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June 2018 | Memorandum 1148

T

OF MICHIGAN

QUANTIFYING THE LEVEL OF GERRYMANDERING IN MICHIGAN

This paper accompanies a longer paper, Quantifying the Level of Gerrymandering in Michigan That paper is
available at https://crcmich.org/quantifying-the-level-of-gerrymandering-in-michigan/.

In a Nutshell

e The U.S. Supreme Court has ruled that partisan gerrymandering is subject to judicial review, but has
not accepted a standard that can be used to evaluate whether any state redistricting plan violates

the U.S. Constitution.

e While the U.S. Supreme Court sent recent cases back to the District Courts, it is likely new cases will
attempt to set a standard for how the courts should evaluate gerrymandering.

e Michigan’s congressional and legislative district maps fail several tests that are currently being discussed

to evaluate partisan gerrymandering.

Partisan gerrymandering is not a new phenomenon
in the United States. State legislatures have tried to
draw district maps to advantage the majority party
since at least 1812, when Massachusetts Governor
Elbridge Gerry’s maps were lampooned, resulting in
the term “Gerry-mander”. But attempts to resolve
gerrymandering through the courts are much more
recent.

In 1986, the United States Supreme Court heard
its first partisan gerrymandering case, Davis V.
Bandemer. While the Court agreed that the issue of
partisan gerrymandering was something that courts
could resolve, they also ruled that the plaintiffs did
not present a standard that provided acceptable
evidence for the Court to overturn the maps. This
charted the course for all partisan gerrymandering
cases since; finding a standard that the Court deems
acceptable is a necessary step to overturn a biased
map.

With the U.S. Supreme Court recently sending
two partisan gerrymandering cases back to the
lower courts, political scientists are still looking
for the holy grail of a court standard. Michigan is

one of several states that has had claims that its
maps are gerrymandered Republicans held unitary
control of the state legislature during the 2001 and
2011 redistricting processes, and there have been
claims Republicans have had a consistent electoral
advantage. Based on available gerrymandering
metrics, how do Michigan’s congressional and
legislative districts grade?

It turns out, not too well. A handful of tests show
that Michigan’s maps are beyond the threshold for
what is considered gerrymandering, and show other
signs that would indicate gerrymandering occurred.

The case regarding Wisconsin’s State Assembly, G/l
v. Whitford, hoped to test out one of several new
metrics to evaluate gerrymandering, the efficiency
gap, which calculates the frequency that a party
‘wastes’ votes. A wasted vote, according to the
method, is a vote cast for a party that is not helpful
in putting the candidate past 50 percent of the
two-party share of votes. Any vote cast for a losing
candidate, and any vote cast for a candidate after
they receive a majority of the two-party vote share,
is considered wasted by the metric. Each party’s
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total wasted votes for an office type (congressional,
state house, or state senate) would then be summed
and the difference is taken and divided by the total
votes cast to create a metric that can be compared
across different states and years.

Wasted votes line up well with the theories of
packing and cracking, the two primary methods
used to create a partisan gerrymander. When
districts are packed, an overwhelming majority of
voters from the same party are put into one district.
As most of the votes go to one party, the party that
wins the district will waste many of their votes in an
election that is not close. If a district is cracked, it
means that regions are split so that one party wins a
large number of districts by a narrow margin. While
the voters for the losing party in those districts could
elect several candidates if they were districted fairly,
they typically are unable to elect any candidate, and
thus waste votes.

The original creators of the efficiency gap
recommended any score above an absolute value
of eight would signal partisan bias beyond variability

Table 1

for state legislative districts, and any value beyond
2 seats for congressional districts, would signify
partisan bias.

Table 1 shows the efficiency gap scores for
Michigan’s congressional, state house, and state
senate districts, with a positive value indicating the
maps favored Republicans and a negative value
indicating the maps favored Democrats. For most
years after the 2000s redistricting process, Michigan’'s
maps exhibited an efficiency gap that was beyond
the test’s recommended threshold. The results also
show areas of interest in election trends; in 2006,
a year where Democrats saw more success at the
ballot box in the state (including winning 54 percent
of the statewide vote), Republicans maintained a
22-16 majority in the state senate.

The results also show a large increase in the
efficiency gap after the 2010s redistricting process
as well, with the efficiency gap more than doubling
for congressional and state house districts between
the last election under the 2000s map and the first
election in the 2010s map, and the state senate

Michigan’s Efficiency Gap for Congressional and Legislative Districts, 1998-2016

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016
Congress -9.7 6.6 15.2 11.5 235 8.0 5.6 19.7 17.6 14.6
MI House 8.1 11.9 11.0 9.7 11.6 8.2 5.8 13.6 13.3 10.1
Ml Senate 9.6 10.2 18.5 14.7 22.6

*See Appendix A for a discussion of the effects on the efficiency gap values of uncontested elections.

Note: The efficiency gap calculates the frequency that a party ‘wastes’ votes. A wasted vote, according to the method, is a vote
cast for a party that is not helpful in putting the candidate past 50 percent of the two-party share of votes. Any vote cast for a
losing candidate, and any vote cast for a candidate after they receive a majority of the two-party vote share, is considered wasted
by the metric. Each party’s total wasted votes for an office type (congressional, state house, or state senate) would then be
summed and the difference is taken and divided by the total votes cast to create a metric that can be compared across different
states and years. The original creators of the efficiency gap recommended any score above an absolute value of eight would
signal partisan bias beyond variability for state legislative districts, and any value beyond 2 seats for congressional districts, would
signify partisan bias.

Source: Michigan Secretary of State voting data, Citizens Research Council calculations.
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efficiency gap increased to its highest point the
first year the 2010s map was used. While year to
year variation can exist in the efficiency gap due
to population shifts, changes in voter turnout, and
the popularity of candidates, the magnitude of
these increases the first year the 2010s map was
used is a strong indication that gerrymandering
may have occurred. This is an especially important
consideration, as the increase from map cycle to
map cycle provides evidence that the levels are not
entirely caused by the self-sorting of the state’s
population (e.g., the idea that Democrats tend to
live in cities and Republicans in rural areas).

While the efficiency gap is at the center of G/, many
are not enamored with the test, and several other
alternatives have been offered. The mean-median
test compares the average and median vote share
of all districts for each party. If the median is higher
than the mean, it indicates that the party has more
districts above the party’s average vote share than
below, which would make it easier for the party to
win seats. Unlike the efficiency gap, this test does
not take into account seats actually won, eliminating
large swings in the metric that occur when a close
district flips.

A positive mean-median score (indicating a higher
median) is evidence that the party had an electoral
advantage from the redistricting scheme, while a
negative result would indicate a party was hindered

by the scheme. If a party has more than half of
its districts above the party’s average vote share, it
means that their populations are distributed so that
they outperform their statewide average in more
districts than they underperform. If the populations
were distributed fairly, it is likely that the mean-
median score would be close to zero. The national
average mean-median score for states that showed
no partisan advantage was 1.9 in 2012.

Michigan’s mean-median test results (see Table 2)
paint a similar picture as the state’s efficiency gap
results. The scores reflected an extreme advantage
for Republicans the first three elections after the
2001 redistricting process, and a large increase
in advantage for Republicans after the 2011 re-
drawing of districts. Since 2001, only one year
for one election type had a difference below five
points, which indicates there has been a consistent
partisan advantage due to the maps. The state’s
congressional districts after the 2000s redistricting
process show an extreme increase in the measure;
switching from a slight bias for Democrats to an
extreme advantage for Republicans.

These scores show that Republicans are consistently
advantaged by the maps, while Democrats have been
consistently disadvantaged. Because the mean-
median test does not account for the number of
seats won in any given year, the metric does not see
as large of swings in the Democratic wave election

Table 2
Michigan’s Mean-Median Difference for Congressional and Legislative Districts, 1998-2016
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016
Republicans -5.0 -4.0 12.4 10.3 10.1 3.9 1.6 6.3 7.4 7.8
Congress
Democrats 5.1 4.4 -12.0 -10.2 -9.8 -5.0 -5.4 -6.9 -8.4 -7.8
Republicans 4.1 7.4 5.9 6.0 53 0.4 4.0 6.9 5.4 5.9
MI House
Democrats -5.0 -7.3 -6.4 -5.2 -4.6 04 -3.5 -6.5 -6.1 -5.6
Republicans 7.7 5.6 7.0 33 7.5
Ml Senate
Democrats -6.7 -5.3 -7.5 -8.6 -6.8

Note: The mean-median test is a simple way to determine if a dataset is skewed, or not distributed normally across the average.
To apply this test, the average vote share for a party across the state is subtracted from its vote share in the median district. A
positive number (indicating a higher median) is evidence that the party had an electoral advantage from the redistricting scheme,
while a negative result would indicate a party was hindered by the scheme.

Source: Michigan Secretary of State voting data, Citizens Research Council calculations.
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in 2006 or the Republican wave election in 2010.
Similar to the efficiency gap, the mean-median test
shows a trend of an increase in partisan advantage
under the 2010s maps.

The t-test is a statistical method to determine if two
groups are likely to be assigned randomly from the
same population. For evaluating gerrymandering,
the test is used to compare the vote-share for each
party. Districts are split based on the winning party,
and given a value equal to the winner’s vote share.
The test then determines the probability that the
two groups of districts are statistically similar, or if
they are distinct groups. Any results below .05, or 5
percent chance of the difference occurring randomly
from the same group, is considered to be statistically
significant evidence that the two populations are
distinct.

If one party is winning districts by large margins,
and the other wins several closer races, it can be
an indication that some districts were intentionally
designed to have an over-abundance of voters from
one party, while others were drawn to give a narrow
advantage to the opposite party. This test does not
address the magnitude of gerrymandering, or which
party benefited from gerrymandering, but is a good
indicator of if the difference in district results is likely
to have occurred by chance, or was intentional.

Results from the t-test (see Table 3) show that
there are significant differences between the districts
Republicans win and the districts Democrats win.
Since the redistricting process in 2001, only two
elections have had a t-test score above .05, which is

the threshold for the test. This would indicate that
the margin of victory for the districts Republicans
win, and the margin of victory for districts Democrats
win, is different across congressional, state house,
and state senate districts. When combined with the
previous two tests, it would suggest that Republicans
have had a consistent advantage in all election types.

These tests share one flaw; they do not account
for how voters from each party are distributed
throughout the state. As a result, these tests do not
have a mechanism to distinguish abnormal scores
due to highly concentrated Democratic populations,
and intentional gerrymandering. An analysis by
Jowei Chen and David Cottrell, professors at the
University of Michigan and Dartmouth respectively,
found that some of the bias in Michigan is due to
the distribution of the state’s population, but the
maps drawn in 2011 still produced an advantage for
Republicans compared to the several congressional
district schemes drawn by their algorithm. This would
imply that, while the extent of gerrymandering implied
by some of the tests may be exaggerated slightly,
that political geography does not completely account
for the bias in Michigan’s current congressional map.

The recent U.S. Supreme Court decisions leave open
the question to how the courts will handle partisan
gerrymandering cases in the future. While the Court
avoided creating a new standard or ending the
possibility of one being created, it seems likely that
another case will eventually force the Court to decide
on the issue of partisan gerrymandering. Until then,
Michiganders will have to evaluate what to do about
gerrymandering without the federal court system.

Table 3
Michigan’s T-Test Results

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016
Congress 0.195 0.060 0.004 0.005 0.000 0.055 0.394 0.002 0.005 0.009
MI House 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.037 0.000 0.000 0.000
MI Senate 0.069 0.019 0.000 0.006 0.000

Note: The T-Test is a statistical method to determine if two groups are likely to be assigned randomly from the same population.
Districts are split based on the winning party, and given a value equal to the winner’'s vote share. The test then determines the
probability that the two groups of districts are statistically similar, or if they are distinct groups. Any results below .05, or 5 percent
chance of the difference occurring randomly from the same group, is considered to be statistically significant evidence that the two

populations are distinct.

Source: Michigan Secretary of State voting data, Citizens Research Council calculations.
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Report to the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission

Dr. Lisa Handley

Preface

This report outlines the analyses I conducted on behalf of the Michigan Independent
Citizens Redistricting Commission (MICRC) and relays my findings. I also briefly explain the
partisan fairness measures I advised the MICRC to adopt as a component of the redistricting
software and why I made these recommendations. The legal implications of my findings and the

assessment of any proposed plans have been left to the MICRC legal team.

I. The Voting Rights Act and Racially Polarized Voting
The Voting Rights Act of 1965 prohibits any voting standard, practice or procedure —
including redistricting plans — that result in the denial or dilution of minority voting strength.
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act was amended in 1982 to establish that intentional
discrimination need not be proven (as the Supreme Court determined was required under the 15
Amendment to the Constitution). The U.S. Supreme Court first interpreted the amended Act in
Thornburg v. Gingles,' a challenge to the 1982 North Carolina state legislative plans. In this case
the U.S. Supreme Court held that plaintiffs must satisfy three preconditions to qualify for relief:
e The minority group must be sufficiently large and geographically compact to form a
majority in a single-member district
e The minority group must be politically cohesive

e Whites must vote as a bloc to usually defeat the minority-preferred candidates

What do we mean when we say minority voters must be politically cohesive? And how
do we know if white voters usually vote as a bloc to defeat the candidates preferred by minority
voters? According to the Court, racially polarized voting is the “evidentiary linchpin” of a vote
dilution claim. Voting is racially polarized if minorities and whites consistently vote for different
candidates. More specifically, if minorities consistently support the same candidates, they are
said to be politically cohesive. If whites are consistently not supporting these candidates, they are

said to be bloc voting against the minority-preferred candidates.

1478 U.S. 30 (1986).



The Voting Rights Act requires a state or local jurisdiction to create districts that provide
minority voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice if voting is racially
polarized and the candidates preferred by minority voters usually lose. If districts that provide
minority voters with the opportunity to elect their preferred candidates already exist, these must

be maintained.

A. Analyzing Voting Patterns by Race

An analysis of voting patterns by race serves as the foundation of two of the three elements
of the “results test” as outlined in Gingles: a racial bloc voting analysis is needed to determine
whether the minority group is politically cohesive; and the analysis is required to determine if
whites are voting sufficiently as a bloc to usually defeat the candidates preferred by minority
voters. The voting patterns of white and minority voters must be estimated using statistical
techniques because direct information the race of the voters is not, of course, available on the
ballots cast.

To carry out an analysis of voting patterns by race, an aggregate level database must be
constructed, usually employing election precincts as the units of observation. Information
relating to the demographic composition and election results in these precincts is collected,
merged and statistically analyzed to determine if there is a relationship between the racial
composition of the precincts and support for specific candidates across the precincts.

Standard Statistical Techniques Three standard statistical techniques have been
developed over time to estimate vote choices by race: homogeneous precinct analysis, ecological
regression, and ecological inference.? Two of these analytic procedures — homogeneous precinct
analysis and ecological regression — were employed by the plaintiffs’ expert in Gingles, have the
benefit of the Supreme Court’s approval in that case, and have been used in most subsequent
voting rights cases. The third technique, ecological inference, was developed after the Gingles
decision and was designed, in part, to address some of the disadvantages associated with
ecological regression analysis. Ecological inference analysis has been introduced and accepted in

numerous court proceedings.

2 For a detailed explanation of homogenous precinct analysis and ecological regression see Bernard
Grofman, Lisa Handley and Richard Niemi, Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting Equality
(Cambridge University Press, 1992). See Gary King, 4 Solution to the Ecological Inference Problem
(Princeton University Press, 1997) for a more detailed explanation of ecological inference.



Homogeneous precinct (HP) analysis is the simplest technique. It involves comparing the
percentage of votes received by each of the candidates in precincts that are racially or ethnically
homogeneous. The general practice is to label a precinct as homogeneous if at least 90 percent of
the voting age population is composed of a single race. In fact, the homogeneous results
reported are not estimates — they are the actual precinct results. However, most voters in
Michigan do not reside in homogeneous precincts and voters who reside in homogeneous
precincts may not be representative of voters who live in more racially diverse precincts. For this
reason, | refer to these percentages as estimates.

The second statistical technique employed, ecological regression (ER), uses information
from all precincts, not simply the homogeneous ones, to derive estimates of the voting behavior
of minorities and whites. If there is a strong linear relationship across precincts between the
percentage of minorities and the percentage of votes cast for a given candidate, this relationship
can be used to estimate the percentage of minority (and white) voters supporting the candidate.

The third technique, ecological inference (EI), was developed by Professor Gary King.
This approach also uses information from all precincts but, unlike ecological regression, it does
not rely on an assumption of linearity. Instead, it incorporates maximum likelihood statistics to
produce estimates of voting patterns by race. In addition, it utilizes the method of bounds, which
uses more of the available information from the precinct returns as well as providing more
information about the voting behavior being estimated.* Unlike ecological regression, which can
produce percentage estimates of less than 0 or more than 100 percent, ecological inference was
designed to produce only estimates that fall within the possible limits. However, EI does not
guarantee that the estimates for all of the candidates add to 100 percent for each of the racial
groups examined.

In conducting my analysis of voting patterns by race in statewide elections in Michigan, I

also used a more recently developed version of ecological inference, which I have labeled “EI

3If turnout or registration by race is available, this information is used to identify homogenous precincts.

* The following is an example of how the method of bounds works: if a given precinct has 100 voters, of
whom 75 are Black and 25 are white, and the Black candidate received 80 votes, then at least 55 of the
Black voters voted for the Black candidate and at most all 75 did. (The method of bounds is less useful
for calculating estimates for white voters in this example as anywhere between none of the whites and all
of the whites could have voted for the candidate.)



RxC” in the summary tables found in the Appendices at the end of the report. EI RxC expands
the analysis so that more than two racial/ethnic groups can be considered simultaneously. It also
allows us to take into account differences in the relative rates of minority and white turnout
when, as is the case in Michigan, we do not have turnout by race but instead must rely on voting
age population by race to derive estimates of minority and white support for each of the
candidates.

Database To analyze voting patterns by race using aggregate level information, a database
that combines election results with demographic information is required. This database is almost
always constructed using election precincts as the unit of analysis. The demographic composition
of the precincts is based on voter registration or turnout by race/ethnicity if this information is
available; if it is not, then voting or citizen voting age population is used. Michigan does not collect
voter registration data by race and therefore voting age population (VAP) by race and ethnicity as
reported in the PL94-171 census redistricting data was used for ascertaining the demographic
composition of the precincts.’

The precinct election returns for the general elections, as well as precinct shape files,
census block-to-precinct assignment files,® and election results disaggregated to the block level
were supplied by the Michigan Secretary of State. The Democratic primary results had to be
collected county by county and were either downloaded directly or cut and pasted from pdf files.

Geographic areas Producing reliable estimates of voting patterns by race requires an
adequate number of minority and white voters, an adequate number of election precincts, and
sufficient variation in the percentage of minority and white voters across the precincts. Only a few
counties in Michigan satisfied these conditions, and only for one group of minority voters — Black
voters. It was not possible to produce reliable statewide or countywide estimates for Hispanic or
Asian voters in Michigan. However, estimates for Hispanics, as well as some additional minority
groups, were produced for very localized areas in Michigan and this analysis is discussed below in

a separate section entitled “Voting Patterns of Minority Voters other than Black Voters.” As a

> Since the only minority group sufficiently large enough in the State of Michigan to produce estimates of
voting patterns is Black residents and there is not a high non-citizenship rate to account for when conducting
the analysis, estimates of citizen voting age population by race were not included in the database.

¢ Shape files and block-to-precinct equivalency files made it possible to account for changes in precinct
boundaries, and therefore precinct demographics, over time.



consequence of the three limitations listed above, I was able to reliably estimate the voting patterns
of Blacks and whites statewide and in the four counties: Wayne, Oakland, Genesee, and Saginaw.

Elections analyzed All statewide elections held in the State during the preceding decade
(2012-2020) were analyzed, both for voters within the state as a whole and in the four counties that
had a sufficient number of Black VAP conduct the analysis — Wayne, Oakland, Genesee, and
Saginaw. The general elections analyzed included: U.S. President (2012, 2016, 2020), U.S. Senate
(2012, 2014, 2018, 2020), and the statewide offices of Governor, Secretary of State, and Attorney
General in 2014 and 2018.

Four of these contests included African American candidates:’ the 2012 presidential
election, the 2014 election contest for Secretary of State, and the U.S. Senate contests in 2018 and
2020. Only two of these four contests included African American candidates supported by Black
voters, however: Barack Obama in his bid for re-election in 2012 and Godfrey Dillard in his race
for Secretary of State in 2014. John James, an African American Republican who ran for U.S.
Senate in 2018 and 2020, was not the candidate of choice of Black voters. In addition, two election
contests included African American candidates as running mates: the 2018 gubernatorial race in
which Garlin Gilchrist ran for Lieutenant Governor and Gretchen Whitmer as Governor, and the
2020 presidential race in which Kamala Harris ran for Vice President. Both sets of running mates
were strongly supported by Black voters.

There was only one statewide Democratic primary for statewide office the previous decade:
the 2018 race for governor. | analyzed this Democratic primary (as well as congressional and
state legislative Democratic primaries) and not Republican primaries because the overwhelming
majority of Black voters who choose to vote in primaries cast their ballots in Democratic rather
than Republican primaries. As a consequence, Democratic primaries are far more probative than

Republican primaries for ascertaining the candidates preferred by Black voters.® Moreover, this

" Courts consider election contests that include minority candidates more probative than contests that
include only white candidates for determining if voting is racially polarized. This is because it is not
sufficient for minority voters to be able to elect their candidates of choice only if these candidates are
white. On the other hand, it is important to recognize that not all minority candidates are the preferred
candidates of minority voters.

8In addition, producing reliable estimates for Black voters in Republican primaries would not have been
possible.



primary included two minority candidates: Abdul El-Sayed, who is of Egyptian descent, and Shri
Thanedar, who is Indian-American.

In addition to these statewide elections, I also analyzed recent congressional and state
legislative elections in districts that fell within Wayne, Oakland, Saginaw and Genesee Counties
and had a Black VAP that was large enough to produce reliable estimates.’ Because of the very
substantial changes in district boundaries between the current district boundaries and any of the
proposed district plan boundaries, these election contests cannot be considered indicative of voting
patterns in any proposed districts. However, they are important for at least two reasons. First,
although few minority candidates ran for office statewide, there were many who ran in legislative
elections, especially in Wayne County. Second, while there was only one statewide Democratic
primary conducted over the course of the previous decade, there have been numerous recent

Democratic primaries for congressional and state legislative office.

B. Statewide and County Results

Table 1, below, lists the number of statewide election contests that were racially polarized,
both for Michigan as a whole, and for each of the four counties considered individually. This
tabulation is based on the racial bloc voting summary tables found in Appendix A. The second
column indicates the number of contests that included African American candidates that were
polarized (over the total number of contests with African American candidates), the third column is
the number of statewide general elections (out of the 13 analyzed) that were polarized and the final
column reports the results of the only statewide Democratic primary.

Statewide, all election contests other than the 2012 US. Senate race won by Debbie
Stabenow were racially polarized. (Her 2018 election contest, however, was racially polarized.)
The candidate who obtained the lowest vote percentage statewide was African American candidate
for Secretary of State in 2014, Godfrey Dillard. This was because he received less white crossover
votes than any other candidate — the percentage of Black voters supporting him was comparable to

the percentage of Black voters supporting the other Democratic candidates competing statewide.

? In some state house districts, there was not enough whites of voting age to conduct an analysis of voting
patterns by race.



Table 1: Number of Statewide Elections Analyzed that were Polarized

Every statewide general election contest analyzed was polarized in Oakland County — only
in the Democratic primary for Governor in 2018 did Black and white voters support the same
candidate (Gretchen Whitmer). Voting in Saginaw County was nearly as polarized: two U.S.
Senate contests (2012 and 2014) were not polarized, but the gubernatorial primary was polarized.
Black and white voters agreed on the same candidates slightly more often in Genesee County — in
addition to supporting U.S. senate candidates Debbie Stabenow in 2012 and Gary Peters in 2014,
they both supported Barack Obama in 2012 and Democrat Mark Schauer for Governor in 2014.

Voting in Wayne County was considerably less racially polarized than statewide or in the
other three counties studied. However, slightly more than half of the general election contests and
the one statewide Democratic primary analyzed were polarized, with Black and white voters
supporting the same candidates in 2012, disagreeing on the three statewide offices, but supporting
the same U.S. Senate candidate in 2014, supporting different candidates for U.S. President in 2016

and 2020, and voting for most of the same candidates in 2018.

C. Congressional and State Legislative Election Results

This section provides a summary of my racial bloc voting analysis of recent congressional
and state legislative districts in the four-county area of Wayne, Oakland, Genesee and Saginaw. |
analyzed 2018 and 2020 general elections, and the 2018 and 2020 Democratic primaries if at least

one African American candidate competed in the election contest. However, for a number of state



legislative elections, there were too many candidates and too few votes cast to obtain reliable
estimates. In addition, there were three state house districts — districts 3, 7, 8 — where there were an
insufficient number of white voters to produce reliable estimates. The summary tables reporting
each of estimates for these contests are found in Appendix B.

Table 2, below, summarizes the congressional district results for congressional districts 5,
9,12, 13 and 14.'° In most instances, voting was not racially polarized — in 80% of the general
elections and 75% of the contested Democratic primaries analyzed, Black and white voters
supported the same candidates. Three of the contests analyzed were, however, polarized. The
Black-preferred candidate won two of these contests: Districts 5 and 13 in the 2020 general
election. The other polarized contest was the 2018 bid for the Democratic nomination for full two-
year term the in District 13. Six candidates competed in this contest, four African American
candidates, including the candidate of choice of a plurality of Black voters, Brenda Jones; Bill
Wild, a white candidate; and Rashida Tlaib, an American of Palestinian descent. White voters
divided their votes between Wild and Tlaib. Tlaib won the nomination with 27,841 votes

(31.17%), and Benda Jones came in a close second with 26,941 votes (30.16%)."!

Table 2: Summary of Congressional District Racial Bloc Voting Analysis

Congress Location Percent D Hzlmf " 2018 General D 1121022 " 2020 General
District ocatio BVAP emocratic election emocratic election
primary primary

Genesee &

5 Saginaw, 16.63 no contest not polarized no contest polarized - won

plus

Oakland & only white . .

9 Macomb 13.83 candidates not polarized no contest not polarized
Wayne & . . .

12 Washtenaw 11.73 no contest not polarized not polarized not polarized

10 Congressional District 11, which is also located in the area of interest (Oakland and Wayne), as well as
Districts 8 (partially in Oakland) and 4 (partially in Saginaw), had too few Black voters to produce

reliable estimates of their vote choices.

' A special election for filling the partial term for District 13 — left vacant when John Conyers resigned —
was conducted at the same time with many of the same candidates. Brenda Jones won this contest with
32,769 (37.75%) votes; Rashida Tlaib came in second with 31,121 (35.85%) votes.




Congress Location Percent Denzl?)ifa tic 2018 General Denzlgil(“)a tic 2020 General
District BVAP . election . election
primary primary
13 Wayne 54.78 | polarized - lost not polarized not polarized | polarized - won
Wayne & . . .
14 Oakland 55.16 no contest not polarized not polarized not polarized

The results of my analysis recent state senate elections is found in Table 3, below. There
were no Democratic primaries in two districts (12 and 27), and no minority candidates competed in
a third (District 32). In addition, there was one Democratic primary in which 11 candidates
competed — too many to produce reliable estimates. Of the 16 contests analyzed, 10 were not
polarized (three primaries and seven general elections), four were polarized but the Black-preferred
candidate won (two primaries and two generals), and two were polarized and the candidates of
choice of Black voters lost. One of these contests was the general election in District 32, which has
only 13.45% BVAP.!? The other polarized contest that the Black-preferred candidate lost was the
Democratic primary in State Senate District 1 in 2018. Six candidates competed in this election.
The plurality choice of Black voters was African American candidate, Alberta Tinsley Talabi. A
very large majority of white voters supported the Asian candidates, Stephanie Chang, who was the

second choice of Black voters. Chang won with 49.8% of the vote (Talabi received 26.4%).

Table 3: Summary of State Senate District Racial Bloc Voting Analysis

State . Percent 2018 . 2018 General
Senate Location Democratic .
c . BVAP . election
District primary
1 Wayne 44.68 polarized - lost not polarized
na .
2 Wayne 50.82 (11 candidates) not polarized

12 The Black VAP percentages listed throughout this report are from the MICRC redistricting GIS active
matrix tab labeled “5A,” which indicates the percentage of non-Hispanic voting age population who
indicated they were Black or Black in combination with any other race. This produces the maximum
number of individuals within each racial group, including Black, but will result in totals over 100% since
persons identifying as more than one race will be counted more than once.



State . Percent 2018 . 2018 General
Senate Location Democratic .
c . BVAP . election
District primary
3 Wayne 48.14 polarized - won not polarized
4 Wayne 47.00 not polarized not polarized
5 Wayne 54.25 polarized - won not polarized
6 Wayne 21.29 not polarized polarized - won
11 Oakland 35.48 not polarized not polarized
12 Oakland 14.87 no contest polarized - won
27 Genesee 30.42 no contest not polarized
32 Gene.see & 13.45 no ml.norlty polarized - lost
Saginaw candidates

The final table in this section, Table 4, summarized the results of my analysis of recent
state house election. A number of the cells in the table have “na” as an entry because estimates are
not available. This was for one of two reasons: there were too many candidates and too few votes
cast to obtain reliable estimates, or there were an insufficient number of white voters to produce
reliable estimates (state house districts 3, 7, 8).

It was possible to produce estimates for 54 contests. The majority of these contests were
not polarized — in 37 contests (68.5%), white and Black voters supported the same candidates. In
another 13 contests, voting was polarized but the candidate preferred by Black voters won. There
were four contests — all Democratic primaries — that were racially polarized and the Black-
preferred candidate lost. In three of these contests, the BVAP of the districts was less than 30%
(Districts 12, 16, and 37). The Black-preferred candidates also lost the 2018 Democratic primary in
House District 29, which has a 36.04% BVAP. All six of the candidates competing were African
Americans. The plurality choice of Black voters was Kermit Williams; Brenda Carter was the
candidate of choice of a majority of white voters. Carter won with 30.7% of the vote and Williams

came in second with 24.7% of the vote.
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Table 4: Summary of State House District Racial Bloc Voting Analysis

State . Percent 2018 . 2018 General 2020 . 2020 General
House | Location Democratic . Democratic .
o BVAP . election . election
District primary primary
1 Wayne 64.76 not polarized | polarized - won no contest polarized - won
na . . :
2 Wayne 57.70 (7 candidates) not polarized not polarized not polarized
3 Wayne 90.93 na na na na
4 Wayne 47.27 na not polarized na not polarized
Y ' (15 candidates) p (13 candidates) p
5 Wayne 54.12 | polarized - won | not polarized not polarized not polarized
na . .
6 Wayne 52.86 (10 candidates) not polarized | polarized - won no contest
7 Wayne 94.27 na na na na
8 Wayne 92.42 na na na na
9 Wayne 74.22 not polarized not polarized | polarized - won | not polarized
. . na .

10 Wayne 67.41 not polarized not polarized (8 candidates) not polarized
11 Wayne 26.53 | polarized - won | not polarized no contest not polarized
12 Wayne 26.97 | polarized - lost | polarized - won | not polarized | polarized - won
16 Wayne 23.25 | polarized - lost | not polarized no contest not polarized
27 Oakland | 24.35 not polarized not polarized na not polarized

(8 candidates)
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State . Percent 2018 . 2018 General 2020 . 2020 General
House | Location Democratic . Democratic .
c . BVAP . election . election
District primary primary
29 Oakland | 36.04 | polarized - lost not polarized no contest not polarized
35 Oakland | 62.50 | polarized - won | not polarized not polarized not polarized
37 Oakland 17.91 no contest not polarized polarized - lost not polarized
34 Genesee | 60.96 not polarized | polarized - won | not polarized | polarized - won
49 Genesee | 29.47 not polarized not polarized no contest not polarized
95 Saginaw | 35.50 no contest not polarized | polarized - won | polarized - won

D. Voting Patterns of Minority Voters other than Black Voters

As noted above, it was not possible to produce estimates of voting patterns by race for any

groups other than Blacks and whites (more specifically, non-Hispanic whites) statewide or by

county. However, by localizing the analysis in geographic areas much smaller than counties, it was

possible to derive estimates for several additional minority groups: Hispanics, Arab Americans,

Chaldeans, and Bangladeshi Americans.'® Because these estimates could not be generated

statewide, it 1s difficult to know if the voters included in the analysis are representative of the

group as a whole statewide. The summary tables reporting the estimates for these groups can be

found in the Appendix C.

Hispanic Voters Hispanics live in large enough concentrations to produce estimates in two

areas of Michigan. Because these concentrations are in different areas of the state, I did not

combine them. Instead, I have produced estimates for Hispanics living in the area of Detroit

depicted in the first map below (“Areas included in Analysis of Voting Patterns — Hispanics

3 Interest in the voting patterns of Arab Americans, Chaldeans and Bangladeshi Americans was prompted
by comments received in public hearings and on the public portal.
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(Detroit)”’) and in the Grand Rapids area depicted in the second map (“Areas included in Analysis
of Voting Patterns — Hispanics in Grand Rapids™). In both maps, the precincts are shaded based on
the percentage Hispanic in the precinct.'*

While the voting patterns do not appear to be very different — both groups provide strong
support for Democratic candidates in general elections — the turnout levels differ. In the Grand

Rapids area, turnout among Hispanics of voting age is lower than it is in the Detroit area.

4 The Hispanic VAP used for shading the map and conducting the racial bloc voting analysis was derived
from the 2020 94-171 census redistricting data, which reports Hispanic VAP by census block. This data
was then aggregated up to the precinct level.
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Arab American Voters Approximately 38% of the Arab American population in Michigan
is concentrated in the Dearborn and Dearborn Heights area. Localizing the racial bloc voting
analysis to this specific area offered sufficient variation across the precincts to produce estimates of
the voting behavior of this group. The map below indicates the geographic area included in the
analysis; the precincts are shaded by the percentage of residents who are Arab American. '

Arab Americans voters, at least in this area of Michigan, strongly support Democratic
candidates in general elections — over 80% consistently supported the Democratic candidate in the
six 2018-2020 general elections examined. These voters, unlike other groups of voters studied,
were also very cohesive in 2018 Democratic primary for Governor — they strongly supported of

Abdul El-Sayed in his bid for the nomination.

'S The Arab American data was derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey
(ACS), Table B04004, “People Reporting Single Ancestry.” This data, reported at the census tract level,
was attributed down to the census block level and then aggregated up to the election precinct level.
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Chaldeans, like Arab Americans in Michigan, tend to reside in a geographically
concentrated area of Michigan — in this instance, Sterling Heights. Over 40% of the Chaldean
population cand be found here.!® Localizing the voting analysis to Sterling Heights produced
reliable estimates of the voting patterns of this community. Chaldeans are not nearly as cohesive as
Arab Americans — they consistently divided their support between the Democratic and Republican
candidates. However, a clear majority of Chaldean voters supported Donald Trump in his bid for

re-election in 2020.

' The Chaldean data was derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS),
Table B04004, “People Reporting Single Ancestry” using the Assyrian/Chaldean/Syriac designation. This
census tract level data was attributed down to the census block level and then aggregated up to the
election precinct level.
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Bangladeshi American Voters Using a map identifying the Bangladeshi American
community of interest submitted to the MICRC,!” this localized analysis focused on West
Warren and Hamtramck to produce estimates of the vote choices of this group. Bangladeshi
American voting patterns are very similar to Arab American voting patterns.'® Both groups
provided strong support for Democratic candidates in general elections and both groups were

cohesive in their support of Abdul El-Sayed in the 2018 Democratic primary for Governor.

17 The map was submitted on the public comment portal on 9/8/2021 by Hayg Oshagan with the following

comment “This is the Bengali community of SE MI. The area around Hamtramck (to the South) is most
densely populated and is the center of the community.”

'8 Asian VAP by census block as reported by the 2020 94-171 census redistricting data was used to create

the shading on the map and the racial bloc voting database.
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II. Drawing Minority Opportunity Districts

Because voting in Michigan is racially polarized, districts that provide minority voters
with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice must be drawn. If they already exist — as
many do in Michigan — they must be maintained. But maintaining minority opportunity districts
does not necessarily require that the districts be redrawn with the same percentage minority
voting age population. In fact, many of the minority districts in the current plan are packed with
far more Black VAP than needed to elect candidates of choice, as indicated by the percentage of
votes the minority candidates are garnering. (See Tables 9 and 10, in the next section of this
report, for the Black VAP of the current state house and senate districts, the current incumbents
and their race and party, and the percentage of votes each of the incumbents received in 2020.)

An analysis must be undertaken to determine if a proposed district is likely to provide
minority voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice to office. This analysis
must be district-specific — that is, must recognize there are likely to be differences in
participation rates and voting patterns in districts across the state — and it must be functional —
that is, it must be based on actual voting behavior of whites and minorities. There is no single
universal or statewide demographic target that can be applied for Black voters to elect their
candidates of choice in Michigan.!

There are two related approaches to conducting a district-specific, functional analysis,
both of which take into account the relative turnout rates and voting patterns of minorities and
whites. The first approach uses estimates derived from racial bloc voting analysis to calculate the
percent minority population needed in a specific area for minority-preferred candidates to win a
district in that area.

The second approach relies on election results from previous contests that included
minority-preferred candidates (as identified by the racial bloc voting analysis) to determine if
these candidates would win election in the proposed districts. The election results for these
“bellwether elections” — racially polarized elections that include minority candidates who are
preferred by minority voters — are disaggregated down from the election precinct to the census

block level and then recompiled to reflect the boundaries of the proposed district. If the minority-

1 Establishing a demographic target (e.g., 55% black voting age population) for all minority districts
across the jurisdiction was, in fact, expressly forbidden by the U.S. Supreme Court in Alabama
Legislative Black Caucus v. Alabama, 575 U.S. 254 (2015).
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preferred candidates in these bellwether elections win in the proposed district, this district is likely
to provide minority voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice. This latter
approach can be used only if proposed district boundaries have been drawn. The former

approach can be carried out before any new boundaries are drafted.

A. Calculating the Black VAP Needed to Elect Black-Preferred Candidates

The percentage of minority voting age population needed in a district to provide minority
voters with the opportunity to elect minority-preferred candidates to congress or to the state
legislature varies. Using the estimates produced from the racial bloc voting analysis, I calculated
the Black VAP percentages needed to elect minority-preferred candidates in each of the general
elections included in the summary tables in the Appendix. This calculation takes into account the
relative participation rates of age eligible Blacks and whites, as well as the level of Black support
for the Black-preferred candidate (the "cohesiveness" of Black voters), and the level of whites
"crossing over" to vote for the Black-preferred candidate.

Equalizing minority and white turnout Because Blacks who are age eligible to vote
often turn out to vote at lower rates than white voters in Michigan, the Black VAP needed to
ensure that Black voters comprise at least half of the voters in an election is often higher than
50%. Once the respective turnout rates of Black and Whites eligible to vote have been estimated
using the statistical techniques described above (HP, ER and EI), the percentage needed to

equalize Black and white voters can be calculated mathematically.?’ But equalizing turnout is

20 The equalizing percentage is calculated mathematically by solving the following equation:

Let

M = the proportion of the district’s voting age population that is Black

W =1-M = the proportion of the district’s voting age population that is white

A = the proportion of the Black voting age population that turned out to vote
B = the proportion of the white voting age population that turned out to vote
Therefore,

M(A) = the proportion of the population that is Black and turned out to vote (1)

(1-M)B = the proportion of total population that is white and turned out to vote (2)
To find the value of M that is needed for (1) and (2) to be equal, (1) and (2) are set as equal and we solve
for M algebraically:

M(A) =(1-M)B
M(A) =B -M(B)
M(A) + M(B) =B
M(A + B) =B
M =B/ (A+B)
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only the first step in the process — it does not take into account the voting patterns of Black and
white voters. If voting is racially polarized but a significant number of white voters typically
“crossover” to vote for Black voters’ preferred candidate, it may be the case that crossover
voting can more than compensate for depressed Black turnout.

Incorporating Minority Cohesion and White Crossover Voting Even if Black citizens
are turning out at lower rates than whites, and voting is racially polarized, if a relatively
consistent percentage of white voters support Black-preferred candidates, the candidates
preferred by Black voters can be elected in districts that are less than majority Black. On the
other hand, if voting is starkly polarized, with few or no whites crossing over to vote for the
candidates supported by Black voters, it may be the case that a district that is more than 50%
Black VAP is needed to elect Black-preferred candidates. A district-specific, functional analysis
should take into account not only differences in turnout rates, but also the voting patterns of
Black and white voters.?!

To illustrate this mathematically, consider a district that has 1000 persons of voting age,
50% of who are Black and 50% of who are white. Let us begin by assuming that Black turnout is
lower than white turnout in a two-candidate general election. In our hypothetical election
example, 42% of the Black VAP turn out to vote and 60% of the white VAP vote. This means
that, for our illustrative election, there are 210 Black voters and 300 white voters. Further
suppose that 96% of the Black voters supported their candidate of choice and 25% of the white
voters cast their votes for this candidate (with the other 75% supporting her opponent in the
election contest). Thus, in our example, Black voters cast 200 of their 210 votes for the Black-
preferred candidate and their other 8 votes for her opponent; white voters cast 75 of their 300

votes for the Black-preferred candidate and 225 votes for their preferred candidate:

Thus, for example, if 39.3% of the Black population turned out and 48.3% of the white
population turned out, B=.483 and A =.393, and M = .483/ (.393+.483) = .483/.876 = .5513,
therefore a Black VAP of 55.1% would produce an equal number of Black and white voters. (For
a more in-depth discussion of equalizing turnout see Kimball Brace, Bernard Grofman, Lisa
Handley and Richard Niemi, “Minority Voting Equality: The 65 Percent Rule in Theory and
Practice," Law and Policy, 10 (1), January 1988.)

2! For an in-depth discussion of this approach to creating effective minority districts, see Bernard

Grofman, Lisa Handley and David Lublin, “Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual
Framework and Some Empirical Evidence,” North Carolina Law Review, volume 79 (5), June 2001.
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support votesfor support votes for

for Black- Black- for white- white-

preferred preferred preferred preferred

VAP  turnout voters candidate candidate candidate candidate

Black 500 0.42 210 0.96 202 0.04 8
White 500 0.60 300 0.25 75 0.75 225
510 277 233

The candidate of choice of Black voters would receive a total of 277 votes (202 from Black
voters and 75 from white voters), while the candidate preferred by white voters would receive
only 233 votes (8 from Black voters and 225 from white voters). The Black-preferred candidate
would win the election with 55.4% (277/500) of the vote in this hypothetical 50% Black VAP
district. And the Black-preferred candidate would be successful despite the fact that the election
was racially polarized and that Blacks turned out to vote at a lower rate than whites.

The candidate of choice of Black voters would still win the election by a very small

margin (50.9%) in a district that is 45% Black with these same voting patterns:

support votes for support votes for

for Black- Black- for white- white-

preferred preferred preferred preferred

VAP  turnout voters candidate candidate candidate candidate

Black 450 0.42 189 0.96 181 0.04 8
White 550 0.60 330 0.25 83 0.75 248
519 264 255

In a district with a 40% BV AP, however, the Black-preferred candidate would garner only
47.5% of the vote in this example.

Percent Black VAP needed to win recent general elections in Michigan Counties
Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 utilize the results of the racial bloc voting analysis (see Appendix A) to
indicate the percentage of vote a Black-preferred candidate would receive, given the turnout rates

of Blacks and whites and the degree of black cohesion and white crossover voting for each
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general election contests examined, in a 55%, 50%, 45%, 40% and 35% BVAP district in
Wayne, Oakland, Genesee, and Saginaw Counties.??> Because voting patterns vary by county, the
percentage of votes the Black-preferred candidates would receive also varies. However, in no
county is a 50% BVAP district required for the Black-preferred candidates to carry the district in
a general election.

Table 5 reports the percentage of votes the Black-preferred candidate would receive in
Wayne County, given voting patterns in previous general elections, The Black-preferred
candidate would win every general election in a district with a BVAP of 35% or more, and
would win with at least 54.4% of the vote — and in most election contests, a substantially higher
percentage of the vote. The variation in the percentage of votes received by the Black-preferred
candidate is due to the variation in the white vote rather than the Black vote because in in every
election contest considered at least 95% of Black voters supported the Black-preferred candidate.
The Black-preferred candidate of choice who would receive the lowest percentage of the vote
would be African American Godfrey Dillard, a candidate for Secretary of State in 2014.

The voting patterns by race, and therefore the percent BVAP needed to win general
elections is very similar in Genesee County, as shown in Table 6. Unlike Wayne County,
however, the percentage of vote the Black-preferred candidate would garner in a 35% BVAP
district in this county is declining slightly over the course of the decade — although the Black-
preferred candidate would still win every general election in a 35% BV AP district.

In Oakland County, the Black-preferred candidate does not win every general election
contest in a 35% BVAP district. It is not until the 40% BV AP column in Table 7 that the
candidate of choice of Black voters wins every election examined. The most challenging election
1s again the race for Secretary of State in 2014. And even at 40% BVAP, Dillard would receive
only 51.3% of the vote.

Saginaw County (Table 8) is similar to Oakland County in that it is only at 40% that the
Black-preferred candidate wins every general election contest — and at 40% a couple of the
contests are very close. Not only are the winning percentages for the Black-preferred candidates
consistently lower in Saginaw County than they are for Oakland County, they have been

decreasing over the course of the decade.

22 Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 are generated using EI RxC estimates reported in the racial bloc voting tables in
the Appendix.

21



Table 5: Percent BVAP Needed to Win, Wayne County

tunout rate for office and percent vote for black-preferred

. percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of
° candidates vote B-P| vote B-P| voteB-P| voteB-P| vote B-P
WAYNE COUNTY| 8 cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would
Percent Black VA.P % Black votes White votes . havg . havg . havg . havg . havg
needed to win n"_’ received if| received if| received if| received if| received if
5'9 votes votes district was| district was| district was| district was| district was
S| cast for cast for 55% black| 50% black| 45% black| 40% black| 35% black
8 office B-P|all others|  office B-Pall others VAP VAP VAP VAP VAP

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President| W 58.0 97.5 2.5 76.6 475 52.5 71.5 69.0 66.6 64.3 62.0
2020 US Senate| W 57.8 95.2 4.8 75.6 47.2 52.8 70.4 68.0 65.7 63.4 61.2
2018 Governor| W 33.2 97.0 3.0 63.2 53.5 46.5 70.5 68.5 66.6 64.8 63.1
2018 Secretary of State| W 33.1 97.0 3.0 62.2 53.6 46.4 70.7 68.7 66.8 65.0 63.3
2018 Attorney General] W 32.7 95.5 4.5 61.3 494 50.6 67.6 65.4 63.4 61.5 59.7
2018 US Senate| W 33.1 95.8 4.2 63.1 52.3 477 69.3 67.3 65.4 63.6 61.9
2016 President| W 57.0 98.4 1.6 64.0 39.7 60.3 70.3 67.4 64.4 61.6 58.7
2014 Governor| W 35.8 96.5 35 47.7 41.3 58.7 67.7 65.0 62.3 59.7 57.2
2014 Secretary of State| AA 35.5 96.8 3.2 46.1 36.8 63.2 65.9 62.9 60.0 57.2 54.4
2014 Attorney General] W 35.3 95.7 4.3 45.9 41.0 59.0 67.5 64.8 62.1 59.5 57.0
2014 US Senate| W 35.7 98.0 2.0 46.8 53.4 46.6 74.9 72.7 70.5 68.4 66.4
2012 President| AA 60.4 99.0 1.0 65.7 51.9 48.1 76.8 74.5 72.1 69.8 67.5
2012 US Senate| W 59.9 98.1 1.9 64.4 57.6 42.4 79.1 77.1 75.1 73.1 71.1

Table 6: Percent BVAP Needed to Win, Genesee County

turnout rate for office and percent vote for black-preferred percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of
° candidates vote B-P| vote B-P| voteB-P| voteB-P| vote B-P
GENESEE COUNTY| 5 cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would
Percent Black VA.P % Black votes White votes . havg ) havg . havg . havg . havg
needed to win o received if| received if| received if| received if| received if
E'E votes votes district was| district was| district was| district was| district was
S| cast for cast for 55% black| 50% black| 45% black| 40% black| 35% black
g office B-P|all others|  office B-P|all others VAP VAP VAP VAP VAP

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President| W 53.0 96.1 3.9 79.6 42.1 57.9 66.3 63.7 61.1 58.7 56.4
2020 US Senate| W 56.6 95.0 5.0 78.7 43.5 56.5 67.6 65.0 62.6 60.2 57.9
2018 Governor| W 45.1 95.3 4.7 59.8 46.2 53.8 69.8 67.3 64.9 62.6 60.4
2018 Secretary of State| W 44.9 95.2 4.8 58.6 48.0 52.0 70.8 68.5 66.2 64.0 61.8
2018 Attorney General] W 44.6 94.1 5.9 58.4 411 58.9 66.7 64.0 61.5 59.0 56.5
2018 US Senate| W 45,1 95.2 4.8 59.6 45.8 54.2 69.5 67.1 64.7 62.4 60.1
2016 President| W 59.0 96.4 3.6 67.3 37.4 62.6 67.9 65.0 62.0 59.2 56.3
2014 Governor| W 35.8 95.8 4.2 475 51.8 48.2 72.9 70.7 68.6 66.5 64.5
2014 Secretary of State| AA 35.9 95.6 4.4 46.1 46.2 53.8 70.3 67.8 65.4 63.1 60.8
2014 Attorney General| W 35.9 95.6 4.4 45.5 45.2 54.8 69.9 67.4 65.0 62.6 60.2
2014 US Senate| W 36.1 95.6 4.4 47.1 58.6 41.4 76.5 4.7 72.9 71.1 69.4
2012 President| AA 61.0 97.6 2.4 68.4 53.7 46.3 76.6 74.4 72.2 70.1 67.9
2012 US Senate| W 60.7 96.7 33 67.5 60.2 39.8 79.3 71.5 75.7 73.9 72.1
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Table 7: Percent BVAP Needed to Win, Oakland County

turnout rate for office and percent vote for black-preferred

X percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of
® candidates vote B-P| vote B-P| vote B-P| voteB-P| voteB-P
OAKLAND COUNTY| = cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would
Percent Black VA.P g Black votes White votes ) havg ) havg ) havg ) havg ) havg
neededtowin| < received if| received if| received if| received if| received if
g'g votes votes district was| district was| district was| district was| district was
o | cast for cast for 55% black| 50% black| 45% black| 40% black| 35% black
g office B-P|all others|  office B-P|all others VAP VAP VAP VAP VAP

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President| W 71.6 93.4 6.6 86.4 45.9 54.1 69.8 67.4 65.1 62.8 60.6
2020 US Senate| W 71.4 92.1 7.9 85.4 43.5 56.5 68.1 65.6 63.2 60.9 58.6
2018 Governor| W 53.2 94.1 5.9 68.8 47.4 52.6 70.1 67.8 65.5 63.3 61.1
2018 Secretary of State| W 53.1 94.2 5.8 67.7 47.5 52.5 70.4 68.0 65.8 63.5 61.4
2018 Attorney General] W 52.5 93.8 6.2 67.0 43.0 57.0 67.9 65.3 62.8 60.4 58.1
2018 US Senate| W 53.2 93.0 7.0 68.7 45.5 54.5 68.6 66.2 63.9 61.7 59.5
2016 President| W 65.6 95.1 4.9 73.5 39.1 60.9 68.3 65.5 62.7 60.0 57.3
2014 Governor| W 46.3 94.8 5.2 54.6 30.6 69.4 63.3 60.1 56.9 53.8 50.7
2014 Secretary of State| AA 45.9 94.6 5.4 53.1 26.4 73.6 61.4 58.0 54.7 51.3 48.1
2014 Attorney General] W 45.8 94.1 5.9 52.6 32.9 67.1 64.5 61.4 58.4 55.4 52.4
2014 US Senate| W 46.5 95.0 5.0 53.7 46.7 53.3 715 69.1 66.7 64.4 62.1
2012 President| AA 68.9 95.7 4.3 75.7 42.1 57.9 70.3 67.6 65.0 62.3 59.7
2012 US Senate| W 67.8 95.8 4.2 74.0 47.6 52.4 73.1 70.6 68.3 65.9 63.5

Table 8: Percent BVAP Needed to Win, Saginaw County

turnout rate for office and percent vote for black-preferred percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of
® candidates vote B-P| vote B-P| vote B-P| vote B-P| vote B-P
SAGINAW COUNTY| = cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would
Percent Black VA,P g Black votes White votes ) havg ) havg ) havg ) havg ) havg
neededtowin| © received if| received if| received if| received if| received if
g'g votes votes district was| district was| district was| district was| district was
S| cast for cast for 55% black| 50% black| 45% black| 40% black| 35% black
8 office B-P|all others|  office B-P|all others VAP VAP VAP VAP VAP

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President| W 48.6 95.3 4.7 79.6 36.3 63.7 61.5 58.7 56.0 53.4 50.9
2020 US Senate| W 48.4 93.8 6.2 78.7 375 62.5 61.7 58.9 56.3 53.9 51.5
2018 Governor| W 371.7 93.6 6.4 63.0 40.9 50.1 63.2 60.6 58.2 55.9 53.7
2018 Secretary of State| W 38.0 93.7 6.3 61.4 39.2 60.8 62.7 60.0 57.5 55.1 52.8
2018 Attorney General] W 37.6 93.4 6.6 61.0 33.3 66.7 59.1 56.2 53.4 50.8 48.3
2018 US Senate| W 37.8 93.5 6.5 62.8 39.3 60.7 62.3 59.7 57.2 54.8 52.6
2016 President| W 52.3 95.0 5.0 70.2 30.6 69.4 61.3 58.1 55.0 52.0 49.0
2014 Governor| W 32.7 94.1 5.9 50.8 42.2 57.8 65.1 62.5 60.1 57.8 55.6
2014 Secretary of State| AA 32.6 94.4 5.6 49.2 36.3 63.7 62.3 59.5 56.7 54.1 51.6
2014 Attorney General| W 324 94.1 5.9 50.1 32.6 67.4 59.8 56.8 53.9 51.1 48.5
2014 US Senate| W 32.7 94.1 5.9 50.1 50.6 49.4 69.9 67.8 65.7 63.8 61.9
2012 President| AA 56.2 95.7 4.3 70.3 42.9 57.1 69.0 66.4 63.8 61.3 58.8
2012 US Senate| W 55.7 95.4 4.6 68.7 52.3 41.7 73.8 71.6 69.5 67.4 65.4
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It is important to remember that winning office in the United States usually requires
winning two elections: a primary and a general election. The tables above consider only general
election contests. Producing a comparable set of tables for Democratic primaries is not possible.
First, there was only one statewide Democratic primary — the 2018 primary contest for Governor.
There were three candidates competing in this election and because 50% of the vote was not
required to win the election, a mathematical equation setting the percentage needed to win 50%
of the vote does not work. Second, Black voters were not cohesive in support of any one of these
three candidates. In fact, the candidate preferred by even the plurality of Black voters was not the
same in the four counties examined. Drawing a district that Black-preferred candidate could win
this primary is not possible when there is no Black-preferred candidate.

In areas where most of the white voters are likely to vote in Republican primaries, the
inability to calculate the percent needed to win in Democratic primaries is not particularly
important. Black voters will dominate the Democratic primary unless they make up only a very
small portion of the voters in the district. However, in the counties examined in Michigan, many
white voters elect to participate in the Democratic primary, especially in Wayne County. As the
percentage Black VAP of proposed districts decreases, it may become more challenging for
Black-preferred candidates to win not only the general election but the Democratic primary — but
only if voting in Democratic primaries is racially polarized. Unfortunately, it is not possible to
ascertain exactly how much more difficult it would be — or even if it would be more difficult —

given the lack of Democratic primary election data.

B. Threshold of Representation in the Current State House and Senate Districts

A useful check on the percent needed to win estimates found in Tables 5-8 that can be
done prior to drawing any districts is to produce what have been referred to by some political
scientists as “threshold of representation” tables. These tables are designed to identify the lowest
minority percentage above which minority candidates are consistently elected. Tables 9 and 10,
below, report the BVAP of the current Michigan state house and senate districts with over 20%

BVAP, and indicate the race and party of the candidate elected to represent the district.>* Sorted

2 There are no African American state senators or representatives elected from districts that are less than
20% Black in VAP. However, there are other minority candidates (Hispanic, Asian, and Middle Eastern)
elected to state house districts with considerably less than 20% BVAP.
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by the percent BVAP, the tables can sometimes provide evidence of a clear breakpoint between

those districts that are probably electing candidates of choice and those that are not.?*

An examination Table 9 indicates that every Michigan state house district with a BVAP of

at least 35% elects a minority representative to the state house. In fact, every district with a

BVAP of more than 26.53% elects a minority to office with the exception of District 49 in

Genesee County. And the racial bloc voting analysis of House District 49 indicates that the white

incumbent, John Cherry, is the candidate of choice of Black voters, even in the 2018 Democratic

primary when he faced several African American candidates.

Table 9: Threshold of Representation for State House Districts, 2021

State Total Black Percent Percent
House VAP VAP Black | Name Party | Race of Vote
District VAP 2020
7 60347 57256 | 94.27% | Helena Scott D Black 93.00%
8 62448 58042 | 92.42% | Stephanie A. Young D Black 96.70%
3 54130 49536 | 90.93% | Shri Thanedar D Asian 93.30%
9 62529 46806 | 74.22% | Karen Whitsett D Black 94.20%
10 69209 46977 | 67.41% | Mary Cavanagh D Hispanic | 84.80%
1 59788 38993 [ 64.76% | Tenisha R. Yancey D Black 75.80%
35 78306 49325 | 62.50% | Kyra Harris Bolden D Black 82.90%
34 49491 30419 | 60.96% [ Cynthia R. Neeley D Black 86.70%
2 57031 33142 | 57.70% | Joe Tate D Black 74.10%
5 49290 27190 | 54.12% [ Cynthia A. Johnson D Black 93.40%
6 67505 36182 | 52.86% | Tyrone Carter D Black 100.00%
4 68749 32761 | 47.27% | Abraham Aiyash D ME 89.80%
29 72319 26621 | 36.04% | Brenda Carter D Black 72.90%
95 58640 21320 | 35.50% | Amos O'Neal D Black 70.10%
49 64844 19308 | 29.47% | John D. Cherry D White 68.90%
54 72426 21212 | 28.79% | Ronnie Peterson D Black 77.70%
12 73883 20207 | 26.97% | Alex Garza D Hispanic | 62.40%
11 73586 19760 | 26.53% | Jewell Jones D Black 65.20%
92 66135 16957 | 25.34% | Terry J. Sabo D White 65.30%
27 73337 18051 | 24.35% | Regina Weiss D White 74.40%
16 74617 17556 | 23.25% | Kevin Coleman D White 62.50%
75 76956 18127 | 22.56% | David LaGrand D White 74.60%
68 71672 16808 | 22.44% | Sarah Anthony D Black 75.90%
18 75251 16519 | 21.76% | Kevin Hertel D White 60.30%
22 68758 14588 | 21.00% | Richard Steenland D White 59.90%
60 74176 15887 | 20.97% | Julie M. Rogers D White 71.40%

24 Without the confirmation provided by a racial bloc voting analysis, it could conceivably be the case that

the minority legislator is not the candidate of choice of minority voters.
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Interpreting Table 10, for the Michigan state senate, is less straightforward. The
four districts with BVAP percentages over 47% elect African Americans to office. However,
Stephanie Chang, the state senator in District 1, which is 44.68% BVAP, was not the candidate of
choice of Black voters in the 2018 Democratic primary, though she is the candidate of choice in the

general election.

Table 10: Threshold of Representation for State Senate Districts, 2021

State Percent Percent
Senate | Total Black | Black of vote
District | VAP VAP VAP | Name party | race 2018

5 203828 | 111418 | 54.25% | Betty Alexander D Black 77.4%

2 169357 | 86961 | 50.82% | Adam Hollier D Black 75.7%

3 186758 | 90737 | 48.14% | Sylvia Santana D Black 81.8%

4 180199 | 85691 | 47.00% | Marshall Bullock D Black 78.3%

1 193087 | 87075 | 44.68% | Stephanie Chang D | Asian 72.0%

11 229870 | 82336 | 35.48% | Jeremy Moss D White 76.7%

27 175918 | 54071 | 30.42% | Jim Ananich D White 71.2%

9 219325 | 50800 | 22.95% | Paul Wojno D White 65.9%

6 217734 | 46997 | 21.29% | Erika Geiss D Black 61.4%

C. Recompiled Election Results

As noted above, once draft districts have been drawn, there is a second approach available
for ascertaining whether a proposed district is likely to provide minority voters with an opportunity
to elect their candidates of choice to legislative or congressional office. This approach relies on
recompiling election results from previous elections to see if the candidates preferred by minority
voters would win in the draft district. This process entails (1) identifying “bellwether” elections,
(2) disaggregating the precinct level results for these elections down to the census block level
and then (3) re-aggregating the results up to conform to proposed district boundaries to

determine if the minority-preferred candidate would win. This recompilation can only be done
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for elections that cover a broad enough area to encompass all of the draft districts, hence only
statewide elections can be used for this exercise. “Bellwether” elections are statewide elections
that included minority candidates who were the candidates of choice of minority voters but were
not supported by white voters.

Although there were six statewide general elections that included African American
candidates or running mates, the African American was the candidate of choice of Black voters
in only four of these contests: U.S. President in 2012 and 2020, Secretary of State in 2014, and
Governor in 2018. All of these contests were racially polarized statewide, but only the 2014
Secretary of State contest was polarized in all four counties. This election contest was also the
contest in which the candidate strongly preferred by Black voters garnered the least amount of
white crossover votes. Thus, while recompiled elections results for all four elections provide
important information for determining if a proposed district would provide Black voters with an
opportunity to elect their preferred candidates in general elections, the single best “bellwether”
contest for that purpose is the vote for Godfrey Dillard in 2014.

The redistricting software used by MICRC automatically included recompiled election
results for all draft districts for all four of these elections — in fact, it included this information for
every statewide general election conducted between 2012 and 2020. Ascertaining if the African
American candidates of choice of Black voters, especially Dillard in 2014, carried a proposed
district provides evidence that the proposed district in a draft plan will provide Black voters with
an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice in general elections.

The redistricting software also reported recompiled election results for the one statewide
Democratic primary conducted in the past decade: the 2018 race for Governor. However,
because there were three candidates and because Black voters were not cohesive in supporting
any of these candidates, these recompiled results are not particularly useful in ascertaining
whether a proposed district would provide minority voters with an opportunity to elect their

preferred candidates in Democratic primaries.

27



II1. Measuring Partisan Fairness in Redistricting Plans

According to 13(d) of Article IV, Section 6 of the Michigan State Constitution: “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.”
A number of objective mathematical measures have been developed by social scientists and
mathematicians to determine if an existing or proposed redistricting map disadvantages one
political party relative to the other. Using these measures, we can compare an existing or
proposed redistricting map to a large set of other possible maps to determine if the proposed map
exhibits more or less political bias. The maps used for comparative purposes can be previous
redistricting maps used in the state, or the redistricting maps of other states, or they can be
computer simulated maps.

I proposed incorporating three measures of partisan fairness measures into the
redistricting software used by the MICRC to draw redistricting maps. The reasons for my choice
were as follows:

e The measures are easy to understand and straightforward to calculate. They produce
scores that indicate both the direction and the magnitude of any political bias in the
redistricting map.

e Because I easily calculated the scores for each of these measures in excel, I knew it
would be possible to incorporate an automated report function into the redistricting
software that could provide these scores for any draft plans drawn.

e Although these three measures have only recently been developed, they have all have
been introduced and accepted by federal and state courts as useful tools for determining

if a redistricting map is politically fair.

The three partisan fairness measures I selected are the lopsided margins test, the mean-median
difference, and the efficiency gap.

In addition to these three measures, a simple metric for indicating whether a redistricting
plan is fair is to compare the proportion of the statewide vote each party receives to the
proportion of the districts each party wins or is likely to win under the proposed plan. The
proportionality of a redistricting plan is calculated by subtracting the percentage of votes won by

the party from the percentage of seats that party won (or would win) in congressional and state
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legislative elections. So, for example, if Party A won 52.3% of the vote statewide but only won
44.7% of the seats in the state senate, the proportionality bias would be 44.7 — 52.3 or -7.6 in
favor of Party B.

Each of these measures use historical election results to evaluate the partisan fairness of
redistricting plans. However, in the case of proposed districts, previous election results must be
reconfigured to conform to the proposed district boundaries to evaluate the partisan fairness of
the proposed plans.?®> A composite election index was constructed using the statewide general
elections between 2012 and 2020 — all 13 of the election contests included in the GIS
redistricting database and analyzed in the racial bloc voting analysis. The composite index was
weighted to give each election cycle equal weight in the index. However, the partisan fairness

report function in the redistricting software was designed so that any of the individual 13

elections could be substituted for the composite index in calculating the partisan fairness scores.

A. Lopsided Margins Test
In a perfectly fair plan — at least in a state in which the two political parties are
competitive (closely divided) — we would expect a mix of districts, some strongly partisan

districts, some moderately reliable districts, and some tossups — but each party would have a

roughly similar mix. If one party has a smaller number of victories with larger margins of victory

that the other party, this is an indication that one party is being disfavored over the other in the
map. This pattern of outcomes can be quantified by sorting the districts into two groups, by

winning party. Each party’s winning vote share can then be compared to see if one party has

significantly higher margin of victories than the other.?® The following is an example of how this

is calculated:

23 Both the efficiency gap and the mean-median difference have been used to evaluate computer simulated

alternative redistricting maps for comparative purposes in partisan gerrymandering challenges. Election

results for select statewide elections were reconfigured to determine how the candidates in these elections

would have fared in the alternative districts.

26 This measure was first discussed in 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-of-partisan-
gerrymandering/)
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Percent of Votes Party Wins

District Party A PartyB Total Votes PartyA Party B Party A PartyB
1 279 120 7 399 69.9% 30.1% 69.9%
2 172 198 7 370 46.5% 53.5% 53.5%
3 167 192 7 359 46.5% 53.5% 53.5%
4 148 22 7 360 41.1% 58.9% 58.9%
5 185 180 | 365 50.7% 49.3% 50.7%
6 139 193 7 332 41.9% 58.1% 58.1%
7 169 200 7 370 45.7% 54.3% 54.3%
8 179 206 | 385 46.5% 53.5% 53.5%
9 234 99 7 333 70.3% 29.7% 70.3%
10 178 199 7 377 47.2% 52.8% 52.8%
TOTAL 1850 1800 3650 50.7% 49.3% 63.6%  54.9%

Party A in the example is winning districts with a much higher average vote (63.6%) than Party
B (54.9%) — and the difference between the two percentages is 8.7 (63.6 — 54.9). This indicates
that Party A supporters are packed into a few districts that it wins by large margins. Party B, on

the other hand, is winning substantially more districts with substantially lower vote margins.

B. Mean-Median Difference

Comparing a dataset’s mean and median is a common statistical analysis used to assess
how skewed the dataset is — if the dataset is balanced, the mean will be very close in value to its
median. As a dataset becomes more skewed, the mean and median begin to diverge; looking at

the difference between the two can be used determine the extent to which the data is skewed.

Based on this principle, the mean-median district vote share difference compares a
party’s mean district vote share to its median district vote share:*’
e Mean = average party vote share across all districts
e Median = party vote share in the median district when districts are sorted on share of

party vote

27 This approach to ascertaining political bias in redistricting maps was proposed by 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/el].2015.0358). It was further quantified by Wang (see full
citation above).
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The difference between the mean and median vote shares provides a measure of whether the
redistricting map produces skewed election results. The following is an example of how this is

calculated:

Party A Percentages |
41.1%
41.9%
45.7%
46.5%
46.5%
46.5%
47.2%
50.7%
69.9%
70.3%

District median percentage 46.5%

Statewide mean percentage 50.7%

Mean-Median Difference 4.2%
In this example, Party A received 50.7% of the statewide vote. Party A’s median vote share
(46.5%) is 4.2% lower than its mean vote share of 50.7%. This indicates that Party A must win
more districts than Party B to win half of the seats — the redistricting map in skewed in favor of

Party B. In fact, Party A would have had to win 54.2% (50.0 + 4.2) of the statewide vote to win
50% of the seats.

C. Efficiency Gap

This measure, introduced by University of Chicago law professor Nick Stephanopoulos
and Public Policy Institute of California research fellow Eric McGhee, looks at the number of
“wasted votes™ across districts.”

In any election, nearly 50 percent of votes are wasted: all votes cast for a losing
candidate, and any votes cast for a winning candidate beyond the threshold needed to win (50

percent in a two-candidate contest). In a hypothetical map with perfect partisan symmetry, both

8 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.
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parties would waste the same number of votes. A large difference between the parties” wasted
votes indicates one party is treated more favorably than the other by the redistricting map. This is
because the plan packs and cracks one party’s supporters more than the other party’s supporters.
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
Example:
Lost Votes minimum Surplus Votes  Total Wasted Votes
District PartyA PartyB Total Votes PartyA PartyB towin PartyA PartyB PartyA PartyB
1 279 120 7 399 0 120 200 79 0 79 120
2 172 198 " 370 172 0 185 0 13 172 13
3 167 192 d 359 167 0 180 0 12 167 12
4 148 212 7 360 148 0 180 0 32 148 32
5 185 180 | 365 0 180 183 2 0 2 180
6 139 193 7 332 139 0 166 0 27 139 27
7 169 201 i 370 169 0 185 0 16 169 16
8 179 206 d 385 179 0 193 0 13 179 13
9 234 99 ¥ 333 0 99 167 67 0 67 99
10 178 199 " 377 178 0 189 0 10 178 10
TOTAL 1850 1800 3650 1152 399 148 123 1300 522

In this example, supporters of Party A cast 1152 votes for losing candidates and 148 surplus
votes — votes beyond what was necessary to elect Party A candidates. Supporters of Party B, on
the other hand, cast only 399 of their votes for losing candidates and 522 surplus votes. Adding
together these two sets of votes, Party A had a total of 1300 wasted votes; Party B had a total of
only 522 votes. The efficiency gap is therefore calculated as 21.3% (1300-522/3650 = 778/3650
= .213). This efficiency gap in favor of Party B can be interpreted as the percentage of seats

Party B won above what would be expected in a politically fair or neutral map.

D. Court Acceptance of these Measures
These three measures have all been developed within the last decade and therefore do not

have a long history of consideration by the courts. However, they have been introduced recently
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in the context of partisan gerrymandering challenges. While recognizing each of the measures
have some disadvantages, the courts in each instance relied on these measures (in addition to
other measures introduced) to find the plans before them were politically biased towards one of

the political parties at the expense of the other.?’

2 Examples of court cases relying on at least one of the measures of political fairness described in this
report include: League of Women Voters of Michigan v. Benson, in which the federal court held the
congressional and state legislative plans in Michigan to be an unconstitutional gerrymander; Ohio A.
Philip Randolph Institute v. Householder, which held the Ohio congressional map to be an
unconstitutional partisan gerrymander; League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania v. Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania in which the State Supreme Court held the Pennsylvania congressional districts to be in
violation of the Pennsylvania Constitution; Whitford v. Gill in which the federal court determined the
Wisconsin state assembly districts were unconstitutional; Common Cause v. Rucho in which the federal
court found the North Carolina congressional district plan adopted in 2016 was an unconstitutional
partisan gerrymander. This North Carolina decision, along with the Maryland case, Lamone v. Benisek,
was later overturned by the U.S. Supreme Court on unrelated grounds, but grounds that served to moot all
of the federal decisions discussed above. However, in a separate challenge before the North Carolina
Superior Court, Common Cause v. Lewis, the court held that the state legislative districts violated the
North Carolina State Constitution.
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Statewide Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 54.2% 98.6 106.5 99.2 97.8 44.0 42.7 43.3 44.5
Mitt Romney R w 44.7% 1.2 -6.6 0.4 1.2 54.8 55.9 55.3 54.6
others 0.2 0.2 1.1 1.1 1.3 13.8 1.2 1.00
votes for office 62.1 57.3 59.1 59.1 69.2 66.1 68.1 68.1
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 58.8% 97.3 103.8 99.2 96.8 50.1 49.4 49.1 50.6
Peter Hoekstra R W 38.0% 1.2 -5.3 0.5 1.1 46.5 46.9 46.9 46.2
others 1.5 1.5 1.7 2.0 3.4 3.7 3.6 3.2
votes for office 61.6 56.9 58.8 58.8 68.0 64.9 66.9 66.9
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 46.9% 94.4 101.3 97.4 95.7 38.7 37.1 36.2 38.4
Rick Snyder R w 50.9% 4.8 -2.2 2.1 2.5 58.9 60.2 61.3 59.4
others 0.8 0.8 14 1.8 2.4 2.7 2.5 2.1
votes for office 36.9 31.6 35.1 35.1 49.6 46.7 49.1 49.1
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 42.9% 94.4 102.0 97.6 95.8 33.8 31.9 31.3 335
Ruth Johnson R w 53.5% 4.2 -3.3 1.5 2.1 62.3 63.9 64.7 62.9
others 1.4 1.3 1.2 2.1 3.9 4.3 4.0 3.6
votes for office 36.5 31.3 34.8 34.8 48.3 45.4 47.8 47.8
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 44.2% 93.3 101.3 97.0 95.2 34.7 32.8 33.0 35.0)
Bill Schuette R w 52.1% 5.2 -2.9 2.1 2.5 61.3 62.8 62.9 61.2
others 1.5 1.6 1.2 2.2 4.0 4.4 4.1 3.8
votes for office 36.4 31.2 34.6 34.6 48.3 45.5 47.8 47.8




Statewide Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 54.6% 96.8 103.9 99.1 96.5 46.2 44.8 45.1 47.3
Terry Lynn Land R w 41.3% 2.0 -5.0 0.5 1.6 49.4 50.3 50.2 48.5
others 1.2 1.1 1.0 2.0 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.2
votes for office 36.8 31.5 35.0 35.0 48.9 46.1 48.5 48.5
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 47.3% 96.8 106.3 98.9 97.3 33.6 30.2 32.0 34.3
Donald Trump R w 47.5% 2.0 -7.4 0.3 1.1 61.0 63.9 61.6 60.0}
others 1.2 1.2 0.8 1.6 5.4 6.0 6.2 5.7
votes for office 58.9 53.6 54.1 54.1 68.2 65.8 67.2 67.2
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA| 53.3% 95.6 104.3 98.6 95.3 41.1 38.9 40.6 44.8
Schuette/Lyons R W/W | 43.8% 2.5 -6.4 0.6 1.8 56.0 57.9 56.2 52.8
others 1.9 2.1 2.6 2.9 2.9 3.2 2.9 2.5
votes for office 36.6 31.6 35.2 35.2 61.9 61.7 63.3 63.3
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 52.9% 95.7 104.7 98.7 95.6 40.1 38.0 39.9 43.9
Mary Treder Lang R W 44.0% 2.4 -6.6 0.6 1.8 56.5 58.3 56.4 53.1
others 1.9 1.9 1.7 2.7 3.4 3.7 3.5 2.9
votes for office 36.4 31.6 35.1 35.1 60.9 60.7 62.2 62.2
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 49.0% 94.1 103.3 97.7 94.4 36.1 33.6 35.3 39.4
Tom Leonard R w 46.3% 2.4 -6.9 0.5 1.7 59.0 61.1 59.3 55.9
others 3.5 3.6 3.0 3.9 4.9 5.3 5.2 45.9
votes for office 36.0 31.2 34.6 34.6 60.4 60.1 61.7 61.7




Statewide

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 52.3% 93.9 102.5 97.5 94.3 40.3 38.1 39.5 43.7
John James R AA 45.8% 3.8 -5.1 1.1 2.0 57.8 59.9 58.4 55.1
others 2.3 2.5 2.4 3.7 1.9 2.0 1.7 1.2
votes for office 36.5 31.5 35.0 35.0 61.8 61.6 63.1 63.1

2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 50.6% 95.4 105.0 98.4 96.2 37.0 34.7 36.9 40.0
Donald Trump R w 47.8% 3.8 -5.4 1.1 1.9 61.5 63.6 61.2 59.1
others 0.8 0.8 1.3 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.00
votes for office 61.2 53.3 55.2 55.2 79.1 77.7 79.0 79.0
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 49.9% 93.4 102.3 97.2 93.9 36.9 34.8 36.4 39.4
John James R AA 48.2% 3.8 -5.6 1.1 1.7 61.5 63.5 61.7 59.8
others 2.7 3.1 3.7 4.4 1.6 1.6 1.4 0.9
votes for office 59.9 53.0 55.0 55.0 78.3 76.8 78.1 78.1




County: Genesee

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 99.0 107.0 99.5 97.6 52.9 52.7 52.8 53.7
Mitt Romney R w 0.7 -6.7 0.5 1.3 46.1 46.0 46.0 45,5
others 0.2 0.3 0.7 1.1 1.1 1.3 0.9 0.8
votes for office 64.1 57.4 61.0 61.0 70.1 65.1 68.4 68.4
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 97.8 103.9 99.7 96.7 59.7 59.8 59.4 60.2
Peter Hoekstra R w 0.9 -5.3 0.5 1.3 36.7 36.3 36.5 35.2
others 1.3 1.3 1.1 2.0) 3.6 3.9 3.8 32.2
votes for office 63.7 57.3 60.7 60.7 69.2 64.4 67.5 67.5
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 97.1 104.2 99.3 95.8 50.7 50.5 49.5 51.8
Rick Snyder R w 2.0 -5.0 0.6 2.3 46.5 46.5 47.5 45.8
others 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.9 2.8 3.0 2.8 2.4
votes for office 37.6 314 35.8 35.8 48.8 44.6 47.5 67.5
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 96.1 104.3 99.0 95.6 45.3 45.8 44.2 46.2
Ruth Johnson R w 2.6 -5.3 0.3 2.2 50.7 50.5 51.5 50.2
others 1.3 1.1 1.1 2.2 41 4.3 41 3.6
votes for office 37.4 31.5 35.9 35.9 47.4 43.3 46.1 46.1
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 95.2 103.4 98.7 95.6 44.2 43.9 433 45.2
Bill Schuette R w 3.7 -4.4 0.8 2.4 52.6 52.6 53.3 51.9
others 1.1 1.1 0.9 2.0 33 3.5 33 2.9
votes for office 37.3 314 35.9 35.9 46.8 42.8 45.5 45.5




County: Genesee

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 97.2 103.9 99.5 95.6 57.0 57.0 56.4 58.6
Terry Lynn Land R w 1.7 -4.8 0.6 2.2 38.7 38.3 39.0 37.5
others 1.2 0.9 0.8 2.2 4.3 4.6 4.4 3.9
votes for office 37.6 31.5 36.1 36.1 48.3 44.3 47.1 47.1
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 97.5 106.0 99.5 96.4 37.8 34.5 35.3 37.4
Donald Trump R w 1.5 -7.0 0.4 1.7 57.0 59.4 58.5 57.1
others 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.9 5.2 6.1 6.1 5.5
votes for office 70.6 59.8 59.0 59.0 70.9 63.5 67.3 67.3
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA 96.2 103.6 99.2 95.3 46.7 455 45.8 46.2
Schuette/Lyons R wW/wW 2.2 -5.5 0.2 2.0 50.5 50.9 50.5 50.8
others 1.6 1.9 1.7 2.7 2.8 3.6 3.2 3.0
votes for office 54.2 43.5 45.1 45.1 62.6 57.0 59.8 59.8
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 96.5 103.7 99.2 95.2 45.7 44.7 44.9 48.0
Mary Treder Lang R W 2.0 -5.8 0.3 2.0 50.9 51.2 50.8 48.7
others 1.5 2.1 1.4 2.8 3.4 4.2 3.7 3.4
votes for office 53.9 43.5 44.9 44.9 61.3 55.7 58.6 58.6
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 94.5 102.3 98.6 94.1 39.9 37.6 37.9 41.1
Tom Leonard R w 2.3 -5.8 0.6 2.0 55.3 56.3 55.9 53.7
others 3.2 3.5 3.8 3.9 47.7 6.0 5.1 5.1
votes for office 53.7 43.2 44.6 44.6 61.0 55.6 58.4 58.4




County: Genesee

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party | Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate

Debbie Stabenow D w 95.3 103.2 98.9 95.2 43.8 42.6 42.8 45.8
John James R AA 3.0 -5.3 0.7 2.1 54.3 54.8 54.6 52.6
others 1.7 2.2 1.7 2.8 1.9 2.6 1.8 1.6
votes for office 54.2 43.8 45.1 45.1 62.4 56.8 59.6 59.6

2020 General

U.S. President

Joseph Biden D w 96.5 104.4 99.3 96.1 39.9 37.7 38.6 42.1
Donald Trump R W 3.0 -5.1 0.5 2.1 58.7 60.5 59.6 56.7
others 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.8 1.4 1.8 1.8 1.2
votes for office 67.3 54.8 53.0 53.0 81.5 75.4 79.6 79.6
U.S. Senate

Gary Peters D w 95.1 103.0 98.9 95.0 41.1 39.7 40.1 43.5
John James R AA 3.2 -5.3 0.7 1.8 57.4 58.4 57.6 55.5
others 1.7 2.1 2.7 3.2 1.6 2.0 1.5 1.1
votes for office 67.1 54.8 56.6 56.6 80.6 74.4 78.7 78.7




County: Saginaw

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 114.3 99.5 95.7 41.6 39.2 41.1 42.9
Mitt Romney R w -14.8 0.4 2.5 57.0 59.1 57.1 55.9
others 0.2 0.6 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.2
votes for office 56.7 56.2 56.2 71.4 69.5 70.3 70.3
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 111.0 99.5 95.4 51.0 49.0 50.1 52.3
Peter Hoekstra R w -11.6 0.7 2.2 46.0 47.6 46.3 44.9
others 0.7 0.0 2.4 2.9 33 33 2.8
votes for office 56.3 55.7 55.7 69.9 67.7 68.7 68.7
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 11.2 99.6 94.1 41.1 38.4 39.1 42.2
Rick Snyder R w -12.3 0.5 3.0 56.3 58.9 58.1 55.7
others 1.0 0.7 2.8 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.1
votes for office 31.1 32.7 32.7 51.5 49.9 50.8 50.8
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 111.3 99.2 94.4 35.3 32.6 335 36.3
Ruth Johnson R w -12.5 0.5 2.8 60.5 63.0 62.0 59.9
others 1.1 0.9 2.8 4.2 4.5 4.4 3.8
votes for office 314 32.6 32.6 49.9 48.4 49.2 49.2
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 110.7 98.6 94.1 32.1 28.9 29.8 32.6
Bill Schuette R w -12.1 0.5 2.9 65.2 68.2 67.2 65.1
others 1.3 1.1 3.0 2.7 3.0 2.9 233
votes for office 31.0 324 324 50.8 49.3 50.1 50.1




County: Saginaw

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 110.3 99.5 94.1 48.3 46.7 47.6 50.6
Terry Lynn Land R w -10.6 0.7 3.04 47.8 49.2 47.9 45.8
others 0.5 0.4 2.9 3.9 4.3 4.2 3.5
votes for office 31.2 32.7 32.7 50.8 49.2 50.1 50.1
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 116.7 99.6 95.0 25.1 28.1 30.6
Donald Trump R w -17.2 0.5 2.5 69.0 66.1 64.0
others 0.4 0.0 2.5 5.8 5.6 5.4
votes for office 55.5 52.3 52.3 69.0 70.2 70.2
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA 112.4 99.4 93.6 34.8 36.4 40.9
Schuette/Lyons R wW/wW -14.2 0.6 2.9 62.4 60.3 56.9
others 1.8 1.6 3.5 2.8 2.5 2.2
votes for office 38.9 37.7 37.7 61.5 63.0 63.0
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 113.3 99.6 93.7 33.6 35.4 39.2
Mary Treder Lang R w -14.9 0.6 3.2 62.8 60.6 57.7
others 3.5 1.2 3.1 3.6 33 3.0
votes for office 39.7 38.0 38.0 60.0 61.4 61.4
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 112.5 99.0 93.4 27.6 29.0 33.3
Tom Leonard R w -15.5 0.5 2.6 66.8 64.6 61.7
others 3.0 2.1 4.0 5.6 5.5 5.0
votes for office 38.7 37.6 37.6 59.7 61.0 61.0




County: Saginaw

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate

Debbie Stabenow D w 110.6 99.3 93.5 33.7 34.6 39.3
John James R AA -13.0 0.8 2.9 64.5 63.0 59.6
others 2.4 2.2 3.6 1.8 1.8 1.2
votes for office 39.2 37.8 37.8 61.5 62.8 62.8

2020 General

U.S. President

Joseph Biden D w 114.2 99.0 95.3 29.3 32.0 36.3
Donald Trump R w -14.9 0.6 2.7 69.0 66.2 62.6
others 0.6 1.1 2.0 1.6 1.5 1.1
votes for office 50.7 48.6 48.6 78.3 79.6 79.6
U.S. Senate

Gary Peters D w 112.5 99.5 93.8 31.1 33.1 375
John James R AA -14.7 0.6 3.0 67.3 65.0 61.6
others 2.1 2.8 3.2 1.5 1.2 0.9
votes for office 50.7 48.4 48.4 77.2 78.7 78.7




County: Oakland

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 98.2 111.7 99.4 95.7 43.9 39.5 40.7 42.1
Mitt Romney R w 1.6 -11.8 0.5 2.3 55.0 59.4 58.1 57.2
others 0.3 0.2 1.7 2.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 0.6
votes for office 78.9 69.2 68.9 68.2 75.7 74.8 75.7 75.7
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 97.3 110.5 99.1 95.8 48.4 44.5 45.7 47.6
Peter Hoekstra R w 1.6 -11.4 0.0 1.9 47.9 51.8 50.3 49.2
others 1.1 0.9 0.8 2.3 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.2
votes for office 78.3 69.2 67.8 67.8 74.0 73.0 74.0 74.0
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 94.5 108.9 99.1 94.8 33.9 27.9 28.2 30.6
Rick Snyder R w 5.0 -9.5 0.8 2.8 64.1 70.1 69.8 68.1
others 0.5 1.9 1.0 2.5 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.3
votes for office 51.5 44.4 46.3 46.3 54.5 53.6 54.6 54.6
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 93.3 109.7 99.1 94.6 29.1 235 24.3 26.4
Ruth Johnson R w 5.4 -9.5 0.4 2.7 67.9 73.5 72.7 71.4
others 1.3 1.9 1.2 2.7 2.9 3.0 2.7 2.2
votes for office 51.1 44.4 45.9 45.9 53.2 52.1 53.1 53.1
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 93.0 107.5 98.8 94.1 35.0 30.1 30.3 329
Bill Schuette R w 5.6 -8.8 0.8 3.0 61.3 66.2 65.9 64.0
others 14 1.3 1.5 2.9 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.1
votes for office 51.1 44.2 45.8 45.8 52.7 51.7 52.6 52.6




County: Oakland Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 96.8 110.6 99.4 95.0 46.9 43.0 44.0 46.7
Terry Lynn Land R w 2.0 -10.9 0.0 2.4 48.7 52.6 51.5 49.7
others 1.2 0.3 0.5 2.6 4.4 4.4 4.4 3.6
votes for office 51.5 44.7 46.5 46.5 53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 95.2 108.8 99.4 95.1 36.0 34.2 34.3 39.1
Donald Trump R w 3.4 -9.7 0.8 2.4 58.6 59.8 59.6 55.8
others 14 0.7 0.1 2.5 5.4 6.0 6.0 5.1
votes for office 73.0 61.1 65.6 65.6 74.6 72.4 73.5 73.5
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA 95.3 107.6 99.3 94.1 44.2 42.4 42.2 47.4
Schuette/Lyons R wW/wW 3.5 9.0 0.7 2.7 53.3 55.0 54.6 50.7
others 1.2 1.3 1.4 33 2.5 2.6 2.6 1.9
votes for office 62.5 51.6 53.2 53.2 69.6 68.2 68.8 68.8
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 95.2 108.1 99.1 94.2 44.3 42.4 42.3 47.5
Mary Treder Lang R W 34 94 0.7 2.7 53.0 54.7 54.5 50.5
others 14 1.3 1.3 3.1 2.7 2.8 2.6 2.0
votes for office 62.1 51.5 53.1 53.1 68.7 67.1 67.7 67.7
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 93.8 107.3 99.2 93.8 40.2 37.9 37.5 43.0
Tom Leonard R w 3.5 -9.7 0.6 2.6 55.4 96.8 57.5 53.0
others 2.7 2.4 2.0 3.6 4.4 0.5 4.4 4.0
votes for office 61.4 50.7 52.5 52.5 67.9 66.4 67.0 67.0




County: Oakland Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 93.8 106.5 98.7 93.0 42.7 41.1 40.9 45,5
John James R AA 4.8 -8.4 0.8 2.8 55.9 57.5 57.5 53.6
others 1.5 1.7 1.6 4.2 14 14 1.5 0.9
votes for office 62.5 51.5 53.2 53.2 69.5 68.1 68.7 68.7

2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 94.2 105.1 99.0 93.4 42.0 41.6 41.2 45.9
Donald Trump R w 5.3 -5.7 1.3 3.6 56.4 56.8 57.2 53.1
others 0.6 1.6 1.7 3.04 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.04
votes for office 76.1 64.6 71.6 71.6 85.7 84.9 86.4 86.4
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 93.1 104.5 98.8 92.1 40.7 39.9 394 43.5
John James R AA 5.2 -6.7 0.8 2.9 57.9 58.9 59.3 55.7
others 1.8 2.2 2.2 5.0) 14 1.2 1.2 0.8
votes for office 75.7 64.7 71.4 71.4 84.8 84.1 85.4 85.4




County: Wayne

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 98.6 102.2 99.5 99.0} 51.1 51.2 51.1 51.9
Mitt Romney R w 1.2 -2.4 0.5 0.6 48.0 47.8 47.7 47.3
others 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.9 1.1 0.9 0.8
votes for office 61.3 58.3 60.4 60.4 68.9 63.4 65.7 65.7
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 97.3 100.2 98.9 98.1 56.8 57.2 56.6 57.6
Peter Hoekstra R w 1.2 -1.6 0.4 0.6 39.6 38.8 39.1 38.6
others 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.3 3.6 4.0 4.0 3.8
votes for office 60.8 57.8 59.9 59.9 67.6 62.1 64.4 64.4
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 94.2 97.8 96.4 96.5 41.1 41.2 39.2 41.3
Rick Snyder R w 5.0 1.4 2.9 2.6 56.9 56.3 58.4 56.6
others 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.9 2.0 2.5 2.3 2.00
votes for office 36.3 33.0 35.8 35.8 50.7 44.1 47.7 47.7
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 94.3 98.4 96.7 96.8 36.8 36.6 35.0 36.8
Ruth Johnson R w 4.3 0.3 2.1 1.9 59.7 59.2 61.2 59.6
others 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3 3.4 4.1 3.8 3.6
votes for office 35.9 32.7 35.5 35.5 49.0 42.5 46.1 46.1
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 93.2 97.0 95.5 95.7 41.0 40.7 39.1 41.0
Bill Schuette R w 53 1.5 3.2 2.9 55.4 54.9 56.8 55.1
others 1.5 1.5 1.4 14 3.7 4.4 4.1 3.9
votes for office 35.7 32.5 35.3 35.3 48.8 42.3 45.9 45.9




County: Wayne

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 96.8 100.0 98.5 98.0 52.8 52.7 51.4 53.4
Terry Lynn Land R w 2.0 -1.1 0.6 1.0 42.7 42.0 43.4 41.8
others 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.1 4.5 53 5.0 4.7
votes for office 36.2 32.9 35.7 35.7 49.8 43.2 46.8 46.8
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 96.8 101.0 99.0 98.4 47.1 39.1 38.2 39.7
Donald Trump R w 2.0 -2.1 0.6 0.7 47.8 54.8 55.4 54.4
others 1.2 1.1 1.0 0.9 5.1 6.1 6.0 5.9
votes for office 57.7 55.7 57.0 57.0 72.2 61.6 64.0 64.0
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA 95.6 99.0 97.6 97.0 53.4 49.7 47.9 53.5
Schuette/Lyons R wW/wW 2.5 -1.0 0.9 1.1 44.6 47.3 49.1 44.0
others 2.0 2.0 2.1 1.9 2.0 3.0 2.8 2.5
votes for office 33.9 30.9 33.2 33.2 67.2 59.8 63.2 63.2
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 95.7 99.0 97.7 97.0 53.1 50.0 49.1 53.6
Mary Treder Lang R W 24 -1.0 1.0 1.1 44.7 46.8 48.5 43.6
others 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.8 2.2 3.2 3.2 2.8
votes for office 33.7 30.8 33.1 33.1 66.2 58.8 62.2 62.2
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 94.1 97.7 96.3 95.5 49.6 45.6 43.6 49.4
Tom Leonard R w 24 -1.3 0.8 1.0 47.2 49.9 51.8 46.6
others 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.5 33 44.9 4.3 4.1
votes for office 33.3 30.4 32.7 32.7 65.4 58.0 61.3 61.3




County: Wayne Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 93.8 97.1 95.9 95.8 52.4 48.9 47.1 52.3
John James R AA 3.8 0.4 1.9 1.5 46.5 49.4 52.2 46.5
others 2.4 2.5 2.4 2.7 1.1 1.7 14 1.3
votes for office 33.7 30.8 33.1 33.1 67.2 59.6 63.1 63.1

2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 95.4 99.0 97.9 97.5 53.3 45.9 44.5 47.5
Donald Trump R w 3.8 0.2 1.6 1.5 454 52.6 53.9 51.3
others 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.3 0.8 1.5 1.3
votes for office 59.2 55.6 58.0 58.0 81.3 74.1 76.6 76.6
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 93.3 967.0 95.3 95.2 51.7 46.6 44.4 47.2
John James R AA 3.8 0.3 1.7 1.6 47.0 52.1 53.7 51.5
others 2.8 3.0 2.9 3.2 1.3 1.9 1.8 1.4
votes for office 58.9 55.3 57.8 57.8 80.6 73.0 75.6 75.6




2018 Democratic Primary for Governor

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
STATEWIDE
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 30.2% 21.0 24.2 235 26.0 25.7 27.1 30.2 28.5
Shri Thanedar D A 17.7% 42.5 44.2 42.2 39.0 15.8 12.9 10.8 9.4
Gretchen Whitmer D w 52.0% 36.5 31.6 335 35.0 58.6 60.0 59.4 62.0
votes for office 23.0 22.5 24.5 24.5 13.9 12.0 14.0 14.0
Genesee
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 22.9% 16.5 18.6 17.9 21.0 22.3 24.8 24.2 23.5
Shri Thanedar D A 23.6% 46.0 49.9 47.2 43.4 15.7 13.6 13.3 11.5
Gretchen Whitmer D w 53.4% 37.5 31.6 34.5 35.7 62.0 61.6 61.9 65.1
votes for office 26.9 23.4 25.9 25.9 15.5 13.3 14.8 14.8
Saginaw
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 22.2% 18.9 17.5 21.0 21.9 23.6 21.0
Shri Thanedar D A 24.7% 51.5 51.1 44.7 16.8 14.7 14.5
Gretchen Whitmer D w 53.1% 29.6 313 34.4 61.4 61.8 64.5
votes for office 19.7 20.7 20.7 12.4 13.2 13.2
Oakland
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 32.5% 23.2 24.1 23.2 25.3 29.8 34.2 36.0 34.9
Shri Thanedar D A 13.4% 32.7 38.5 37.5 34.7 8.4 4.3 4.3 3.0
Gretchen Whitmer D w 54.1% 441 37.5 39.0 40.0 61.8 61.4 61.0 62.1
votes for office 314 33.3 35.0 35.0 20.8 16.1 18.2 18.2
Wayne
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 32.0% 21.2 20.8 21.0 22.2 43.4 41.3 41.3 41.6
Shri Thanedar D A 24.3% 42.8 45.6 43.8 42.5 7.5 4.8 5.4 3.9
Gretchen Whitmer D w 43.7% 36.1 33.7 34.8 35.3 49.2 53.9 54.0 545
votes for office 224 21.1 23.5 23.5 19.3 16.0 17.4 17.4




APPENDIX B



Congressional District General Elections

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
Congressional District 5
2018 General
Daniel Kildee D w 59.5% 96.2 104.4 99.1 95.0 48.4 46.5 47.5 50.5
Travis Wines R w 35.9% 1.3 -7.8 0.2 1.7 47.0 48.3 46.9 44.9
others 2.5 33 3.2 33 4.6 5.2 4.9 4.7
votes for office 53.8 42.7 43.8 43.8 59.2 56.5 58.3 58.3
2020 General
Daniel Kildee D w 54.5% 95.4 105.2 99.0 95.0 41.6 39.6 41.0 44.2
Tim Kelly R w 41.8% 2.1 -8.4 0.6 1.6 54.8 56.3 54.4 52.3
others 2.6 3.2 3.0 3.4 3.6 4.1 3.9 3.5
votes for office 67.1 54.5 54.5 54.5 76.6 73.8 76.0 76.0
Congressional District 9
2018 General
Andy Levin D w 59.7% 95.2 98.2 715 50.2 48.9 55.7
Candius Stearns R w 36.8% -3.5 0.3 62.9 47.5 47.4 43.2
others 8.4 9.4 22.2 2.4 2.3 1.1
votes for office 17.9 17.5 17.5 66.2 66.4 66.4
2020 General
Andy Levin D w 57.7% 92.6 96.6 74.7 48.3 45.9 52.0
Charles Langworthy R w 38.4% -0.6 0.5 5.6 48.8 50.0 46.7
others 7.9 8.1 19.7 3.0 2.7 1.3
votes for office 37.9 27.6 27.6 80.2 82.7 82.7
Congressional District 12
2018 General
Debbie Dingell D w 68.1% 91.9 97.3 75.5 58.4 57.5 63.3
Jeff Jones R w 28.9% 3.1 1.8 9.8 38.6 38.9 35.6
others 5.0 4.4 14.7 3.0 3.0 1.1
votes for office 334 37.1 37.1 58.9 62.4 62.4




Congressional District General Elections

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

2020 General

Debbie Dingell D w 66.4% 91.2 95.9 75.3 56.4 55.3 58.7
Jeff Jones R w 30.7% 4.2 2.7 11.4 40.6 41.6 40.0
others 4.3 4.2 13.2 3.0 3.2 1.3
votes for office 50.3 58.2 58.2 73.8 75.0 75.0

Congressional District 13

2018 General

Rashida Tlaib D ME 84.2% 93.4 95.5 94.9 95.2 64.2 64.5 65.6
others 6.6 4.5 54 4.8 35.7 35.7 34.4
votes for office 32.5 32.3 34.7 34.7 39.1 41.3 41.3
2020 General

Rashida Tlaib D ME 78.1% 94.6 97.8 96.5 96.1 46.5 47.0 46.9
David Dudenhoefer R w 18.7% 2.7 -04 1.1 1.2 49.2 48.7 49.0
others 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.7 4.4 4.2 4.1
votes for office 587.0 57.5 60.0 60.0 59.0 61.1 61.1

Congressional District 14

2018 General

Brenda Lawrence D AA 80.9% 96.3 99.3 98.1 96.7 40.8 51.3 52.3 61.1
Marc Herschfus R w 17.3% 1.7 -1.4 0.5 1.6 58.1 46.9 40.9 36.9
others 2.0 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.1 1.8 2.2 2.1
votes for office 36.1 33.8 40.0 40.0 74.3 72.6 74.5 74.5
2020 General

Brenda Lawrence D AA 79.3% 95.0 97.9 96.6 96.5 41.6 49.3 50.3 55.6
Robert Vance Patrick R w 18.3% 2.6 -0.3 0.9 1.3 56.4 48.2 47.5 41.7
others 2.4 2.5 2.2 2.2 2.0 2.5 2.4 2.6
votes for office 59.9 57.4 61.7 61.7 90.7 85.0 86.3 86.3




2018 General: State Senate Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 1 (Wayne)

Stephanie Chang D A 72.0% 91.3 97.8 94.1 93.2 47.2 49.0 48.8 53.3
Pauline Montie R w 24.2% 2.1 -4.2 0.8 1.1 51.0 49.4 48.6 44.6
others 3.8% 6.1 6.4 6.3 5.6 1.8 1.6 1.6 2.1
votes for office 33.3 27.8 31.0 31.0 66.6 54.7 57.3 57.3
District 2 (Wayne)

Adam Hollier D AA 75.7% 96.4 99.5 98.0 97.9 37.7 47.7 46.5 52.8
Lisa Papas R w 24.3% 3.6 0.5 2.0 2.1 62.3 52.2 53.4 47.2
votes for office 31.3 28.0 30.9 30.9 74.1 69.6 73.3 73.3
District 3 (Wayne)

Sylvia Santana D AA 81.8% 94.2 95.6 95.4 95.6 78.8 67.9 64.4 66.3
Kathy Stecker R w 15.3% 2.5 1.1 1.5 1.3 18.9 29.3 32.6 31.0
others 2.9% 3.9 33 33 3.1 2.3 2.8 2.7 2.7
votes for office 30.7 29.2 30.0 30.0 38.7 42.8 45.4 45.4
District 4 (Wayne)

Marshall Bullock D AA 78.3% 97.0 100.2 98.7 45.3 46.1 51.1
Angela Savino R w 21.7% 3.0 -0.1 1.3 54.7 53.9 48.9
votes for office 324 30.6 32.2 32.2 50.2 51.2 51.2
District 5 (Wayne)

Betty Jean Alexander D AA 77.4% 93.4 95.5 95.4 95.3 49.9 48.9 50.7
DeShawn Wilkins R AA 18.2% 3.3 1.2 1.6 1.6 43.7 44.5 43.1
others 4.4% 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.1 6.4 6.5 6.2
votes for office 34.9 36.2 39.4 39.4 44.2 44.1 44.1
District 6 (Wayne)

Erika Geiss D AA 61.4% 107.3 99.4 92.8 42.6 43.8 47.8
Brenda Jones R AA 38.7% -7.2 0.5 7.2 57.4 56.4 52.3
votes for office 38.3 35.9 35.9 50.0 52.9 52.9




2018 General: State Senate Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 11 (Oakland)

Jeremy Moss D w 76.7% 99.0 99.2 96.3 80.9 60.2 56.9 60.2
Boris Tuman R W 20.9% 0.0 0.4 2.0 17.5 36.0 39.2 36.6
others 12.4% 1.0 1.0 1.7 1.6 3.7 3.8 3.2
votes for office 60.6 63.4 63.4 83.7 59.9 60.1 60.1
District 12 (Oakland)

Rosemary Bayer D w 49.4% 122.0 99.6 87.9 33.2 33.3 42.1
Michael D. McCready R W 48.6% -23.8 0.6 4.6 64.9 64.2 56.7
others 2.0% 1.7 2.0 7.4 2.0 2.0 1.2
votes for office 14.5 25.6 25.6 75.1 74.4 74.4
District 27 (Genesee)

Jim Ananich D w 71.2% 97.6 103.0 99.3 97.7 53.9 53.3 54.2 55.6
Donna Kekesis R W 28.8% 2.4 -3.0 0.7 2.3 46.1 46.7 45.8 44.4
votes for office 53.7 46.5 50.5 50.5 58.7 46.9 49.9 49.9

District 32 (Genesee and Saginaw)

Phil Phelps D W 44.5% 113.0 99.7 96.1 29.5 30.1 33.5
Ken Horn R w 55.5% -13.0 0.4 3.9 70.5 69.9 66.5
votes for office 37.9 37.6 37.6 61.4 62.3 62.3




2018 General: State House Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
District 1 (Wayne)
Tenisha Yancey D AA 72.9% 96.3 101.0 99.1 97.3 333 36.2 47.0
Mark Corcoran R w 25.0% 2.2 -2.5 0.5 1.7 63.8 59.7 49.5
others 2.1% 1.5 1.5 1.6 0.9 2.9 3.9 35
votes for office 30.5 28.8 30.1 30.1 81.0 80.4 80.4
District 2 (Wayne)
Joe Tate D AA 73.5% 97.4 101.5 98.8 98.8 41.6 46.8 47.2 53.0
John Palffy R w 26.5% 2.6 -1.4 1.1 1.2 58.5 53.1 53.1 47.0
votes for office 33.9 26.9 28.3 28.3 74.0 77.0 78.2 78.2
District 3 (Wayne)
Wendell L. Byrd D AA 96.7% 97.4 97.8 98.8 89.6 87.3 80.4
Dolores Brodersen R 3.3% 2.6 2.2 1.2 10.5 12.3 19.6
votes for office 28.5 32.0 32.0 76.7 67.4 67.4
District 4 (Wayne)
Isaac Robinson D w 94.6% 97.6 97.3 97.7 97.2 89.5 86.3 85.5
Howard Weathington R AA 5.4% 2.4 2.7 2.2 2.8 10.4 13.6 14.5
votes for office 27.0 30.1 30.3 30.3 24.5 24.1 24.1
State House District 5
Cynthia A. Johnson D AA 92.5% 97.0 97.8 98.2 97.7 72.4 62.2 na
Dorothy Patterson R 5.5% 3.0 2.2 2.0 24 27.8 37.8 na
votes for office 29.8 30.2 31.3 31.3 na na
District 6 (Wayne)
Tyrone Carter D AA 91.1% 95.6 98.4 98.2 96.3 66.3 65.0 66.0
Linda Sawyer R w 8.9% 4.4 1.7 1.9 3.7 33.5 35.0 34.0
votes for office 34.9 35.3 38.2 38.2 18.2 25.3 25.3




2018 General: State House Districts

Estimates for

Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party | Race | Vote HP | ER | El2x2 | EIRxC HP | ER El 2x2 El RxC
District 7 (Wayne) insufficient white voters to produce estimates of voting patterns by race
LaTanya Garrett D AA 97.6%
Marcelis Turner R AA 2.4%
others
votes for office
District 8 (Wayne) insufficient white voters to produce estimates of voting patterns by race
Sherry Gay Dagnogo D AA 96.4%
Valerie R. Parker R AA 3.7%
others
votes for office
District 9 (Wayne)
Karen Whitsett D AA 95.1% 97.5 97.7 98.5 85.2 84.1 78.8
James Stephens R 4.9% 25 2.3 1.5 14.8 16.0 21.2
votes for office 30.8 31.4 31.4 18.1 17.6 17.6
District 10 (Wayne)
Leslie Love D AA 84.0% 99.1 98.7 96.7 48.3 48.8 59.3
William Brang R w 14.2% -0.3 0.6 2.2 47.8 46.1 37.5
others 1.8% 1.2 1.2 1.2 3.9 3.6 3.3
votes for office 334 34.8 34.8 65.1 69.4 69.4
District 11 (Wayne)
Jewell Jones D AA 66.9% 106.0 99.2 96.2 50.4 51.0 51.9
James Townsend R w 33.1% -6.0 0.8 3.8 49.8 49.1 48.1
votes for office 37.9 38.9 38.9 44.9 45.2 45.2
District 12 (Wayne)
Alex Garza D H 66.6% 104.7 98.8 90.6 43.9 46.3 49.0
Michelle Bailey R w 33.4% -4.7 1.1 9.4 56.1 54.1 51.0
votes for office 47.8 48.0 48.0 41.8 42.8 42.8




2018 General: State House Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 16 (Wayne)

Kevin Coleman D w 67.3% 111.8 99.1 81.5 50.2 51.5 60.1
Jody Rice-White R w 32.8% -11.9 1.1 18.5 49.8 48.9 39.9
votes for office 18.3 48.0 18.7 56.1 57.0 57.0
District 27 (Oakland)

Robert Wittenberg D w 78.5% 96.3 97.6 93.0 75.4 71.2 70.3 73.8
Janet Flessland R w 18.5% 1.7 1.0 3.0 22.5 35.6 26.2 24.3
others 3.0% 2.1 2.1 4.0 2.0 3.2 3.4 1.9
votes for office 53.6 58.1 58.1 78.1 67.4 65.8 65.8
District 29 (Oakland)

Brenda Carter D AA 74.1% 114.5 99.2 94.5 36.7 41.8 54.6
Timothy D. Carrier R W 25.9% -14.5 1.1 5.5 63.1 58.3 45.4
votes for office 32.8 46.3 46.3 54.5 52.1 52.1
District 34 (Genesee)

Sheldon A. Neeley D AA 90.0% 101.5 99.5 98.7 58.9 64.0 46.7
Henry Swift R 10.0% -1.4 0.5 9.3 41.1 0.5 53.4
votes for office 52.6 54.7 54.7 18.8 22.1 22.1
District 35 (Oakland)

Kyra Harris Bolden D AA 85.5% 102.7 99.6 98.2 53.5 57.2 63.1
Theodore Alfonsetti lll R w 14.6% -2.7 0.3 1.8 46.5 42.9 36.9
votes for office 56.1 55.6 55.6 74.5 77.2 77.2
District 37 (Oakland)

Christine Greig D W 67.2% 111.4 98.2 69.5 59.6 61.5 68.2
Mitch Swoboda R w 32.8% -11.2 2.2 30.5 40.6 38.7 31.8
votes for office 34.8 35.6 35.6 85.0 82.3 82.3




2018 General: State House Districts Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 49 (Genesee)

John D. Cherry D w 72.4% 104.9 99.2 94.1 55.6 57.2 61.4
Patrick Duvendeck R w 27.6% -5.0 0.8 6.0 44 .4 42.7 38.7
votes for office 40.0 42.3 42.3 53.0 57.8 57.8
District 95 (Saginaw)

Vanessa Guerra D H 73.1% 109.8 99.0 96.0 43.3 47.3 50.5
Dorothy Tanner R w 26.9% -9.9 0.8 4.0 56.7 52.8 49.5
votes for office 44.9 46.1 46.1 50.1 49.4 49.4




2020 General: State House Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
District 1 (Wayne)
Tenisha R. Yancey D AA 75.8% 94.9 99.4 97.3 98.3 38.0 42.2 46.9
Latricia Ann Lanier R AA 22.2% 3.7 -0.7 1.5 0.9 59.0 55.7 49.5
others 2.0% 14 1.3 1.0 0.8 3.0 3.1 3.6
votes for office 53.8 52.3 53.0 53.0 94.2 92.4 92.4
District 2 (Wayne)
Joe Tate D AA 74.1% 93.5 96.8 95.0 95.9 46.0 50.7 50.9 54.6
Mayra Rodriguez R H 23.8% 3.2 -0.2 1.3 1.0 53.1 48.7 47.9 44.4
others 2.1% 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.0 1.0 0.7 0.7 1.1
votes for office 55.8 51.5 51.9 51.9 89.8 92.0 92.9 92.9
District 3 (Wayne)
Shri Thanedar D A 93.3% 95.0 95.0 97.7 73.1 72.9 55.4
Anita Vinson R AA 4.0% 33 33 1.4 12.3 12.6 25.1
others 2.7% 1.6 1.8 0.9 14.5 12.9 19.5
votes for office 50.8 55.8 55.8 117.2 97.7 97.7
District 4 (Wayne)
Abraham Aiyash D ME 89.8% 95.9 96.7 95.5 92.9 90.3 86.6
Howard Weatherington R AA 5.7% 1.1 13 1.8 5.7 7.6 8.7
others 4.5% 3.0 3.0 2.8 1.3 1.4 4.7
votes for office 89.7 90.1 90.1 57.7 68.1 68.1
District 5 (Wayne)
Cynthia A. Johnson D AA 93.0% 97.3 98.0 98.0 98.3 73.2 69.1 na
Harold M. Day R 2.3% 2.7 2.1 2.0 1.7 27.1 32.7 na
votes for office 54.3 55.7 56.9 56.9 na na
District 6 (Wayne)
Tyrone Carter D AA 100%
votes for office




2020 General: State House Districts

Estimates for

Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party [ Race | Vote HP | ER [ El2x2 | EIRxC HP | ER El 2x2 El RxC
District 7 (Wayne) insufficient white voters to produce estimates of voting patterns by race
Helena Scott D AA 93.0%
Ronald Cole R 2.3%
others 4.7%
votes for office
District 8 (Wayne) insufficient white voters to produce estimates of voting patterns by race
Stephanie A. Young D AA 96.7%
Miroslawa Teresa Gorak R w 3.3%
votes for office
District 9 (Wayne)
Karen Whitsett D AA 94.2% 96.5 96.5 97.2 83.7 83.4 75.4
James Stephens R 5.8% 3.5 3.4 2.8 16.3 16.1 24.5
votes for office 56.3 57.3 57.3 29.7 27.1 27.1
District 10 (Wayne)
Mary Cavanagh D H 84.8% 99.1 98.9 98.3 51.1 50.8 53.7
Cathy L. Alcorn R 15.3% 0.9 11 1.7 48.9 49.4 46.3
votes for office 62.9 65.3 65.3 69.1 68.3 68.3
District 11 (Wayne)
Jewell Jones D AA 65.2% 104.7 99.0 96.9 48.8 48.5 50.7
James C. Townsend R w 34.8% -4.6 1.0 3.1 51.2 51.5 49.3
votes for office 53.0 53.5 53.5 62.1 63.2 63.2
District 12 (Wayne)
Alex Garza D H 62.4% 103.0 99.4 91.8 38.2 38.8 41.4
Michelle Bailey R W 37.7% -3.0 0.6 8.2 61.8 60.9 58.6
votes for office 64.7 66.4 66.4 57.9 57.9 57.9




2020 General: State House Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 16 (Wayne)

Kevin Coleman D w 62.5% 111.3 99.0 84.8 44.4 45.6 54.2
Emily Bauman R w 37.5% -11.4 1.0 15.2 55.7 54.4 45.8
votes for office 29.9 33.5 33.5 75.1 76.0 76.0
District 27 (Oakland)

Regina Weiss D w 74.4% 95.4 97.3 93.3 68.7 64.2 63.4 66.4
Elizabeth Goss R w 22.4% 2.6 1.5 3.9 28.8 32.0 325 30.6
others 3.2% 1.7 1.6 2.8 2.5 3.9 4.1 33.0
votes for office 73.8 76.6 76.6 88.1 77.7 77.4 77.4
District 29 (Oakland)

Brenda Carter D AA 72.9% 111.1 99.1 94.7 37.1 38.8 51.3
S. Dave Sullivan R w 27.1% -11.0 0.8 53.3 62.7 61.5 48.7
votes for office 47.6 61.1 61.1 67.5 61.5 61.5
District 34 (Oakland)

Cynthia R. Neeley D AA 86.7% 100.5 99.2 98.3 51.6 56.1 45.9
James Miraglia R W 13.3% -4.8 0.7 1.7 48.4 43.8 54.1
votes for office 65.6 67.6 67.6 32.5 36.8 36.8
District 35 (Oakland)

Kyra Harris Bolden D AA 82.9% 99.8 99.4 97.2 51.5 51.2 58.5
Daniela Davis R AA 15.9% -0.4 0.3 2.3 46.4 46.2 39.3
others 1.0% 0.6 0.5 0.5 2.1 2.4 2.2
votes for office 70.1 68.4 68.4 93.4 94.5 94.5
District 37 (Oakland)

Samantha Steckloff D w 63.9% 106.1 96.4 57.5 56.8 56.9 66.4
Mitch Swoboda R w 34.1% -8.7 0.8 34.2 41.7 40.8 32.2
others 2.0% 2.5 6.3 8.3 1.7 1.3 1.4
votes for office 55.5 54.9 54.9 106.2 94.0 94.0




2020 General: State House Districts Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 49 (Genesee)

John D. Cherry D w 68.9% 104.3 98.8 94.8 50.2 51.9 56.6
Bryan Lutz R w 31.1% -4.3 1.0 5.2 49.8 48.3 43.6
votes for office 52.5 60.7 60.7 68.0 69.1 69.1
District 95 (Saginaw)

Amos O'Neal D AA 70.1% 111.7 99.2 96.6 34.7 41.1 42.7
Charlotte DeMaet R w 29.9% -11.5 0.9 3.4 65.2 58.9 57.3
votes for office 59.0 60.6 60.6 62.9 61.5 61.5




Recent Democratic Primaries: Congress

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Race| Vote HP ER El HP ER El
2018
Congressional District 13
lan Conyers B 6.6 8.3 9.1 9.3 1.3 1.1
Shanelle Jackson B 5.4 7.7 7.1 7.5 1.6 1.2
Brenda Jones B 30.2 42.5 43.7 435 2.9 53
Rashinda Tlaib ME 31.2 223 21.3 22.4 48.1 45.3
Bill wild w 14.1 1.6 -1.4 0.7 46.2 43.9
Coleman Young Il B 12.5 17.7 20.1 18.9 -0.3 1.1
turnout of VAP 23.0 22.2 24.3 12.2 14.1
2020

Congressional District 12
Debbie Dingell w 80.9 81.4 81.2 87.9 87.7
Solomon Rajput A 19.1 18.9 19.0 12.1 12.2
turnout of VAP 18.8 24.2 13.6 13.1
Congressional District 13
Brenda Jones B 33.7 37.8 37.7 37.3 27.0 27.9
Rashida Tlaib ME 66.3 62.2 62.3 62.7 72.9 72.1
turnout of VAP 28.0 26.7 29.5 14.1 15.8
Congressional District 14
Brenda Lawrence B 93.2 92.7 92.7 92.8 92.1 91.6 92.0
Terrance Morrison 6.8 7.3 7.3 7.5 7.9 8.4 8.7
turnout of VAP 25.9 23.7 28.0 22.4 13.3 18.5




Recent Democratic Primaries:
2018 State Senate Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
| Race| Vote HP ER El HP ER El

State Senate District 1 (Wayne)
Stephanie Chang A 49.8 24.6 23.5 27.1 71.6 79.2 76.7
James Cole B 5.2 6.2 7.8 6.2 4.3 3.6 3.9
Nicholas Rivera H 2.9 13 0.9 0.8 4.3 5.9 5.2
Stephanie Roehm 4.4 2.1 1.0 1.5 8.6 9.9 8.7
Bettie Cook Scott B 11.2 18.2 17.9 15.7 6.6 17.0 6.1
Alberta Tinsley Talabi B 26.4 47.7 48.9 47.1 4.7 -2.7 2.9
turnout of VAP 20.0 20.9 23.3 17.4 13.3 13.9
State Senate District 3 (Wayne)
Anita Belle B 14.3 23.7 25.5 25.4 4.9 1.9 1.9
Terry Burrell w 5.5 8.5 8.6 8.4 3.9 2.1 2.2
Sylvia Santana B 41.5 56.6 60.2 60.3 20.2 19.9 18.7
Gary Woronchak w 38.7 11.2 5.7 8.0 71.0 76.2 76.08
turnout of VAP 18.7 16.8 17.9 17.2 17.3 17.8
State Senate District 4 (Wayne)
Marshall Bullock B 44.3 46.8 44.5 47.2 39.2 38.6
Fred Durhal B 38.3 394 42.6 40.6 30.8 31.3
Carron Pinkins B 17.5 13.8 12.8 12.6 30.0 29.1
turnout of VAP 21.5 21.8 26.3 8.7 10.5
State Senate District 5 (Wayne)
Betty Jean Alexander B 54.5 66.9 69.1 68.1 27.2 27.5
David Knezek W 45.5 33.1 30.9 31.9 72.8 72.6
turnout of VAP 22.2 21.6 23.1 10.7 114
State Senate District 6
Erika Geiss B 65.4 86.1 89.5 55.6 55.9
Robert Kosowski w 34.6 13.9 10.3 44.4 44.04
turnout of VAP 19.5 18.0 12.4 14.3
State Senate District 11 (Oakland)
Crystal Bailey B 21.2 36.6 27.0 24.9 7.9 16.7 17.3
Jeremy Moss W 51.8 354 49.0 53.1 78.1 51.9 51.0
Vanessa Moss B 18.5 20.2 17.5 16.2 10.2 20.4 20.3
James Turner B 8.6 7.8 6.5 5.8 3.7 11.0 10.9
turnout of VAP 29.0 30.8 334 43.3 20.5 20.6




APPENDIX C



Detroit area

Estimates for Hispanics

Party| Race ER El 2x2
2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 75.4 76.0
Donald Trump R w 24.3 23.9
others 0.3 0.2
votes for office 13.9 14.8
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 73.6 74.8
John James R w 22.6 21.9
others 3.8 3.2
votes for office 13.5 14.6
2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 83.1 80.0
Bill Schuette R w 15.3 14.8
others 1.5 1.8
votes for office 3.5 5.1
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 84.0 82.6
Mary Treder Lang R w 14.4 13.5
others 1.7 14.0
votes for office 3.3 4.4
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 80.1 78.9
Tom Leonard R w 16.4 15.2
others 3.4 3.7
votes for office 3.4 4.8




Detroit area

Estimates for Hispanics

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 82.5 82.2
John James R w 16.4 17.1
others 13 0.0
votes for office 3.3 4.5
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 55.5 58.5
Shri Thanedar D A 13.6 12.7
Gretchen Whitmer D w 30.8 28.7
votes for office -2.0 1.0




Grand Rapids area

Estimates for Hispanics

Party| Race ER El 2x2
2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 98.6 94.8
Donald Trump R W 0.5 0.1
others 1.0 1.3
votes for office 0.0 8.6
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 96.1 93.3
John James R w -1.6 3.2
others 5.3 9.2
votes for office 0.0 7.3
2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 99.5 95.0
Bill Schuette R w -4.5 1.6
others 5.6 6.1
votes for office -9.0 1.1
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 102.1 97.0
Mary Treder Lang R w -5.3 1.1
others 33 6.9
votes for office -9.0 0.3
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 97.2 93.1
Tom Leonard R w -6.4 1.2
others 9.3 9.8
votes for office -9.0 0.8




Grand Rapids area

Estimates for Hispanics

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 97.2 93.2
John James R w -3.4 2.0
others 6.2 10.4
votes for office -9.0 1.1
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 51.1 51.3
Shri Thanedar D A 39.8 42.4
Gretchen Whitmer D w 8.9 11.9
votes for office -2.3 0.1




Estimates for Arab Americans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 98.3 98.9
Donald Trump R w 13 0.8
others 0.6 1.0
votes for office 24.1 26.7
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 100.7 99.0
John James R w -2.9 0.8
others 2.1 2.1
votes for office 22.2 24.9
2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 103.9 99.3
Bill Schuette R w -6.2 1.1
others 2.5 2.1
votes for office 8.6 10.3
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 104.7 99.3
Mary Treder Lang R w -6.3 0.9
others 1.7 1.7
votes for office 8.5 9.8
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 106.8 99.5
Tom Leonard R w -8.0 0.6
others 1.3 1.3
votes for office 8.6 10.1




Estimates for Arab Americans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 107.2 99.1
John James R w -9.0 1.1
others 1.9 1.9
votes for office 8.4 10.0
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 116.4 92.8
Shri Thanedar D A -0.3 0.2
Gretchen Whitmer D w -16.0 0.6
votes for office 15.0 15.1




Estimates for Chaldeans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 19.5 20.5
Donald Trump R w 81.9 80.3
others -0.8 2.0
votes for office 31.2 29.6
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 26.3 26.2
John James R w 74.0 72.8
others -0.6 0.2
votes for office 27.9 27.2
2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 52.9 48.9
Bill Schuette R w 47.9 47.4
others 0.2 8.0
votes for office -12.2 0.0
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 55.3 53.7
Mary Treder Lang R w 44,7 42.0
others 0.4 7.9
votes for office -10.8 0.3
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 52.5 48.0
Tom Leonard R w 47.4 47.4
others 0.4 0.1
votes for office -10.3 2.5




Estimates for Chaldeans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 55.2 55.6
John James R w 43.2 44.0
others 0.7 0.9
votes for office -11.4 0.4
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 50.1|na
Shri Thanedar D A 11.2|na
Gretchen Whitmer D w 38.7|na
votes for office -1.1 0.1




Estimates for Bangladeshi Americans

Party| Race ER El 2x2

2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 104.7 96.1
Donald Trump R w -4.4 3.2
others 0.1 0.1
votes for office 31.6 25.2
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 104.4 96.2
John James R w -5.2 33
others 0.9 1.1
votes for office 31.6 24.6

2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 105.7 99.1
Bill Schuette R w -7.4 1.1
others 1.1 1.1
votes for office 13.7 18.7
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 105.7 98.9
Mary Treder Lang R w -7.1 1.3
others 2.5 2.4
votes for office 13.9 19.3
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 107.5 98.2
Tom Leonard R w -8.0 0.7
others 2.3 2.3
votes for office 13.8 19.2




Estimates for Bangladeshi Americans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 107.1 99.1
John James R w -7.7 0.9
others 1.7 0.7
votes for office 13.9 18.4
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 98.8 97.3
Shri Thanedar D A 6.5 5.1
Gretchen Whitmer D w -5.2 4.5
votes for office 16.4 14.7




Report to the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission

Dr. Lisa Handley

Preface

This report outlines the analyses I conducted on behalf of the Michigan Independent
Citizens Redistricting Commission (MICRC) and relays my findings. I also briefly explain the
partisan fairness measures I advised the MICRC to adopt as a component of the redistricting
software and why I made these recommendations. The legal implications of my findings and the

assessment of any proposed plans have been left to the MICRC legal team.

I. The Voting Rights Act and Racially Polarized Voting
The Voting Rights Act of 1965 prohibits any voting standard, practice or procedure .
including redistricting plans — that result in the denial or dilution of minority voting strength.
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act was amended in 1982 to establish that intentional
discrimination need not be proven (as the Supreme Court determined was required under the 15
Amendment to the Constitution). The U.S. Supreme Court first interpreted the amended Act in
Thornburg v. Gingles,' a challenge to the 1982 North Carolina state legislative plans. In this case
the U.S. Supreme Court held that plaintiffs must satisfy three preconditions to qualify for relief:
e The minority group must be sufficiently large and geographically compact to form a
majority in a single-member district
e The minority group must be politically cohesive

e Whites must vote as a bloc to usually defeat the minority-preferred candidates

What do we mean when we say minority voters must be politically cohesive? And how
do we know if white voters usually vote as a bloc to defeat the candidates preferred by minority
voters? According to the Court, racially polarized voting is the “evidentiary linchpin” of a vote
dilution claim. Voting is racially polarized if minorities and whites consistently vote for different
candidates. More specifically, if minorities consistently support the same candidates, they are
said to be politically cohesive. If whites are consistently not supporting these candidates, they are

said to be bloc voting against the minority-preferred candidates.

1478 U.S. 30 (1986).



The Voting Rights Act requires a state or local jurisdiction to create districts that provide
minority voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice if voting is racially
polarized and the candidates preferred by minority voters usually lose. If districts that provide
minority voters with the opportunity to elect their preferred candidates already exist, these must

be maintained.

A. Analyzing Voting Patterns by Race

An analysis of voting patterns by race serves as the foundation of two of the three elements
of the “results test” as outlined in Gingles: a racial bloc voting analysis is needed to determine
whether the minority group is politically cohesive; and the analysis is required to determine if
whites are voting sufficiently as a bloc to usually defeat the candidates preferred by minority
voters. The voting patterns of white and minority voters must be estimated using statistical
techniques because direct information the race of the voters is not, of course, available on the
ballots cast.

To carry out an analysis of voting patterns by race, an aggregate level database must be
constructed, usually employing election precincts as the units of observation. Information
relating to the demographic composition and election results in these precincts is collected,
merged and statistically analyzed to determine if there is a relationship between the racial
composition of the precincts and support for specific candidates across the precincts.

Standard Statistical Techniques Three standard statistical techniques have been
developed over time to estimate vote choices by race: homogeneous precinct analysis, ecological
regression, and ecological inference.? Two of these analytic procedures — homogeneous precinct
analysis and ecological regression — were employed by the plaintiffs’ expert in Gingles, have the
benefit of the Supreme Court’s approval in that case, and have been used in most subsequent
voting rights cases. The third technique, ecological inference, was developed after the Gingles
decision and was designed, in part, to address some of the disadvantages associated with
ecological regression analysis. Ecological inference analysis has been introduced and accepted in

numerous court proceedings.

2 For a detailed explanation of homogenous precinct analysis and ecological regression see Bernard
Grofman, Lisa Handley and Richard Niemi, Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting Equality
(Cambridge University Press, 1992). See Gary King, 4 Solution to the Ecological Inference Problem
(Princeton University Press, 1997) for a more detailed explanation of ecological inference.



Homogeneous precinct (HP) analysis is the simplest technique. It involves comparing the
percentage of votes received by each of the candidates in precincts that are racially or ethnically
homogeneous. The general practice is to label a precinct as homogeneous if at least 90 percent of
the voting age population is composed of a single race. In fact, the homogeneous results
reported are not estimates — they are the actual precinct results. However, most voters in
Michigan do not reside in homogeneous precincts and voters who reside in homogeneous
precincts may not be representative of voters who live in more racially diverse precincts. For this
reason, | refer to these percentages as estimates.

The second statistical technique employed, ecological regression (ER), uses information
from all precincts, not simply the homogeneous ones, to derive estimates of the voting behavior
of minorities and whites. If there is a strong linear relationship across precincts between the
percentage of minorities and the percentage of votes cast for a given candidate, this relationship
can be used to estimate the percentage of minority (and white) voters supporting the candidate.

The third technique, ecological inference (EI), was developed by Professor Gary King.
This approach also uses information from all precincts but, unlike ecological regression, it does
not rely on an assumption of linearity. Instead, it incorporates maximum likelihood statistics to
produce estimates of voting patterns by race. In addition, it utilizes the method of bounds, which
uses more of the available information from the precinct returns as well as providing more
information about the voting behavior being estimated.* Unlike ecological regression, which can
produce percentage estimates of less than 0 or more than 100 percent, ecological inference was
designed to produce only estimates that fall within the possible limits. However, EI does not
guarantee that the estimates for all of the candidates add to 100 percent for each of the racial
groups examined.

In conducting my analysis of voting patterns by race in statewide elections in Michigan, I

also used a more recently developed version of ecological inference, which I have labeled “EI

3If turnout or registration by race is available, this information is used to identify homogenous precincts.

* The following is an example of how the method of bounds works: if a given precinct has 100 voters, of
whom 75 are Black and 25 are white, and the Black candidate received 80 votes, then at least 55 of the
Black voters voted for the Black candidate and at most all 75 did. (The method of bounds is less useful
for calculating estimates for white voters in this example as anywhere between none of the whites and all
of the whites could have voted for the candidate.)



RxC” in the summary tables found in the Appendices at the end of the report. EI RxC expands
the analysis so that more than two racial/ethnic groups can be considered simultaneously. It also
allows us to take into account differences in the relative rates of minority and white turnout
when, as is the case in Michigan, we do not have turnout by race but instead must rely on voting
age population by race to derive estimates of minority and white support for each of the
candidates.

Database To analyze voting patterns by race using aggregate level information, a database
that combines election results with demographic information is required. This database is almost
always constructed using election precincts as the unit of analysis. The demographic composition
of the precincts is based on voter registration or turnout by race/ethnicity if this information is
available; if it is not, then voting or citizen voting age population is used. Michigan does not collect
voter registration data by race and therefore voting age population (VAP) by race and ethnicity as
reported in the PL94-171 census redistricting data was used for ascertaining the demographic
composition of the precincts.’

The precinct election returns for the general elections, as well as precinct shape files,
census block-to-precinct assignment files,® and election results disaggregated to the block level
were supplied by the Michigan Secretary of State. The Democratic primary results had to be
collected county by county and were either downloaded directly or cut and pasted from pdf files.

Geographic areas Producing reliable estimates of voting patterns by race requires an
adequate number of minority and white voters, an adequate number of election precincts, and
sufficient variation in the percentage of minority and white voters across the precincts. Only a few
counties in Michigan satisfied these conditions, and only for one group of minority voters — Black
voters. It was not possible to produce reliable statewide or countywide estimates for Hispanic or
Asian voters in Michigan. However, estimates for Hispanics, as well as some additional minority
groups, were produced for very localized areas in Michigan and this analysis is discussed below in

a separate section entitled “Voting Patterns of Minority Voters other than Black Voters.” As a

> Since the only minority group sufficiently large enough in the State of Michigan to produce estimates of
voting patterns is Black residents and there is not a high non-citizenship rate to account for when conducting
the analysis, estimates of citizen voting age population by race were not included in the database.

¢ Shape files and block-to-precinct equivalency files made it possible to account for changes in precinct
boundaries, and therefore precinct demographics, over time.



consequence of the three limitations listed above, I was able to reliably estimate the voting patterns
of Blacks and whites statewide and in the four counties: Wayne, Oakland, Genesee, and Saginaw.

Elections analyzed All statewide elections held in the State during the preceding decade
(2012-2020) were analyzed, both for voters within the state as a whole and in the four counties that
had a sufficient number of Black VAP conduct the analysis — Wayne, Oakland, Genesee, and
Saginaw. The general elections analyzed included: U.S. President (2012, 2016, 2020), U.S. Senate
(2012, 2014, 2018, 2020), and the statewide offices of Governor, Secretary of State, and Attorney
General in 2014 and 2018.

Four of these contests included African American candidates:’ the 2012 presidential
election, the 2014 election contest for Secretary of State, and the U.S. Senate contests in 2018 and
2020. Only two of these four contests included African American candidates supported by Black
voters, however: Barack Obama in his bid for re-election in 2012 and Godfrey Dillard in his race
for Secretary of State in 2014. John James, an African American Republican who ran for U.S.
Senate in 2018 and 2020, was not the candidate of choice of Black voters. In addition, two election
contests included African American candidates as running mates: the 2018 gubernatorial race in
which Garlin Gilchrist ran for Lieutenant Governor and Gretchen Whitmer as Governor, and the
2020 presidential race in which Kamala Harris ran for Vice President. Both sets of running mates
were strongly supported by Black voters.

There was only one statewide Democratic primary for statewide office the previous decade:
the 2018 race for governor. | analyzed this Democratic primary (as well as congressional and
state legislative Democratic primaries) and not Republican primaries because the overwhelming
majority of Black voters who choose to vote in primaries cast their ballots in Democratic rather
than Republican primaries. As a consequence, Democratic primaries are far more probative than

Republican primaries for ascertaining the candidates preferred by Black voters.® Moreover, this

" Courts consider election contests that include minority candidates more probative than contests that
include only white candidates for determining if voting is racially polarized. This is because it is not
sufficient for minority voters to be able to elect their candidates of choice only if these candidates are
white. On the other hand, it is important to recognize that not all minority candidates are the preferred
candidates of minority voters.

8In addition, producing reliable estimates for Black voters in Republican primaries would not have been
possible.



primary included two minority candidates: Abdul El-Sayed, who is of Egyptian descent, and Shri
Thanedar, who is Indian-American.

In addition to these statewide elections, I also analyzed recent congressional and state
legislative elections in districts that fell within Wayne, Oakland, Saginaw and Genesee Counties
and had a Black VAP that was large enough to produce reliable estimates.’ Because of the very
substantial changes in district boundaries between the current district boundaries and any of the
proposed district plan boundaries, these election contests cannot be considered indicative of voting
patterns in any proposed districts. However, they are important for at least two reasons. First,
although few minority candidates ran for office statewide, there were many who ran in legislative
elections, especially in Wayne County. Second, while there was only one statewide Democratic
primary conducted over the course of the previous decade, there have been numerous recent

Democratic primaries for congressional and state legislative office.

B. Statewide and County Results

Table 1, below, lists the number of statewide election contests that were racially polarized,
both for Michigan as a whole, and for each of the four counties considered individually. This
tabulation is based on the racial bloc voting summary tables found in Appendix A. The second
column indicates the number of contests that included African American candidates that were
polarized (over the total number of contests with African American candidates), the third column is
the number of statewide general elections (out of the 13 analyzed) that were polarized and the final
column reports the results of the only statewide Democratic primary.

Statewide, all election contests other than the 2012 US. Senate race won by Debbie
Stabenow were racially polarized. (Her 2018 election contest, however, was racially polarized.)
The candidate who obtained the lowest vote percentage statewide was African American candidate
for Secretary of State in 2014, Godfrey Dillard. This was because he received less white crossover
votes than any other candidate — the percentage of Black voters supporting him was comparable to

the percentage of Black voters supporting the other Democratic candidates competing statewide.

? In some state house districts, there was not enough whites of voting age to conduct an analysis of voting
patterns by race.



Table 1: Number of Statewide Elections Analyzed that were Polarized

Every statewide general election contest analyzed was polarized in Oakland County — only
in the Democratic primary for Governor in 2018 did Black and white voters support the same
candidate (Gretchen Whitmer). Voting in Saginaw County was nearly as polarized: two U.S.
Senate contests (2012 and 2014) were not polarized, but the gubernatorial primary was polarized.
Black and white voters agreed on the same candidates slightly more often in Genesee County — in
addition to supporting U.S. senate candidates Debbie Stabenow in 2012 and Gary Peters in 2014,
they both supported Barack Obama in 2012 and Democrat Mark Schauer for Governor in 2014.

Voting in Wayne County was considerably less racially polarized than statewide or in the
other three counties studied. However, slightly more than half of the general election contests and
the one statewide Democratic primary analyzed were polarized, with Black and white voters
supporting the same candidates in 2012, disagreeing on the three statewide offices, but supporting
the same U.S. Senate candidate in 2014, supporting different candidates for U.S. President in 2016

and 2020, and voting for most of the same candidates in 2018.

C. Congressional and State Legislative Election Results

This section provides a summary of my racial bloc voting analysis of recent congressional
and state legislative districts in the four-county area of Wayne, Oakland, Genesee and Saginaw. |
analyzed 2018 and 2020 general elections, and the 2018 and 2020 Democratic primaries if at least

one African American candidate competed in the election contest. However, for a number of state



legislative elections, there were too many candidates and too few votes cast to obtain reliable
estimates. In addition, there were three state house districts — districts 3, 7, 8 — where there were an
insufficient number of white voters to produce reliable estimates. The summary tables reporting
each of estimates for these contests are found in Appendix B.

Table 2, below, summarizes the congressional district results for congressional districts 5,
9,12, 13 and 14.'° In most instances, voting was not racially polarized — in 80% of the general
elections and 75% of the contested Democratic primaries analyzed, Black and white voters
supported the same candidates. Three of the contests analyzed were, however, polarized. The
Black-preferred candidate won two of these contests: Districts 5 and 13 in the 2020 general
election. The other polarized contest was the 2018 bid for the Democratic nomination for full two-
year term the in District 13. Six candidates competed in this contest, four African American
candidates, including the candidate of choice of a plurality of Black voters, Brenda Jones; Bill
Wild, a white candidate; and Rashida Tlaib, an American of Palestinian descent. White voters
divided their votes between Wild and Tlaib. Tlaib won the nomination with 27,841 votes

(31.17%), and Benda Jones came in a close second with 26,941 votes (30.16%)."!

Table 2: Summary of Congressional District Racial Bloc Voting Analysis

Congress Location Percent D nzlmf " 2018 General D 1121023 " 2020 General
District ocatio BVAP emocratic election emocratic election
primary primary

Genesee &

5 Saginaw, 16.63 no contest not polarized no contest polarized - won

plus

Oakland & only white . .

9 Macomb 13.83 candidates not polarized no contest not polarized
Wayne & . . .

12 Washtenaw 11.73 no contest not polarized not polarized not polarized

10 Congressional District 11, which is also located in the area of interest (Oakland and Wayne), as well as
Districts 8 (partially in Oakland) and 4 (partially in Saginaw), had too few Black voters to produce

reliable estimates of their vote choices.

' A special election for filling the partial term for District 13 — left vacant when John Conyers resigned —
was conducted at the same time with many of the same candidates. Brenda Jones won this contest with
32,769 (37.75%) votes; Rashida Tlaib came in second with 31,121 (35.85%) votes.




Congress Location Percent Denzl?)ifa tic 2018 General Denzlgil(’)a tic 2020 General
District BVAP . election . election
primary primary
13 Wayne 54.78 | polarized - lost not polarized not polarized | polarized - won
Wayne & . . .
14 Oakland 55.16 no contest not polarized not polarized not polarized

The results of my analysis recent state senate elections is found in Table 3, below. There
were no Democratic primaries in two districts (12 and 27), and no minority candidates competed in
a third (District 32). In addition, there was one Democratic primary in which 11 candidates
competed — too many to produce reliable estimates. Of the 16 contests analyzed, 10 were not
polarized (three primaries and seven general elections), four were polarized but the Black-preferred
candidate won (two primaries and two generals), and two were polarized and the candidates of
choice of Black voters lost. One of these contests was the general election in District 32, which has
only 13.45% BVAP.!% The other polarized contest that the Black-preferred candidate lost was the
Democratic primary in State Senate District 1 in 2018. Six candidates competed in this election.
The plurality choice of Black voters was African American candidate, Alberta Tinsley Talabi. A
very large majority of white voters supported the Asian candidates, Stephanie Chang, who was the

second choice of Black voters. Chang won with 49.8% of the vote (Talabi received 26.4%).

Table 3: Summary of State Senate District Racial Bloc Voting Analysis

State . Percent 2018 . 2018 General
Senate Location Democratic .
c . BVAP . election
District primary
1 Wayne 44.68 polarized - lost not polarized
na .
2 Wayne 50.82 (11 candidates) not polarized

12 The Black VAP percentages listed throughout this report are from the MICRC redistricting GIS active
matrix tab labeled “5A,” which indicates the percentage of non-Hispanic voting age population who
indicated they were Black or Black in combination with any other race. This produces the maximum
number of individuals within each racial group, including Black, but will result in totals over 100% since
persons identifying as more than one race will be counted more than once.



State . Percent 2018 . 2018 General
Senate Location Democratic .
c . BVAP . election
District primary
3 Wayne 48.14 polarized - won not polarized
4 Wayne 47.00 not polarized not polarized
5 Wayne 54.25 polarized - won not polarized
6 Wayne 21.29 not polarized polarized - won
11 Oakland 35.48 not polarized not polarized
12 Oakland 14.87 no contest polarized - won
27 Genesee 30.42 no contest not polarized
32 Gene.see & 13.45 no ml.norlty polarized - lost
Saginaw candidates

The final table in this section, Table 4, summarized the results of my analysis of recent
state house election. A number of the cells in the table have “na” as an entry because estimates are
not available. This was for one of two reasons: there were too many candidates and too few votes
cast to obtain reliable estimates, or there were an insufficient number of white voters to produce
reliable estimates (state house districts 3, 7, 8).

It was possible to produce estimates for 54 contests. The majority of these contests were
not polarized — in 37 contests (68.5%), white and Black voters supported the same candidates. In
another 13 contests, voting was polarized but the candidate preferred by Black voters won. There
were four contests — all Democratic primaries — that were racially polarized and the Black-
preferred candidate lost. In three of these contests, the BVAP of the districts was less than 30%
(Districts 12, 16, and 37). The Black-preferred candidates also lost the 2018 Democratic primary in
House District 29, which has a 36.04% BVAP. All six of the candidates competing were African
Americans. The plurality choice of Black voters was Kermit Williams; Brenda Carter was the
candidate of choice of a majority of white voters. Carter won with 30.7% of the vote and Williams

came in second with 24.7% of the vote.
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Table 4: Summary of State House District Racial Bloc Voting Analysis

State . Percent 2018 . 2018 General 2020 . 2020 General
House | Location Democratic . Democratic .
o BVAP . election . election
District primary primary
1 Wayne 64.76 not polarized | polarized - won no contest polarized - won
na . . :
2 Wayne 57.70 (7 candidates) not polarized not polarized not polarized
3 Wayne 90.93 na na na na
4 Wayne 47.27 na not polarized na not polarized
Y ' (15 candidates) p (13 candidates) p
5 Wayne 54.12 | polarized - won | not polarized not polarized not polarized
na . .
6 Wayne 52.86 (10 candidates) not polarized | polarized - won no contest
7 Wayne 94.27 na na na na
8 Wayne 92.42 na na na na
9 Wayne 74.22 not polarized not polarized | polarized - won | not polarized
. . na .

10 Wayne 67.41 not polarized not polarized (8 candidates) not polarized
11 Wayne 26.53 | polarized - won | not polarized no contest not polarized
12 Wayne 26.97 | polarized - lost | polarized - won | not polarized | polarized - won
16 Wayne 23.25 | polarized - lost | not polarized no contest not polarized
27 Oakland | 24.35 not polarized not polarized na not polarized

(8 candidates)
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State . Percent 2018 . 2018 General 2020 . 2020 General
House | Location Democratic . Democratic .
c . BVAP . election . election
District primary primary
29 Oakland | 36.04 | polarized - lost not polarized no contest not polarized
35 Oakland | 62.50 | polarized - won | not polarized not polarized not polarized
37 Oakland 17.91 no contest not polarized polarized - lost not polarized
34 Genesee | 60.96 not polarized | polarized - won | not polarized | polarized - won
49 Genesee | 29.47 not polarized not polarized no contest not polarized
95 Saginaw | 35.50 no contest not polarized | polarized - won | polarized - won

D. Voting Patterns of Minority Voters other than Black Voters

As noted above, it was not possible to produce estimates of voting patterns by race for any

groups other than Blacks and whites (more specifically, non-Hispanic whites) statewide or by

county. However, by localizing the analysis in geographic areas much smaller than counties, it was

possible to derive estimates for several additional minority groups: Hispanics, Arab Americans,

Chaldeans, and Bangladeshi Americans.'® Because these estimates could not be generated

statewide, it 1s difficult to know if the voters included in the analysis are representative of the

group as a whole statewide. The summary tables reporting the estimates for these groups can be

found in the Appendix C.

Hispanic Voters Hispanics live in large enough concentrations to produce estimates in two

areas of Michigan. Because these concentrations are in different areas of the state, I did not

combine them. Instead, I have produced estimates for Hispanics living in the area of Detroit

depicted in the first map below (“Areas included in Analysis of Voting Patterns — Hispanics

3 Interest in the voting patterns of Arab Americans, Chaldeans and Bangladeshi Americans was prompted
by comments received in public hearings and on the public portal.
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(Detroit)”’) and in the Grand Rapids area depicted in the second map (“Areas included in Analysis
of Voting Patterns — Hispanics in Grand Rapids™). In both maps, the precincts are shaded based on
the percentage Hispanic in the precinct.'*

While the voting patterns do not appear to be very different — both groups provide strong
support for Democratic candidates in general elections — the turnout levels differ. In the Grand

Rapids area, turnout among Hispanics of voting age is lower than it is in the Detroit area.

4 The Hispanic VAP used for shading the map and conducting the racial bloc voting analysis was derived
from the 2020 94-171 census redistricting data, which reports Hispanic VAP by census block. This data
was then aggregated up to the precinct level.
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Arab American Voters Approximately 38% of the Arab American population in Michigan
is concentrated in the Dearborn and Dearborn Heights area. Localizing the racial bloc voting
analysis to this specific area offered sufficient variation across the precincts to produce estimates of
the voting behavior of this group. The map below indicates the geographic area included in the
analysis; the precincts are shaded by the percentage of residents who are Arab American. '

Arab Americans voters, at least in this area of Michigan, strongly support Democratic
candidates in general elections — over 80% consistently supported the Democratic candidate in the
six 2018-2020 general elections examined. These voters, unlike other groups of voters studied,
were also very cohesive in 2018 Democratic primary for Governor — they strongly supported of

Abdul El-Sayed in his bid for the nomination.

'S The Arab American data was derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey
(ACS), Table B04004, “People Reporting Single Ancestry.” This data, reported at the census tract level,
was attributed down to the census block level and then aggregated up to the election precinct level.
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Chaldeans, like Arab Americans in Michigan, tend to reside in a geographically
concentrated area of Michigan — in this instance, Sterling Heights. Over 40% of the Chaldean
population cand be found here.!® Localizing the voting analysis to Sterling Heights produced
reliable estimates of the voting patterns of this community. Chaldeans are not nearly as cohesive as
Arab Americans — they consistently divided their support between the Democratic and Republican
candidates. However, a clear majority of Chaldean voters supported Donald Trump in his bid for

re-election in 2020.

' The Chaldean data was derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS),
Table B04004, “People Reporting Single Ancestry” using the Assyrian/Chaldean/Syriac designation. This
census tract level data was attributed down to the census block level and then aggregated up to the
election precinct level.
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Bangladeshi American Voters Using a map identifying the Bangladeshi American
community of interest submitted to the MICRC,!” this localized analysis focused on West
Warren and Hamtramck to produce estimates of the vote choices of this group. Bangladeshi
American voting patterns are very similar to Arab American voting patterns.'® Both groups
provided strong support for Democratic candidates in general elections and both groups were

cohesive in their support of Abdul El-Sayed in the 2018 Democratic primary for Governor.

17 The map was submitted on the public comment portal on 9/8/2021 by Hayg Oshagan with the following

comment “This is the Bengali community of SE MI. The area around Hamtramck (to the South) is most
densely populated and is the center of the community.”

'8 Asian VAP by census block as reported by the 2020 94-171 census redistricting data was used to create

the shading on the map and the racial bloc voting database.
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II. Drawing Minority Opportunity Districts

Because voting in Michigan is racially polarized, districts that provide minority voters
with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice must be drawn. If they already exist — as
many do in Michigan — they must be maintained. But maintaining minority opportunity districts
does not necessarily require that the districts be redrawn with the same percentage minority
voting age population. In fact, many of the minority districts in the current plan are packed with
far more Black VAP than needed to elect candidates of choice, as indicated by the percentage of
votes the minority candidates are garnering. (See Tables 9 and 10, in the next section of this
report, for the Black VAP of the current state house and senate districts, the current incumbents
and their race and party, and the percentage of votes each of the incumbents received in 2020.)

An analysis must be undertaken to determine if a proposed district is likely to provide
minority voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice to office. This analysis
must be district-specific — that is, must recognize there are likely to be differences in
participation rates and voting patterns in districts across the state — and it must be functional —
that is, it must be based on actual voting behavior of whites and minorities. There is no single
universal or statewide demographic target that can be applied for Black voters to elect their
candidates of choice in Michigan.!

There are two related approaches to conducting a district-specific, functional analysis,
both of which take into account the relative turnout rates and voting patterns of minorities and
whites. The first approach uses estimates derived from racial bloc voting analysis to calculate the
percent minority population needed in a specific area for minority-preferred candidates to win a
district in that area.

The second approach relies on election results from previous contests that included
minority-preferred candidates (as identified by the racial bloc voting analysis) to determine if
these candidates would win election in the proposed districts. The election results for these
“bellwether elections” — racially polarized elections that include minority candidates who are
preferred by minority voters — are disaggregated down from the election precinct to the census

block level and then recompiled to reflect the boundaries of the proposed district. If the minority-

1 Establishing a demographic target (e.g., 55% black voting age population) for all minority districts
across the jurisdiction was, in fact, expressly forbidden by the U.S. Supreme Court in Alabama
Legislative Black Caucus v. Alabama, 575 U.S. 254 (2015).
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preferred candidates in these bellwether elections win in the proposed district, this district is likely
to provide minority voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice. This latter
approach can be used only if proposed district boundaries have been drawn. The former

approach can be carried out before any new boundaries are drafted.

A. Calculating the Black VAP Needed to Elect Black-Preferred Candidates

The percentage of minority voting age population needed in a district to provide minority
voters with the opportunity to elect minority-preferred candidates to congress or to the state
legislature varies. Using the estimates produced from the racial bloc voting analysis, I calculated
the Black VAP percentages needed to elect minority-preferred candidates in each of the general
elections included in the summary tables in the Appendix. This calculation takes into account the
relative participation rates of age eligible Blacks and whites, as well as the level of Black support
for the Black-preferred candidate (the "cohesiveness" of Black voters), and the level of whites
"crossing over" to vote for the Black-preferred candidate.

Equalizing minority and white turnout Because Blacks who are age eligible to vote
often turn out to vote at lower rates than white voters in Michigan, the Black VAP needed to
ensure that Black voters comprise at least half of the voters in an election is often higher than
50%. Once the respective turnout rates of Black and Whites eligible to vote have been estimated
using the statistical techniques described above (HP, ER and EI), the percentage needed to

equalize Black and white voters can be calculated mathematically.?’ But equalizing turnout is

20 The equalizing percentage is calculated mathematically by solving the following equation:

Let

M = the proportion of the district’s voting age population that is Black

W =1-M = the proportion of the district’s voting age population that is white

A = the proportion of the Black voting age population that turned out to vote
B = the proportion of the white voting age population that turned out to vote
Therefore,

M(A) = the proportion of the population that is Black and turned out to vote (1)

(1-M)B = the proportion of total population that is white and turned out to vote (2)
To find the value of M that is needed for (1) and (2) to be equal, (1) and (2) are set as equal and we solve
for M algebraically:

M(A) =(1-M)B
M(A) =B - M(B)
M(A) + M(B) =B
M(A + B) =B
M =B/ (A+B)
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only the first step in the process — it does not take into account the voting patterns of Black and
white voters. If voting is racially polarized but a significant number of white voters typically
“crossover” to vote for Black voters’ preferred candidate, it may be the case that crossover
voting can more than compensate for depressed Black turnout.

Incorporating Minority Cohesion and White Crossover Voting Even if Black citizens
are turning out at lower rates than whites, and voting is racially polarized, if a relatively
consistent percentage of white voters support Black-preferred candidates, the candidates
preferred by Black voters can be elected in districts that are less than majority Black. On the
other hand, if voting is starkly polarized, with few or no whites crossing over to vote for the
candidates supported by Black voters, it may be the case that a district that is more than 50%
Black VAP is needed to elect Black-preferred candidates. A district-specific, functional analysis
should take into account not only differences in turnout rates, but also the voting patterns of
Black and white voters.?!

To illustrate this mathematically, consider a district that has 1000 persons of voting age,
50% of who are Black and 50% of who are white. Let us begin by assuming that Black turnout is
lower than white turnout in a two-candidate general election. In our hypothetical election
example, 42% of the Black VAP turn out to vote and 60% of the white VAP vote. This means
that, for our illustrative election, there are 210 Black voters and 300 white voters. Further
suppose that 96% of the Black voters supported their candidate of choice and 25% of the white
voters cast their votes for this candidate (with the other 75% supporting her opponent in the
election contest). Thus, in our example, Black voters cast 200 of their 210 votes for the Black-
preferred candidate and their other 8 votes for her opponent; white voters cast 75 of their 300

votes for the Black-preferred candidate and 225 votes for their preferred candidate:

Thus, for example, if 39.3% of the Black population turned out and 48.3% of the white
population turned out, B=.483 and A =.393, and M = .483/ (.393+.483) = .483/.876 = .5513,
therefore a Black VAP of 55.1% would produce an equal number of Black and white voters. (For
a more in-depth discussion of equalizing turnout see Kimball Brace, Bernard Grofman, Lisa
Handley and Richard Niemi, “Minority Voting Equality: The 65 Percent Rule in Theory and
Practice," Law and Policy, 10 (1), January 1988.)

2! For an in-depth discussion of this approach to creating effective minority districts, see Bernard

Grofman, Lisa Handley and David Lublin, “Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual
Framework and Some Empirical Evidence,” North Carolina Law Review, volume 79 (5), June 2001.
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support votesfor support votes for

for Black- Black- for white- white-

preferred preferred preferred preferred

VAP  turnout voters candidate candidate candidate candidate

Black 500 0.42 210 0.96 202 0.04 8
White 500 0.60 300 0.25 75 0.75 225
510 277 233

The candidate of choice of Black voters would receive a total of 277 votes (202 from Black
voters and 75 from white voters), while the candidate preferred by white voters would receive
only 233 votes (8 from Black voters and 225 from white voters). The Black-preferred candidate
would win the election with 55.4% (277/500) of the vote in this hypothetical 50% Black VAP
district. And the Black-preferred candidate would be successful despite the fact that the election
was racially polarized and that Blacks turned out to vote at a lower rate than whites.

The candidate of choice of Black voters would still win the election by a very small

margin (50.9%) in a district that is 45% Black with these same voting patterns:

support votesfor support votes for

for Black- Black- for white- white-

preferred preferred preferred preferred

VAP  turnout voters candidate candidate candidate candidate

Black 450 0.42 189 0.96 181 0.04 8
White 550 0.60 330 0.25 83 0.75 248
519 264 255

In a district with a 40% BV AP, however, the Black-preferred candidate would garner only
47.5% of the vote in this example.

Percent Black VAP needed to win recent general elections in Michigan Counties
Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 utilize the results of the racial bloc voting analysis (see Appendix A) to
indicate the percentage of vote a Black-preferred candidate would receive, given the turnout rates

of Blacks and whites and the degree of black cohesion and white crossover voting for each
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general election contests examined, in a 55%, 50%, 45%, 40% and 35% BVAP district in
Wayne, Oakland, Genesee, and Saginaw Counties.??> Because voting patterns vary by county, the
percentage of votes the Black-preferred candidates would receive also varies. However, in no
county is a 50% BVAP district required for the Black-preferred candidates to carry the district in
a general election.

Table 5 reports the percentage of votes the Black-preferred candidate would receive in
Wayne County, given voting patterns in previous general elections, The Black-preferred
candidate would win every general election in a district with a BVAP of 35% or more, and
would win with at least 54.4% of the vote — and in most election contests, a substantially higher
percentage of the vote. The variation in the percentage of votes received by the Black-preferred
candidate is due to the variation in the white vote rather than the Black vote because in in every
election contest considered at least 95% of Black voters supported the Black-preferred candidate.
The Black-preferred candidate of choice who would receive the lowest percentage of the vote
would be African American Godfrey Dillard, a candidate for Secretary of State in 2014.

The voting patterns by race, and therefore the percent BVAP needed to win general
elections is very similar in Genesee County, as shown in Table 6. Unlike Wayne County,
however, the percentage of vote the Black-preferred candidate would garner in a 35% BVAP
district in this county is declining slightly over the course of the decade — although the Black-
preferred candidate would still win every general election in a 35% BV AP district.

In Oakland County, the Black-preferred candidate does not win every general election
contest in a 35% BVAP district. It is not until the 40% BV AP column in Table 7 that the
candidate of choice of Black voters wins every election examined. The most challenging election
1s again the race for Secretary of State in 2014. And even at 40% BVAP, Dillard would receive
only 51.3% of the vote.

Saginaw County (Table 8) is similar to Oakland County in that it is only at 40% that the
Black-preferred candidate wins every general election contest — and at 40% a couple of the
contests are very close. Not only are the winning percentages for the Black-preferred candidates
consistently lower in Saginaw County than they are for Oakland County, they have been

decreasing over the course of the decade.

22 Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 are generated using EI RxC estimates reported in the racial bloc voting tables in
the Appendix.
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Table 5: Percent BVAP Needed to Win, Wayne County

tumnout rate for office and percent vote for black-preferred percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of
® candidates vote B-P| vote B-P| voteB-P| voteB-P| voteB-P
WAYNE COUNTY| = cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would
Percir:ezf;lzov\ﬁi: g Black votes White votes . havg ) havg . havg ) havg . havg
o received if| received if| received if| received if| received if
g'g votes votes district was| district was| district was| district was| district was
S| cast for cast for 55% black| 50% black| 45% black| 40% black| 35% black
s office B-P|all others|  office B-P|all others VAP VAP VAP VAP VAP

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President| W 58.0 97.5 25 76.6 475 52.5 71.5 69.0 66.6 64.3 62.0
2020 US Senate| W 57.8 95.2 4.8 75.6 47.2 52.8 70.4 68.0 65.7 63.4 61.2
2018 Governor| W 33.2 97.0 3.0 63.2 53.5 46.5 70.5 68.5 66.6 64.8 63.1
2018 Secretary of State| W 33.1 97.0 3.0 62.2 53.6 46.4 70.7 68.7 66.8 65.0 63.3
2018 Attorney General| W 32.7 95.5 4.5 61.3 49.4 50.6 67.6 65.4 63.4 61.5 59.7
2018 US Senate| W 33.1 95.8 4.2 63.1 52.3 47.7 69.3 67.3 65.4 63.6 61.9
2016 President| W 57.0 98.4 1.6 64.0 39.7 60.3 70.3 67.4 64.4 61.6 58.7
2014 Governor| W 35.8 96.5 35 41.7 41.3 58.7 67.7 65.0 62.3 59.7 57.2
2014 Secretary of State| AA 35.5 96.8 3.2 46.1 36.8 63.2 65.9 62.9 60.0 57.2 54.4
2014 Attorney General] W 35.3 95.7 4.3 45.9 41.0 59.0 67.5 64.8 62.1 59.5 57.0
2014 US Senate| W 35.7 98.0 2.0 46.8 53.4 46.6 74.9 72.7 70.5 68.4 66.4
2012 President| AA 60.4 99.0 1.0 65.7 51.9 48.1 76.8 74.5 72.1 69.8 67.5
2012 US Senate| W 59.9 98.1 1.9 64.4 57.6 424 7941 771 75.1 731 71.1

Table 6: Percent BVAP Needed to Win, Genesee County

tumout rate for office and percent vote for black-preferred percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of
® candidates vote B-P| vote B-P| voteB-P| voteB-P| voteB-P
GENESEE COUNTY| = cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would
Percent Black VA.P g Black votes White votes . havg ) havg . havg . havg . havg
needed to win n"_’ received if| received if| received if| received if| received if
g'g votes votes district was| district was| district was| district was| district was
S| cast for cast for 55% black| 50% black| 45% black| 40% black| 35% black
s office B-P|all others|  office B-P|all others VAP VAP VAP VAP VAP

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President| W 53.0 96.1 39 79.6 42.1 57.9 66.3 63.7 61.1 58.7 56.4
2020 US Senate| W 56.6 95.0 5.0 78.7 435 56.5 67.6 65.0 62.6 60.2 57.9
2018 Governor| W 45.1 95.3 4.7 59.8 46.2 53.8 69.8 67.3 64.9 62.6 60.4
2018 Secretary of State| W 44.9 95.2 4.8 58.6 48.0 52.0 70.8 68.5 66.2 64.0 61.8
2018 Attorney General] W 44.6 94.1 5.9 58.4 41.1 58.9 66.7 64.0 61.5 59.0 56.5
2018 US Senate| W 45.1 95.2 4.8 59.6 45.8 54.2 69.5 67.1 64.7 62.4 60.1
2016 President| W 59.0 96.4 3.6 67.3 374 62.6 67.9 65.0 62.0 59.2 56.3
2014 Governor| W 35.8 95.8 4.2 475 51.8 48.2 72.9 70.7 68.6 66.5 64.5
2014 Secretary of State| AA 35.9 95.6 4.4 46.1 46.2 53.8 70.3 67.8 65.4 63.1 60.8
2014 Attorney General] W 35.9 95.6 4.4 455 45.2 54.8 69.9 67.4 65.0 62.6 60.2
2014 US Senate| W 36.1 95.6 44 47.1 58.6 41.4 76.5 74.7 72.9 71.1 69.4
2012 President| AA 61.0 97.6 24 68.4 53.7 46.3 76.6 74.4 72.2 70.1 67.9
2012 US Senate| W 60.7 96.7 33 67.5 60.2 39.8 79.3 775 75.7 73.9 72.1
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Table 7: Percent BVAP Needed to Win, Oakland County

turnout rate for office and percent vote for black-preferred percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of
® candidates vote B-P| vote B-P| voteB-P| voteB-P| vote B-P
OAKLAND COUNTY| = cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would
Percent Black VA.P g Black votes White votes . havg ) havg . havg ) havg . havg
needed to win a received if| received if| received if| received if| received if
E'g votes votes district was| district was| district was| district was| district was
S| cast for cast for 55% black| 50% black| 45% black| 40% black| 35% black
s office B-P|all others|  office B-P|all others VAP VAP VAP VAP VAP

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President| W 71.6 93.4 6.6 86.4 45.9 54.1 69.8 67.4 65.1 62.8 60.6
2020 US Senate| W 71.4 92.1 7.9 85.4 435 56.5 68.1 65.6 63.2 60.9 58.6
2018 Governor| W 53.2 94.1 5.9 68.8 474 52.6 70.1 67.8 65.5 63.3 61.1
2018 Secretary of State| W 53.1 94.2 5.8 67.7 475 52.5 70.4 68.0 65.8 63.5 61.4
2018 Attorney General] W 52.5 93.8 6.2 67.0 43.0 57.0 67.9 65.3 62.8 60.4 58.1
2018 US Senate| W 53.2 93.0 7.0 68.7 45.5 54.5 68.6 66.2 63.9 61.7 59.5
2016 President| W 65.6 95.1 4.9 73.5 39.1 60.9 68.3 65.5 62.7 60.0 57.3
2014 Governor| W 46.3 94.8 5.2 54.6 30.6 69.4 63.3 60.1 56.9 53.8 50.7
2014 Secretary of State| AA 45.9 94.6 54 53.1 26.4 73.6 61.4 58.0 54.7 51.3 48.1
2014 Attorney General] W 45.8 94.1 5.9 52.6 32.9 67.1 64.5 61.4 58.4 55.4 52.4
2014 US Senate| W 46.5 95.0 5.0 53.7 46.7 53.3 71.5 69.1 66.7 64.4 62.1
2012 President| AA 68.9 95.7 4.3 75.7 421 57.9 70.3 67.6 65.0 62.3 59.7
2012 US Senate| W 67.8 95.8 4.2 74.0 47.6 52.4 73.1 70.6 68.3 65.9 63.5

Table 8: Percent BVAP Needed to Win, Saginaw County

turnout rate for office and percent vote for black-preferred percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of| percent of
® candidates vote B-P| vote B-P| voteB-P| voteB-P| vote B-P
OAKLAND COUNTY| = cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would| cand would
Percent Black VA.P g Black votes White votes . havg ) havg . havg ) havg . hav.e
needed to win a received if| received if| received if| received if| received if
g'g votes votes district was| district was| district was| district was| district was
S| cast for cast for 55% black| 50% black| 45% black| 40% black| 35% black
s office B-P|all others| office B-P|all others VAP VAP VAP VAP VAP

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President| W 71.6 93.4 6.6 86.4 45.9 54.1 69.8 67.4 65.1 62.8 60.6
2020 US Senate| W 714 92.1 7.9 85.4 43.5 56.5 68.1 65.6 63.2 60.9 58.6
2018 Govemor| W 53.2 94.1 5.9 68.8 47.4 52.6 70.1 67.8 65.5 63.3 61.1
2018 Secretary of State| W 53.1 94.2 5.8 67.7 47.5 52.5 70.4 68.0 65.8 63.5 61.4
2018 Attorney General] W 52.5 93.8 6.2 67.0 43.0 57.0 67.9 65.3 62.8 60.4 58.1
2018 US Senate| W 53.2 93.0 7.0 68.7 45.5 54.5 68.6 66.2 63.9 61.7 59.5
2016 President| W 65.6 95.1 49 73.5 39.1 60.9 68.3 65.5 62.7 60.0 57.3
2014 Govemor| W 46.3 94.8 5.2 54.6 30.6 69.4 63.3 60.1 56.9 53.8 50.7
2014 Secretary of State| AA 45.9 94.6 5.4 53.1 26.4 73.6 61.4 58.0 54.7 51.3 48.1
2014 Attorney General] W 45.8 94.1 5.9 52.6 32.9 67.1 64.5 61.4 58.4 55.4 52.4
2014 US Senate| W 46.5 95.0 5.0 53.7 46.7 53.3 715 69.1 66.7 64.4 62.1
2012 President| AA 68.9 95.7 4.3 75.7 421 57.9 70.3 67.6 65.0 62.3 59.7
2012 US Senate| W 67.8 95.8 4.2 74.0 47.6 52.4 73.1 70.6 68.3 65.9 63.5

It is important to remember that winning office in the United States usually requires

winning two elections: a primary and a general election. The tables above consider only general
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election contests. Producing a comparable set of tables for Democratic primaries is not possible.
First, there was only one statewide Democratic primary — the 2018 primary contest for Governor.
There were three candidates competing in this election and because 50% of the vote was not
required to win the election, a mathematical equation setting the percentage needed to win 50%
of the vote does not work. Second, Black voters were not cohesive in support of any one of these
three candidates. In fact, the candidate preferred by even the plurality of Black voters was not the
same in the four counties examined. Drawing a district that Black-preferred candidate could win
this primary is not possible when there is no Black-preferred candidate.

In areas where most of the white voters are likely to vote in Republican primaries, the
inability to calculate the percent needed to win in Democratic primaries is not particularly
important. Black voters will dominate the Democratic primary unless they make up only a very
small portion of the voters in the district. However, in the counties examined in Michigan, many
white voters elect to participate in the Democratic primary, especially in Wayne County. As the
percentage Black VAP of proposed districts decreases, it may become more challenging for
Black-preferred candidates to win not only the general election but the Democratic primary — but
only if voting in Democratic primaries is racially polarized. Unfortunately, it is not possible to
ascertain exactly how much more difficult it would be — or even if it would be more difficult —

given the lack of Democratic primary election data.

B. Threshold of Representation in the Current State House and Senate Districts

A useful check on the percent needed to win estimates found in Tables 5-8 that can be
done prior to drawing any districts is to produce what have been referred to by some political
scientists as “threshold of representation” tables. These tables are designed to identify the lowest
minority percentage above which minority candidates are consistently elected. Tables 9 and 10,
below, report the BVAP of the current Michigan state house and senate districts with over 20%

BVAP, and indicate the race and party of the candidate elected to represent the district.”> Sorted

2 There are no African American state senators or representatives elected from districts that are less than
20% Black in VAP. However, there are other minority candidates (Hispanic, Asian, and Middle Eastern)
elected to state house districts with considerably less than 20% BVAP.
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by the percent BVAP, the tables can sometimes provide evidence of a clear breakpoint between

those districts that are probably electing candidates of choice and those that are not.?*

An examination Table 9 indicates that every Michigan state house district with a BVAP of

at least 35% elects a minority representative to the state house. In fact, every district with a

BVAP of more than 26.53% elects a minority to office with the exception of District 49 in

Genesee County. And the racial bloc voting analysis of House District 49 indicates that the white

incumbent, John Cherry, is the candidate of choice of Black voters, even in the 2018 Democratic

primary when he faced several African American candidates.

Table 9: Threshold of Representation for State House Districts, 2021

State Total Black Percent Percent
House VAP VAP Black | Name Party | Race of Vote
District VAP 2020
7 60347 57256 | 94.27% | Helena Scott D Black 93.00%
8 62448 58042 | 92.42% | Stephanie A. Young D Black 96.70%
3 54130 49536 | 90.93% | Shri Thanedar D Asian 93.30%
9 62529 46806 | 74.22% | Karen Whitsett D Black 94.20%
10 69209 46977 | 67.41% | Mary Cavanagh D Hispanic | 84.80%
1 59788 38993 [ 64.76% | Tenisha R. Yancey D Black 75.80%
35 78306 49325 | 62.50% | Kyra Harris Bolden D Black 82.90%
34 49491 30419 | 60.96% [ Cynthia R. Neeley D Black 86.70%
2 57031 33142 | 57.70% | Joe Tate D Black 74.10%
5 49290 27190 | 54.12% [ Cynthia A. Johnson D Black 93.40%
6 67505 36182 | 52.86% | Tyrone Carter D Black 100.00%
4 68749 32761 | 47.27% | Abraham Aiyash D ME 89.80%
29 72319 26621 | 36.04% | Brenda Carter D Black 72.90%
95 58640 21320 | 35.50% | Amos O'Neal D Black 70.10%
49 64844 19308 | 29.47% | John D. Cherry D White 68.90%
54 72426 21212 | 28.79% | Ronnie Peterson D Black 77.70%
12 73883 20207 | 26.97% | Alex Garza D Hispanic | 62.40%
11 73586 19760 | 26.53% | Jewell Jones D Black 65.20%
92 66135 16957 | 25.34% | Terry J. Sabo D White 65.30%
27 73337 18051 | 24.35% | Regina Weiss D White 74.40%
16 74617 17556 | 23.25% | Kevin Coleman D White 62.50%
75 76956 18127 | 22.56% | David LaGrand D White 74.60%
68 71672 16808 | 22.44% | Sarah Anthony D Black 75.90%
18 75251 16519 | 21.76% | Kevin Hertel D White 60.30%
22 68758 14588 | 21.00% | Richard Steenland D White 59.90%
60 74176 15887 | 20.97% | Julie M. Rogers D White 71.40%

24 Without the confirmation provided by a racial bloc voting analysis, it could conceivably be the case that

the minority legislator is not the candidate of choice of minority voters.
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Interpreting Table 10, for the Michigan state senate, is less straightforward. The
three districts with BVAP percentages over 48% elect African Americans to office, but District 4,
with a BVAP of 47% does not. However, the racial bloc voting analysis indicates that the
incumbent state senator in this Wayne County district, Marshall Bullock, was elected with strong
support from Black voters in the 2018 general election and with plurality support from Black
voters in the Democratic primary in which he faced two African American opponents. On the other
hand, Stephanie Chang, the state senator in District 1 (also Wayne County), which is 44.68%
BVAP, was not the candidate of choice of Black voters in the 2018 Democratic primary.

Table 10: Threshold of Representation for State Senate Districts, 2021

State Percent Percent

Senate | Total Black Black of vote
District | VAP VAP VAP | Name party | race 2018

5 203828 | 111418 | 54.25% | Betty Alexander D | Black 77.4%

2 169357 | 86961 | 50.82% | Adam Hollier D Black 75.7%

3 186758 | 90737 | 48.14% | Sylvia Santana D Black 81.8%

4 180199 | 85691 | 47.00% | Marshall Bullock D White 78.3%

1 193087 | 87075 | 44.68% | Stephanie Chang D | Asian 72.0%

11 229870 | 82336 | 35.48% | Jeremy Moss D White 76.7%

27 175918 | 54071 | 30.42% | Jim Ananich D White 71.2%

9 219325 | 50800 | 22.95% | Paul Wojno D White 65.9%

6 217734 | 46997 | 21.29% | Erika Geiss D Black 61.4%

C. Recompiled Election Results

As noted above, once draft districts have been drawn, there is a second approach available
for ascertaining whether a proposed district is likely to provide minority voters with an opportunity
to elect their candidates of choice to legislative or congressional office. This approach relies on
recompiling election results from previous elections to see if the candidates preferred by minority
voters would win in the draft district. This process entails (1) identifying “bellwether” elections,
(2) disaggregating the precinct level results for these elections down to the census block level
and then (3) re-aggregating the results up to conform to proposed district boundaries to

determine if the minority-preferred candidate would win. This recompilation can only be done
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for elections that cover a broad enough area to encompass all of the draft districts, hence only
statewide elections can be used for this exercise. “Bellwether” elections are statewide elections
that included minority candidates who were the candidates of choice of minority voters but were
not supported by white voters.

Although there were six statewide general elections that included African American
candidates or running mates, the African American was the candidate of choice of Black voters
in only four of these contests: U.S. President in 2012 and 2020, Secretary of State in 2014, and
Governor in 2018. All of these contests were racially polarized statewide, but only the 2014
Secretary of State contest was polarized in all four counties. This election contest was also the
contest in which the candidate strongly preferred by Black voters garnered the least amount of
white crossover votes. Thus, while recompiled elections results for all four elections provide
important information for determining if a proposed district would provide Black voters with an
opportunity to elect their preferred candidates in general elections, the single best “bellwether”
contest for that purpose is the vote for Godfrey Dillard in 2014.

The redistricting software used by MICRC automatically included recompiled election
results for all draft districts for all four of these elections — in fact, it included this information for
every statewide general election conducted between 2012 and 2020. Ascertaining if the African
American candidates of choice of Black voters, especially Dillard in 2014, carried a proposed
district provides evidence that the proposed district in a draft plan will provide Black voters with
an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice in general elections.

The redistricting software also reported recompiled election results for the one statewide
Democratic primary conducted in the past decade: the 2018 race for Governor. However,
because there were three candidates and because Black voters were not cohesive in supporting
any of these candidates, these recompiled results are not particularly useful in ascertaining
whether a proposed district would provide minority voters with an opportunity to elect their

preferred candidates in Democratic primaries.
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ITI. Measuring Partisan Fairness in Redistricting Plans

According to 13(d) of Article IV, Section 6 of the Michigan State Constitution: “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.”
A number of objective mathematical measures have been developed by social scientists and
mathematicians to determine if an existing or proposed redistricting map disadvantages one
political party relative to the other. Using these measures, we can compare an existing or
proposed redistricting map to a large set of other possible maps to determine if the proposed map
exhibits more or less political bias. The maps used for comparative purposes can be previous
redistricting maps used in the state, or the redistricting maps of other states, or they can be
computer simulated maps.

I proposed incorporating three measures of partisan fairness measures into the
redistricting software used by the MICRC to draw redistricting maps. The reasons for my choice
were as follows:

e The measures are easy to understand and straightforward to calculate. They produce
scores that indicate both the direction and the magnitude of any political bias in the
redistricting map.

e Because I easily calculated the scores for each of these measures in excel, I knew it
would be possible to incorporate an automated report function into the redistricting
software that could provide these scores for any draft plans drawn.

¢ Although these three measures have only recently been developed, they have all have
been introduced and accepted by federal and state courts as useful tools for determining

if a redistricting map is politically fair.

The three partisan fairness measures I selected are the lopsided margins test, the mean-median
difference, and the efficiency gap.

In addition to these three measures, a simple metric for indicating whether a redistricting
plan is fair is to compare the proportion of the statewide vote each party receives to the
proportion of the districts each party wins or is likely to win under the proposed plan. The
proportionality of a redistricting plan is calculated by subtracting the percentage of votes won by

the party from the percentage of seats that party won (or would win) in congressional and state
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legislative elections. So, for example, if Party A won 52.3% of the vote statewide but only won
44.7% of the seats in the state senate, the proportionality bias would be 44.7 — 52.3 or -7.6 in
favor of Party B.

Each of these measures use historical election results to evaluate the partisan fairness of
redistricting plans. However, in the case of proposed districts, previous election results must be
reconfigured to conform to the proposed district boundaries to evaluate the partisan fairness of
the proposed plans.?> A composite election index was constructed using the statewide general
elections between 2012 and 2020 — all 13 of the election contests included in the GIS
redistricting database and analyzed in the racial bloc voting analysis. The composite index was
weighted to give each election cycle equal weight in the index. However, the partisan fairness
report function in the redistricting software was designed so that any of the individual 13

elections could be substituted for the composite index in calculating the partisan fairness scores.

A. Lopsided Margins Test

In a perfectly fair plan — at least in a state in which the two political parties are
competitive (closely divided) — we would expect a mix of districts, some strongly partisan
districts, some moderately reliable districts, and some tossups — but each party would have a
roughly similar mix. If one party has a smaller number of victories with larger margins of victory
that the other party, this is an indication that one party is being disfavored over the other in the
map. This pattern of outcomes can be quantified by sorting the districts into two groups, by
winning party. Each party’s winning vote share can then be compared to see if one party has
significantly higher margin of victories than the other.?¢ The following is an example of how this

is calculated:

> Both the efficiency gap and the mean-median difference have been used to evaluate computer simulated
alternative redistricting maps for comparative purposes in partisan gerrymandering challenges. Election
results for select statewide elections were reconfigured to determine how the candidates in these elections
would have fared in the alternative districts.

2% This measure was first discussed in 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-of-partisan-
gerrymandering/)
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Percent of Votes Party Wins

District Party A PartyB Total Votes PartyA Party B PartyA PartyB
1 279 120 ” 399 69.9% 30.1% 69.9%
2 172 198 " 370 46.5% 53.5% 53.5%
3 167 192 7 359 46.5% 53.5% 53.5%
4 148 212 7 360 41.1% 58.9% 58.9%
5 185 180 ¥ 365 50.7% 49.3% 50.7%
6 139 193 o332 41.9% 58.1% 58.1%
7 169 201 " 370 45.7% 54.3% 54.3%
8 179 206 ¥ 385 46.5% 53.5% 53.5%
9 234 99 ¥ 333 70.3% 29.7% 70.3%
10 178 199 Y377 47.2% 52.8% 52.8%
TOTAL 1850 1800 3650 50.7% 49.3% 63.6% 54.9%

Party A in the example is winning districts with a much higher average vote (63.6%) than Party
B (54.9%) — and the difference between the two percentages is 8.7 (63.6 — 54.9). This indicates
that Party A supporters are packed into a few districts that it wins by large margins. Party B, on

the other hand, is winning substantially more districts with substantially lower vote margins.

B. Mean-Median Difference

Comparing a dataset’s mean and median is a common statistical analysis used to assess
how skewed the dataset is — if the dataset is balanced, the mean will be very close in value to its
median. As a dataset becomes more skewed, the mean and median begin to diverge; looking at

the difference between the two can be used determine the extent to which the data is skewed.

Based on this principle, the mean-median district vote share difference compares a
party’s mean district vote share to its median district vote share:*’
e Mean = average party vote share across all districts
e Median = party vote share in the median district when districts are sorted on share of

party vote

27 This approach to ascertaining political bias in redistricting maps was proposed by 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). It was further quantified by Wang (see full
citation above).
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The difference between the mean and median vote shares provides a measure of whether the
redistricting map produces skewed election results. The following is an example of how this is

calculated:

Party A Percentages |
41.1%
41.9%
45.7%
46.5%
46.5%
46.5%
47.2%
50.7%
69.9%
70.3%

District median percentage 46.5%

Statewide mean percentage 50.7%

Mean-Median Difference 4.2%
In this example, Party A received 50.7% of the statewide vote. Party A’s median vote share
(46.5%) is 4.2% lower than its mean vote share of 50.7%. This indicates that Party A must win
more districts than Party B to win half of the seats — the redistricting map in skewed in favor of

Party B. In fact, Party A would have had to win 54.2% (50.0 + 4.2) of the statewide vote to win
50% of the seats.

C. Efficiency Gap

This measure, introduced by University of Chicago law professor Nick Stephanopoulos
and Public Policy Institute of California research fellow Eric McGhee, looks at the number of
“wasted votes™ across districts.”

In any election, nearly 50 percent of votes are wasted: all votes cast for a losing
candidate, and any votes cast for a winning candidate beyond the threshold needed to win (50

percent in a two-candidate contest). In a hypothetical map with perfect partisan symmetry, both

28 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.

31


https://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/uclrev/vol82/iss2/4

parties would waste the same number of votes. A large difference between the parties” wasted
votes indicates one party is treated more favorably than the other by the redistricting map. This is
because the plan packs and cracks one party’s supporters more than the other party’s supporters.
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
Example:
Lost Votes minimum Surplus Votes  Total Wasted Votes
District PartyA PartyB Total Votes PartyA PartyB towin PartyA PartyB PartyA PartyB
1 279 120 7 399 0 120 200 79 0 79 120
2 172 198 " 370 172 0 185 0 13 172 13
3 167 192 d 359 167 0 180 0 12 167 12
4 148 212 7 360 148 0 180 0 32 148 32
5 185 180 | 365 0 180 183 2 0 2 180
6 139 193 " 332 139 0 166 0 27 139 27
7 169 201 i 370 169 0 185 0 16 169 16
8 179 206 d 385 179 0 193 0 13 179 13
9 234 99 ¥ 333 0 99 167 67 0 67 99
10 178 199 " 377 178 0 189 0 10 178 10
TOTAL 1850 1800 3650 1152 399 148 123 1300 522

In this example, supporters of Party A cast 1152 votes for losing candidates and 148 surplus
votes — votes beyond what was necessary to elect Party A candidates. Supporters of Party B, on
the other hand, cast only 399 of their votes for losing candidates and 522 surplus votes. Adding
together these two sets of votes, Party A had a total of 1300 wasted votes; Party B had a total of
only 522 votes. The efficiency gap is therefore calculated as 21.3% (1300-522/3650 = 778/3650
= .213). This efficiency gap in favor of Party B can be interpreted as the percentage of seats

Party B won above what would be expected in a politically fair or neutral map.

D. Court Acceptance of these Measures
These three measures have all been developed within the last decade and therefore do not

have a long history of consideration by the courts. However, they have been introduced recently
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in the context of partisan gerrymandering challenges. While recognizing each of the measures
have some disadvantages, the courts in each instance relied on these measures (in addition to
other measures introduced) to find the plans before them were politically biased towards one of

the political parties at the expense of the other.?’

2 Examples of court cases relying on at least one of the measures of political fairness described in this
report include: League of Women Voters of Michigan v. Benson, in which the federal court held the
congressional and state legislative plans in Michigan to be an unconstitutional gerrymander; Ohio A.
Philip Randolph Institute v. Householder, which held the Ohio congressional map to be an
unconstitutional partisan gerrymander; League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania v. Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania in which the State Supreme Court held the Pennsylvania congressional districts to be in
violation of the Pennsylvania Constitution; Whitford v. Gill in which the federal court determined the
Wisconsin state assembly districts were unconstitutional; Common Cause v. Rucho in which the federal
court found the North Carolina congressional district plan adopted in 2016 was an unconstitutional
partisan gerrymander. This North Carolina decision, along with the Maryland case, Lamone v. Benisek,
was later overturned by the U.S. Supreme Court on unrelated grounds, but grounds that served to moot all
of the federal decisions discussed above. However, in a separate challenge before the North Carolina
Superior Court, Common Cause v. Lewis, the court held that the state legislative districts violated the
North Carolina State Constitution.
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APPENDIX A



Statewide Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 54.2% 98.6 106.5 99.2 97.8 44.0 42.7 43.3 44.5
Mitt Romney R w 44.7% 1.2 -6.6 0.4 1.2 54.8 55.9 55.3 54.6
others 0.2 0.2 1.1 1.1 1.3 13.8 1.2 1.00
votes for office 62.1 57.3 59.1 59.1 69.2 66.1 68.1 68.1
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 58.8% 97.3 103.8 99.2 96.8 50.1 49.4 49.1 50.6
Peter Hoekstra R W 38.0% 1.2 -5.3 0.5 1.1 46.5 46.9 46.9 46.2
others 1.5 1.5 1.7 2.0 3.4 3.7 3.6 3.2
votes for office 61.6 56.9 58.8 58.8 68.0 64.9 66.9 66.9
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 46.9% 94.4 101.3 97.4 95.7 38.7 37.1 36.2 38.4
Rick Snyder R w 50.9% 4.8 -2.2 2.1 2.5 58.9 60.2 61.3 59.4
others 0.8 0.8 14 1.8 2.4 2.7 2.5 2.1
votes for office 36.9 31.6 35.1 35.1 49.6 46.7 49.1 49.1
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 42.9% 94.4 102.0 97.6 95.8 33.8 31.9 31.3 335
Ruth Johnson R w 53.5% 4.2 -3.3 1.5 2.1 62.3 63.9 64.7 62.9
others 1.4 1.3 1.2 2.1 3.9 4.3 4.0 3.6
votes for office 36.5 31.3 34.8 34.8 48.3 45.4 47.8 47.8
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 44.2% 93.3 101.3 97.0 95.2 34.7 32.8 33.0 35.04
Bill Schuette R w 52.1% 5.2 -2.9 2.1 2.5 61.3 62.8 62.9 61.2
others 1.5 1.6 1.2 2.2 4.0 4.4 4.1 3.8
votes for office 36.4 31.2 34.6 34.6 48.3 45.5 47.8 47.8




Statewide Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 54.6% 96.8 103.9 99.1 96.5 46.2 44.8 45.1 47.3
Terry Lynn Land R w 41.3% 2.0 -5.0 0.5 1.6 49.4 50.3 50.2 48.5
others 1.2 1.1 1.0 2.0 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.2
votes for office 36.8 31.5 35.0 35.0 48.9 46.1 48.5 48.5
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 47.3% 96.8 106.3 98.9 97.3 33.6 30.2 32.0 34.3
Donald Trump R w 47.5% 2.0 -7.4 0.3 1.1 61.0 63.9 61.6 60.0
others 1.2 1.2 0.8 1.6 5.4 6.0 6.2 5.7
votes for office 58.9 53.6 54.1 54.1 68.2 65.8 67.2 67.2
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA| 53.3% 95.6 104.3 98.6 95.3 41.1 38.9 40.6 44.8
Schuette/Lyons R W/W | 43.8% 2.5 -6.4 0.6 1.8 56.0 57.9 56.2 52.8
others 1.9 2.1 2.6 2.9 2.9 3.2 2.9 2.5
votes for office 36.6 31.6 35.2 35.2 61.9 61.7 63.3 63.3
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 52.9% 95.7 104.7 98.7 95.6 40.1 38.0 39.9 43.9
Mary Treder Lang R W 44.0% 2.4 -6.6 0.6 1.8 56.5 58.3 56.4 53.1
others 1.9 1.9 1.7 2.7 3.4 3.7 3.5 2.9
votes for office 36.4 31.6 35.1 35.1 60.9 60.7 62.2 62.2
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 49.0% 94.1 103.3 97.7 94.4 36.1 33.6 35.3 39.4
Tom Leonard R w 46.3% 2.4 -6.9 0.5 1.7 59.0 61.1 59.3 55.9
others 3.5 3.6 3.0 3.9 4.9 5.3 5.2 45.9
votes for office 36.0 31.2 34.6 34.6 60.4 60.1 61.7 61.7




Statewide

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 52.3% 93.9 102.5 97.5 94.3 40.3 38.1 39.5 43.7
John James R AA 45.8% 3.8 -5.1 1.1 2.0 57.8 59.9 58.4 55.1
others 2.3 2.5 2.4 3.7 1.9 2.0 1.7 1.2
votes for office 36.5 31.5 35.0 35.0 61.8 61.6 63.1 63.1

2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 50.6% 95.4 105.0 98.4 96.2 37.0 34.7 36.9 40.0
Donald Trump R w 47.8% 3.8 -5.4 1.1 1.9 61.5 63.6 61.2 59.1
others 0.8 0.8 1.3 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.00
votes for office 61.2 53.3 55.2 55.2 79.1 77.7 79.0 79.0
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 49.9% 93.4 102.3 97.2 93.9 36.9 34.8 36.4 39.4
John James R AA 48.2% 3.8 -5.6 1.1 1.7 61.5 63.5 61.7 59.8
others 2.7 3.1 3.7 4.4 1.6 1.6 1.4 0.9
votes for office 59.9 53.0 55.0 55.0 78.3 76.8 78.1 78.1




County: Genesee

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 99.0 107.0 99.5 97.6 52.9 52.7 52.8 53.7
Mitt Romney R w 0.7 -6.7 0.5 1.3 46.1 46.0 46.0 45,5
others 0.2 0.3 0.7 1.1 1.1 1.3 0.9 0.8
votes for office 64.1 57.4 61.0 61.0 70.1 65.1 68.4 68.4
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 97.8 103.9 99.7 96.7 59.7 59.8 59.4 60.2
Peter Hoekstra R w 0.9 -5.3 0.5 1.3 36.7 36.3 36.5 35.2
others 1.3 1.3 1.1 2.0) 3.6 3.9 3.8 32.2
votes for office 63.7 57.3 60.7 60.7 69.2 64.4 67.5 67.5
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 97.1 104.2 99.3 95.8 50.7 50.5 49.5 51.8
Rick Snyder R w 2.0 -5.0 0.6 2.3 46.5 46.5 47.5 45.8
others 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.9 2.8 3.0 2.8 2.4
votes for office 37.6 314 35.8 35.8 48.8 44.6 47.5 67.5
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 96.1 104.3 99.0 95.6 45.3 45.8 44.2 46.2
Ruth Johnson R w 2.6 -5.3 0.3 2.2 50.7 50.5 51.5 50.2
others 1.3 1.1 1.1 2.2 41 4.3 41 3.6
votes for office 37.4 31.5 35.9 35.9 47.4 43.3 46.1 46.1
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 95.2 103.4 98.7 95.6 44.2 43.9 433 45.2
Bill Schuette R w 3.7 -4.4 0.8 2.4 52.6 52.6 53.3 51.9
others 1.1 1.1 0.9 2.0 33 3.5 33 2.9
votes for office 37.3 314 35.9 35.9 46.8 42.8 45.5 45.5




County: Genesee

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 97.2 103.9 99.5 95.6 57.0 57.0 56.4 58.6
Terry Lynn Land R w 1.7 -4.8 0.6 2.2 38.7 38.3 39.0 37.5
others 1.2 0.9 0.8 2.2 4.3 4.6 4.4 3.9
votes for office 37.6 31.5 36.1 36.1 48.3 44.3 47.1 47.1
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 97.5 106.0 99.5 96.4 37.8 34.5 35.3 37.4
Donald Trump R w 1.5 -7.0 0.4 1.7 57.0 59.4 58.5 57.1
others 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.9 5.2 6.1 6.1 5.5
votes for office 70.6 59.8 59.0 59.0 70.9 63.5 67.3 67.3
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA 96.2 103.6 99.2 95.3 46.7 455 45.8 46.2
Schuette/Lyons R wW/wW 2.2 -5.5 0.2 2.0 50.5 50.9 50.5 50.8
others 1.6 1.9 1.7 2.7 2.8 3.6 3.2 3.0
votes for office 54.2 43.5 45.1 45.1 62.6 57.0 59.8 59.8
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 96.5 103.7 99.2 95.2 45.7 44.7 44.9 48.0
Mary Treder Lang R W 2.0 -5.8 0.3 2.0 50.9 51.2 50.8 48.7
others 1.5 2.1 1.4 2.8 3.4 4.2 3.7 3.4
votes for office 53.9 43.5 44.9 44.9 61.3 55.7 58.6 58.6
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 94.5 102.3 98.6 94.1 39.9 37.6 37.9 41.1
Tom Leonard R w 2.3 -5.8 0.6 2.0 55.3 56.3 55.9 53.7
others 3.2 3.5 3.8 3.9 47.7 6.0 5.1 5.1
votes for office 53.7 43.2 44.6 44.6 61.0 55.6 58.4 58.4




County: Genesee

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party | Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate

Debbie Stabenow D w 95.3 103.2 98.9 95.2 43.8 42.6 42.8 45.8
John James R AA 3.0 -5.3 0.7 2.1 54.3 54.8 54.6 52.6
others 1.7 2.2 1.7 2.8 1.9 2.6 1.8 1.6
votes for office 54.2 43.8 45.1 45.1 62.4 56.8 59.6 59.6

2020 General

U.S. President

Joseph Biden D w 96.5 104.4 99.3 96.1 39.9 37.7 38.6 42.1
Donald Trump R W 3.0 -5.1 0.5 2.1 58.7 60.5 59.6 56.7
others 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.8 1.4 1.8 1.8 1.2
votes for office 67.3 54.8 53.0 53.0 81.5 75.4 79.6 79.6
U.S. Senate

Gary Peters D w 95.1 103.0 98.9 95.0 41.1 39.7 40.1 43.5
John James R AA 3.2 -5.3 0.7 1.8 57.4 58.4 57.6 55.5
others 1.7 2.1 2.7 3.2 1.6 2.0 1.5 1.1
votes for office 67.1 54.8 56.6 56.6 80.6 74.4 78.7 78.7




County: Saginaw

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 114.3 99.5 95.7 41.6 39.2 41.1 42.9
Mitt Romney R w -14.8 0.4 2.5 57.0 59.1 57.1 55.9
others 0.2 0.6 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.2
votes for office 56.7 56.2 56.2 71.4 69.5 70.3 70.3
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 111.0 99.5 95.4 51.0 49.0 50.1 52.3
Peter Hoekstra R w -11.6 0.7 2.2 46.0 47.6 46.3 44.9
others 0.7 0.0 2.4 2.9 33 33 2.8
votes for office 56.3 55.7 55.7 69.9 67.7 68.7 68.7
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 11.2 99.6 94.1 41.1 38.4 39.1 42.2
Rick Snyder R w -12.3 0.5 3.0 56.3 58.9 58.1 55.7
others 1.0 0.7 2.8 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.1
votes for office 31.1 32.7 32.7 51.5 49.9 50.8 50.8
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 111.3 99.2 94.4 35.3 32.6 335 36.3
Ruth Johnson R w -12.5 0.5 2.8 60.5 63.0 62.0 59.9
others 1.1 0.9 2.8 4.2 4.5 4.4 3.8
votes for office 314 32.6 32.6 49.9 48.4 49.2 49.2
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 110.7 98.6 94.1 32.1 28.9 29.8 32.6
Bill Schuette R w -12.1 0.5 2.9 65.2 68.2 67.2 65.1
others 1.3 1.1 3.0 2.7 3.0 2.9 233
votes for office 31.0 324 324 50.8 49.3 50.1 50.1




County: Saginaw

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 110.3 99.5 94.1 48.3 46.7 47.6 50.6
Terry Lynn Land R w -10.6 0.7 3.04 47.8 49.2 47.9 45.8
others 0.5 0.4 2.9 3.9 4.3 4.2 3.5
votes for office 31.2 32.7 32.7 50.8 49.2 50.1 50.1
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 116.7 99.6 95.0 25.1 28.1 30.6
Donald Trump R w -17.2 0.5 2.5 69.0 66.1 64.0
others 0.4 0.0 2.5 5.8 5.6 5.4
votes for office 55.5 52.3 52.3 69.0 70.2 70.2
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA 112.4 99.4 93.6 34.8 36.4 40.9
Schuette/Lyons R wW/wW -14.2 0.6 2.9 62.4 60.3 56.9
others 1.8 1.6 3.5 2.8 2.5 2.2
votes for office 38.9 37.7 37.7 61.5 63.0 63.0
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 113.3 99.6 93.7 33.6 35.4 39.2
Mary Treder Lang R w -14.9 0.6 3.2 62.8 60.6 57.7
others 3.5 1.2 3.1 3.6 33 3.0
votes for office 39.7 38.0 38.0 60.0 61.4 61.4
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 112.5 99.0 93.4 27.6 29.0 33.3
Tom Leonard R w -15.5 0.5 2.6 66.8 64.6 61.7
others 3.0 2.1 4.0 5.6 5.5 5.0
votes for office 38.7 37.6 37.6 59.7 61.0 61.0




County: Saginaw

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate

Debbie Stabenow D w 110.6 99.3 93.5 33.7 34.6 39.3
John James R AA -13.0 0.8 2.9 64.5 63.0 59.6
others 2.4 2.2 3.6 1.8 1.8 1.2
votes for office 39.2 37.8 37.8 61.5 62.8 62.8

2020 General

U.S. President

Joseph Biden D w 114.2 99.0 95.3 29.3 32.0 36.3
Donald Trump R w -14.9 0.6 2.7 69.0 66.2 62.6
others 0.6 1.1 2.0 1.6 1.5 1.1
votes for office 50.7 48.6 48.6 78.3 79.6 79.6
U.S. Senate

Gary Peters D w 112.5 99.5 93.8 31.1 33.1 375
John James R AA -14.7 0.6 3.0 67.3 65.0 61.6
others 2.1 2.8 3.2 1.5 1.2 0.9
votes for office 50.7 48.4 48.4 77.2 78.7 78.7




County: Oakland

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 98.2 111.7 99.4 95.7 43.9 39.5 40.7 42.1
Mitt Romney R w 1.6 -11.8 0.5 2.3 55.0 59.4 58.1 57.2
others 0.3 0.2 1.7 2.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 0.6
votes for office 78.9 69.2 68.9 68.2 75.7 74.8 75.7 75.7
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 97.3 110.5 99.1 95.8 48.4 44.5 45.7 47.6
Peter Hoekstra R w 1.6 -11.4 0.0 1.9 47.9 51.8 50.3 49.2
others 1.1 0.9 0.8 2.3 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.2
votes for office 78.3 69.2 67.8 67.8 74.0 73.0 74.0 74.0
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 94.5 108.9 99.1 94.8 33.9 27.9 28.2 30.6
Rick Snyder R w 5.0 -9.5 0.8 2.8 64.1 70.1 69.8 68.1
others 0.5 1.9 1.0 2.5 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.3
votes for office 51.5 44.4 46.3 46.3 54.5 53.6 54.6 54.6
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 93.3 109.7 99.1 94.6 29.1 235 24.3 26.4
Ruth Johnson R w 5.4 -9.5 0.4 2.7 67.9 73.5 72.7 71.4
others 1.3 1.9 1.2 2.7 2.9 3.0 2.7 2.2
votes for office 51.1 44.4 45.9 45.9 53.2 52.1 53.1 53.1
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 93.0 107.5 98.8 94.1 35.0 30.1 30.3 329
Bill Schuette R w 5.6 -8.8 0.8 3.0 61.3 66.2 65.9 64.0
others 14 1.3 1.5 2.9 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.1
votes for office 51.1 44.2 45.8 45.8 52.7 51.7 52.6 52.6




County: Oakland Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 96.8 110.6 99.4 95.0 46.9 43.0 44.0 46.7
Terry Lynn Land R w 2.0 -10.9 0.0 2.4 48.7 52.6 51.5 49.7
others 1.2 0.3 0.5 2.6 4.4 4.4 4.4 3.6
votes for office 51.5 44.7 46.5 46.5 53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 95.2 108.8 99.4 95.1 36.0 34.2 34.3 39.1
Donald Trump R w 3.4 -9.7 0.8 2.4 58.6 59.8 59.6 55.8
others 14 0.7 0.1 2.5 5.4 6.0 6.0 5.1
votes for office 73.0 61.1 65.6 65.6 74.6 72.4 73.5 73.5
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA 95.3 107.6 99.3 94.1 44.2 42.4 42.2 47.4
Schuette/Lyons R wW/wW 3.5 9.0 0.7 2.7 53.3 55.0 54.6 50.7
others 1.2 1.3 1.4 33 2.5 2.6 2.6 1.9
votes for office 62.5 51.6 53.2 53.2 69.6 68.2 68.8 68.8
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 95.2 108.1 99.1 94.2 44.3 42.4 42.3 47.5
Mary Treder Lang R W 34 94 0.7 2.7 53.0 54.7 54.5 50.5
others 14 1.3 1.3 3.1 2.7 2.8 2.6 2.0
votes for office 62.1 51.5 53.1 53.1 68.7 67.1 67.7 67.7
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 93.8 107.3 99.2 93.8 40.2 37.9 37.5 43.0
Tom Leonard R w 3.5 -9.7 0.6 2.6 554 96.8 57.5 53.0
others 2.7 2.4 2.0 3.6 4.4 0.5 4.4 4.0
votes for office 61.4 50.7 52.5 52.5 67.9 66.4 67.0 67.0




County: Oakland Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 93.8 106.5 98.7 93.0 42.7 41.1 40.9 45,5
John James R AA 4.8 -8.4 0.8 2.8 55.9 57.5 57.5 53.6
others 1.5 1.7 1.6 4.2 14 14 1.5 0.9
votes for office 62.5 51.5 53.2 53.2 69.5 68.1 68.7 68.7

2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 94.2 105.1 99.0 93.4 42.0 41.6 41.2 45.9
Donald Trump R w 5.3 -5.7 1.3 3.6 56.4 56.8 57.2 53.1
others 0.6 1.6 1.7 3.04 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.04
votes for office 76.1 64.6 71.6 71.6 85.7 84.9 86.4 86.4
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 93.1 104.5 98.8 92.1 40.7 39.9 394 43.5
John James R AA 5.2 -6.7 0.8 2.9 57.9 58.9 59.3 55.7
others 1.8 2.2 2.2 5.0) 14 1.2 1.2 0.8
votes for office 75.7 64.7 71.4 71.4 84.8 84.1 85.4 85.4




County: Wayne

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
2012 General
U.S. President
Barack Obama D AA 98.6 102.2 99.5 99.0} 51.1 51.2 51.1 51.9
Mitt Romney R w 1.2 -2.4 0.5 0.6 48.0 47.8 47.7 47.3
others 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.9 1.1 0.9 0.8
votes for office 61.3 58.3 60.4 60.4 68.9 63.4 65.7 65.7
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 97.3 100.2 98.9 98.1 56.8 57.2 56.6 57.6
Peter Hoekstra R w 1.2 -1.6 0.4 0.6 39.6 38.8 39.1 38.6
others 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.3 3.6 4.0 4.0 3.8
votes for office 60.8 57.8 59.9 59.9 67.6 62.1 64.4 64.4
2014 General
Governor
Mark Schauer D w 94.2 97.8 96.4 96.5 41.1 41.2 39.2 41.3
Rick Snyder R w 5.0 1.4 2.9 2.6 56.9 56.3 58.4 56.6
others 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.9 2.0 2.5 2.3 2.00
votes for office 36.3 33.0 35.8 35.8 50.7 44.1 47.7 47.7
Secretary of State
Godfrey Dillard D AA 94.3 98.4 96.7 96.8 36.8 36.6 35.0 36.8
Ruth Johnson R w 4.3 0.3 2.1 1.9 59.7 59.2 61.2 59.6
others 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3 3.4 4.1 3.8 3.6
votes for office 35.9 32.7 35.5 35.5 49.0 42.5 46.1 46.1
Attorney General
Mark Totten D w 93.2 97.0 95.5 95.7 41.0 40.7 39.1 41.0
Bill Schuette R w 53 1.5 3.2 2.9 55.4 54.9 56.8 55.1
others 1.5 1.5 1.4 14 3.7 4.4 41 3.9
votes for office 35.7 32.5 35.3 35.3 48.8 42.3 45.9 45.9




County: Wayne

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 96.8 100.0 98.5 98.0 52.8 52.7 51.4 53.4
Terry Lynn Land R w 2.0 -1.1 0.6 1.0 42.7 42.0 43.4 41.8
others 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.1 4.5 53 5.0 4.7
votes for office 36.2 32.9 35.7 35.7 49.8 43.2 46.8 46.8
2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D w 96.8 101.0 99.0 98.4 47.1 39.1 38.2 39.7
Donald Trump R w 2.0 -2.1 0.6 0.7 47.8 54.8 55.4 54.4
others 1.2 1.1 1.0 0.9 5.1 6.1 6.0 5.9
votes for office 57.7 55.7 57.0 57.0 72.2 61.6 64.0 64.0
2018 General
Governor
Whitmer/Gilchrist D W/AA 95.6 99.0 97.6 97.0 53.4 49.7 47.9 53.5
Schuette/Lyons R wW/wW 2.5 -1.0 0.9 1.1 44.6 47.3 49.1 44.0
others 2.0 2.0 2.1 1.9 2.0 3.0 2.8 2.5
votes for office 33.9 30.9 33.2 33.2 67.2 59.8 63.2 63.2
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 95.7 99.0 97.7 97.0 53.1 50.0 49.1 53.6
Mary Treder Lang R W 24 -1.0 1.0 1.1 44.7 46.8 48.5 43.6
others 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.8 2.2 3.2 3.2 2.8
votes for office 33.7 30.8 33.1 33.1 66.2 58.8 62.2 62.2
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 94.1 97.7 96.3 95.5 49.6 45.6 43.6 49.4
Tom Leonard R w 24 -1.3 0.8 1.0 47.2 49.9 51.8 46.6
others 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.5 33 44.9 4.3 4.1
votes for office 33.3 30.4 32.7 32.7 65.4 58.0 61.3 61.3




County: Wayne Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 93.8 97.1 95.9 95.8 52.4 48.9 47.1 52.3
John James R AA 3.8 0.4 1.9 1.5 46.5 49.4 52.2 46.5
others 2.4 2.5 2.4 2.7 1.1 1.7 14 1.3
votes for office 33.7 30.8 33.1 33.1 67.2 59.6 63.1 63.1

2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 95.4 99.0 97.9 97.5 53.3 45.9 44.5 47.5
Donald Trump R w 3.8 0.2 1.6 1.5 454 52.6 53.9 51.3
others 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.3 0.8 1.5 1.3
votes for office 59.2 55.6 58.0 58.0 81.3 74.1 76.6 76.6
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D w 93.3 967.0 95.3 95.2 51.7 46.6 44.4 47.2
John James R AA 3.8 0.3 1.7 1.6 47.0 52.1 53.7 51.5
others 2.8 3.0 2.9 3.2 1.3 1.9 1.8 1.4
votes for office 58.9 55.3 57.8 57.8 80.6 73.0 75.6 75.6




2018 Democratic Primary for Governor

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
STATEWIDE
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 30.2% 21.0 24.2 235 26.0 25.7 27.1 30.2 28.5
Shri Thanedar D A 17.7% 42.5 44.2 42.2 39.0 15.8 12.9 10.8 9.4
Gretchen Whitmer D w 52.0% 36.5 31.6 335 35.0 58.6 60.0 59.4 62.0
votes for office 23.0 22.5 24.5 24.5 13.9 12.0 14.0 14.0
Genesee
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 22.9% 16.5 18.6 17.9 21.0 22.3 24.8 24.2 23.5
Shri Thanedar D A 23.6% 46.0 49.9 47.2 43.4 15.7 13.6 13.3 11.5
Gretchen Whitmer D w 53.4% 37.5 31.6 34.5 35.7 62.0 61.6 61.9 65.1
votes for office 26.9 23.4 25.9 25.9 15.5 13.3 14.8 14.8
Saginaw
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 22.2% 18.9 17.5 21.0 21.9 23.6 21.0
Shri Thanedar D A 24.7% 51.5 51.1 44.7 16.8 14.7 14.5
Gretchen Whitmer D w 53.1% 29.6 313 34.4 61.4 61.8 64.5
votes for office 19.7 20.7 20.7 12.4 13.2 13.2
Oakland
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 32.5% 23.2 24.1 23.2 25.3 29.8 34.2 36.0 34.9
Shri Thanedar D A 13.4% 32.7 38.5 37.5 34.7 8.4 4.3 4.3 3.0
Gretchen Whitmer D w 54.1% 441 37.5 39.0 40.0 61.8 61.4 61.0 62.1
votes for office 314 33.3 35.0 35.0 20.8 16.1 18.2 18.2
Wayne
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 32.0% 21.2 20.8 21.0 22.2 43.4 41.3 41.3 41.6
Shri Thanedar D A 24.3% 42.8 45.6 43.8 42.5 7.5 4.8 5.4 3.9
Gretchen Whitmer D w 43.7% 36.1 33.7 34.8 35.3 49.2 53.9 54.0 545
votes for office 224 21.1 23.5 23.5 19.3 16.0 17.4 17.4




APPENDIX B



Congressional District General Elections

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
Congressional District 5
2018 General
Daniel Kildee D w 59.5% 96.2 104.4 99.1 95.0 48.4 46.5 47.5 50.5
Travis Wines R w 35.9% 1.3 -7.8 0.2 1.7 47.0 48.3 46.9 44.9
others 2.5 33 3.2 33 4.6 5.2 4.9 4.7
votes for office 53.8 42.7 43.8 43.8 59.2 56.5 58.3 58.3
2020 General
Daniel Kildee D w 54.5% 95.4 105.2 99.0 95.0 41.6 39.6 41.0 44.2
Tim Kelly R w 41.8% 2.1 -8.4 0.6 1.6 54.8 56.3 54.4 52.3
others 2.6 3.2 3.0 3.4 3.6 4.1 3.9 3.5
votes for office 67.1 54.5 54.5 54.5 76.6 73.8 76.0 76.0
Congressional District 9
2018 General
Andy Levin D w 59.7% 95.2 98.2 715 50.2 48.9 55.7
Candius Stearns R w 36.8% -3.5 0.3 62.9 47.5 47.4 43.2
others 8.4 9.4 22.2 2.4 2.3 1.1
votes for office 17.9 17.5 17.5 66.2 66.4 66.4
2020 General
Andy Levin D w 57.7% 92.6 96.6 74.7 48.3 45.9 52.0
Charles Langworthy R w 38.4% -0.6 0.5 5.6 48.8 50.0 46.7
others 7.9 8.1 19.7 3.0 2.7 1.3
votes for office 37.9 27.6 27.6 80.2 82.7 82.7
Congressional District 12
2018 General
Debbie Dingell D w 68.1% 91.9 97.3 75.5 58.4 57.5 63.3
Jeff Jones R w 28.9% 3.1 1.8 9.8 38.6 38.9 35.6
others 5.0 4.4 14.7 3.0 3.0 1.1
votes for office 334 37.1 37.1 58.9 62.4 62.4




Congressional District General Elections

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

2020 General

Debbie Dingell D w 66.4% 91.2 95.9 75.3 56.4 55.3 58.7
Jeff Jones R w 30.7% 4.2 2.7 11.4 40.6 41.6 40.0
others 4.3 4.2 13.2 3.0 3.2 1.3
votes for office 50.3 58.2 58.2 73.8 75.0 75.0

Congressional District 13

2018 General

Rashida Tlaib D ME 84.2% 93.4 95.5 94.9 95.2 64.2 64.5 65.6
others 6.6 4.5 54 4.8 35.7 35.7 34.4
votes for office 32.5 32.3 34.7 34.7 39.1 41.3 41.3
2020 General

Rashida Tlaib D ME 78.1% 94.6 97.8 96.5 96.1 46.5 47.0 46.9
David Dudenhoefer R w 18.7% 2.7 -04 1.1 1.2 49.2 48.7 49.0
others 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.7 4.4 4.2 4.1
votes for office 587.0 57.5 60.0 60.0 59.0 61.1 61.1

Congressional District 14

2018 General

Brenda Lawrence D AA 80.9% 96.3 99.3 98.1 96.7 40.8 51.3 52.3 61.1
Marc Herschfus R w 17.3% 1.7 -1.4 0.5 1.6 58.1 46.9 40.9 36.9
others 2.0 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.1 1.8 2.2 2.1
votes for office 36.1 33.8 40.0 40.0 74.3 72.6 74.5 74.5
2020 General

Brenda Lawrence D AA 79.3% 95.0 97.9 96.6 96.5 41.6 49.3 50.3 55.6
Robert Vance Patrick R w 18.3% 2.6 -0.3 0.9 1.3 56.4 48.2 47.5 41.7
others 2.4 2.5 2.2 2.2 2.0 2.5 2.4 2.6
votes for office 59.9 57.4 61.7 61.7 90.7 85.0 86.3 86.3




2018 General: State Senate Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 1 (Wayne)

Stephanie Chang D A 72.0% 91.3 97.8 94.1 93.2 47.2 49.0 48.8 53.3
Pauline Montie R w 24.2% 2.1 -4.2 0.8 1.1 51.0 49.4 48.6 44.6
others 3.8% 6.1 6.4 6.3 5.6 1.8 1.6 1.6 2.1
votes for office 33.3 27.8 31.0 31.0 66.6 54.7 57.3 57.3
District 2 (Wayne)

Adam Hollier D AA 75.7% 96.4 99.5 98.0 97.9 37.7 47.7 46.5 52.8
Lisa Papas R w 24.3% 3.6 0.5 2.0 2.1 62.3 52.2 53.4 47.2
votes for office 31.3 28.0 30.9 30.9 74.1 69.6 73.3 73.3
District 3 (Wayne)

Sylvia Santana D AA 81.8% 94.2 95.6 95.4 95.6 78.8 67.9 64.4 66.3
Kathy Stecker R w 15.3% 2.5 1.1 1.5 1.3 18.9 29.3 32.6 31.0
others 2.9% 3.9 33 33 3.1 2.3 2.8 2.7 2.7
votes for office 30.7 29.2 30.0 30.0 38.7 42.8 45.4 45.4
District 4 (Wayne)

Marshall Bullock D w 78.3% 97.0 100.2 98.7 45.3 46.1 51.1
Angela Savino R w 21.7% 3.0 -0.1 1.3 54.7 53.9 48.9
votes for office 324 30.6 32.2 32.2 50.2 51.2 51.2
District 5 (Wayne)

Betty Jean Alexander D AA 77.4% 93.4 95.5 95.4 95.3 49.9 48.9 50.7
DeShawn Wilkins R AA 18.2% 3.3 1.2 1.6 1.6 43.7 44.5 43.1
others 4.4% 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.1 6.4 6.5 6.2
votes for office 34.9 36.2 39.4 39.4 44.2 44.1 44.1
District 6 (Wayne)

Erika Geiss D AA 61.4% 107.3 99.4 92.8 42.6 43.8 47.8
Brenda Jones R AA 38.7% -7.2 0.5 7.2 57.4 56.4 52.3
votes for office 38.3 35.9 35.9 50.0 52.9 52.9




2018 General: State Senate Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 11 (Oakland)

Jeremy Moss D w 76.7% 99.0 99.2 96.3 80.9 60.2 56.9 60.2
Boris Tuman R W 20.9% 0.0 0.4 2.0 17.5 36.0 39.2 36.6
others 12.4% 1.0 1.0 1.7 1.6 3.7 3.8 3.2
votes for office 60.6 63.4 63.4 83.7 59.9 60.1 60.1
District 12 (Oakland)

Rosemary Bayer D w 49.4% 122.0 99.6 87.9 33.2 33.3 42.1
Michael D. McCready R W 48.6% -23.8 0.6 4.6 64.9 64.2 56.7
others 2.0% 1.7 2.0 7.4 2.0 2.0 1.2
votes for office 14.5 25.6 25.6 75.1 74.4 74.4
District 27 (Genesee)

Jim Ananich D w 71.2% 97.6 103.0 99.3 97.7 53.9 53.3 54.2 55.6
Donna Kekesis R W 28.8% 2.4 -3.0 0.7 2.3 46.1 46.7 45.8 44.4
votes for office 53.7 46.5 50.5 50.5 58.7 46.9 49.9 49.9

District 32 (Genesee and Saginaw)

Phil Phelps D W 44.5% 113.0 99.7 96.1 29.5 30.1 33.5
Ken Horn R w 55.5% -13.0 0.4 3.9 70.5 69.9 66.5
votes for office 37.9 37.6 37.6 61.4 62.3 62.3




2018 General: State House Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
District 1 (Wayne)
Tenisha Yancey D AA 72.9% 96.3 101.0 99.1 97.3 333 36.2 47.0
Mark Corcoran R w 25.0% 2.2 -2.5 0.5 1.7 63.8 59.7 49.5
others 2.1% 1.5 1.5 1.6 0.9 2.9 3.9 35
votes for office 30.5 28.8 30.1 30.1 81.0 80.4 80.4
District 2 (Wayne)
Joe Tate D AA 73.5% 97.4 101.5 98.8 98.8 41.6 46.8 47.2 53.0
John Palffy R w 26.5% 2.6 -1.4 1.1 1.2 58.5 53.1 53.1 47.0
votes for office 33.9 26.9 28.3 28.3 74.0 77.0 78.2 78.2
District 3 (Wayne)
Wendell L. Byrd D AA 96.7% 97.4 97.8 98.8 89.6 87.3 80.4
Dolores Brodersen R 3.3% 2.6 2.2 1.2 10.5 12.3 19.6
votes for office 28.5 32.0 32.0 76.7 67.4 67.4
District 4 (Wayne)
Isaac Robinson D w 94.6% 97.6 97.3 97.7 97.2 89.5 86.3 85.5
Howard Weathington R AA 5.4% 2.4 2.7 2.2 2.8 10.4 13.6 14.5
votes for office 27.0 30.1 30.3 30.3 24.5 24.1 24.1
State House District 5
Cynthia A. Johnson D AA 92.5% 97.0 97.8 98.2 97.7 72.4 62.2 na
Dorothy Patterson R 5.5% 3.0 2.2 2.0 24 27.8 37.8 na
votes for office 29.8 30.2 31.3 31.3 na na
District 6 (Wayne)
Tyrone Carter D AA 91.1% 95.6 98.4 98.2 96.3 66.3 65.0 66.0
Linda Sawyer R w 8.9% 4.4 1.7 1.9 3.7 33.5 35.0 34.0
votes for office 34.9 35.3 38.2 38.2 18.2 25.3 25.3




2018 General: State House Districts

Estimates for

Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party | Race | Vote HP | ER | El2x2 | EIRxC HP | ER El 2x2 El RxC
District 7 (Wayne) insufficient white voters to produce estimates of voting patterns by race
LaTanya Garrett D AA 97.6%
Marcelis Turner R AA 2.4%
others
votes for office
District 8 (Wayne) insufficient white voters to produce estimates of voting patterns by race
Sherry Gay Dagnogo D AA 96.4%
Valerie R. Parker R AA 3.7%
others
votes for office
District 9 (Wayne)
Karen Whitsett D AA 95.1% 97.5 97.7 98.5 85.2 84.1 78.8
James Stephens R 4.9% 25 2.3 1.5 14.8 16.0 21.2
votes for office 30.8 31.4 31.4 18.1 17.6 17.6
District 10 (Wayne)
Leslie Love D AA 84.0% 99.1 98.7 96.7 48.3 48.8 59.3
William Brang R w 14.2% -0.3 0.6 2.2 47.8 46.1 37.5
others 1.8% 1.2 1.2 1.2 3.9 3.6 3.3
votes for office 334 34.8 34.8 65.1 69.4 69.4
District 11 (Wayne)
Jewell Jones D AA 66.9% 106.0 99.2 96.2 50.4 51.0 51.9
James Townsend R w 33.1% -6.0 0.8 3.8 49.8 49.1 48.1
votes for office 37.9 38.9 38.9 44.9 45.2 45.2
District 12 (Wayne)
Alex Garza D H 66.6% 104.7 98.8 90.6 43.9 46.3 49.0
Michelle Bailey R w 33.4% -4.7 1.1 9.4 56.1 54.1 51.0
votes for office 47.8 48.0 48.0 41.8 42.8 42.8




2018 General: State House Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 16 (Wayne)

Kevin Coleman D w 67.3% 111.8 99.1 81.5 50.2 51.5 60.1
Jody Rice-White R w 32.8% -11.9 1.1 18.5 49.8 48.9 39.9
votes for office 18.3 48.0 18.7 56.1 57.0 57.0
District 27 (Oakland)

Robert Wittenberg D w 78.5% 96.3 97.6 93.0 75.4 71.2 70.3 73.8
Janet Flessland R w 18.5% 1.7 1.0 3.0 22.5 35.6 26.2 24.3
others 3.0% 2.1 2.1 4.0 2.0 3.2 3.4 1.9
votes for office 53.6 58.1 58.1 78.1 67.4 65.8 65.8
District 29 (Oakland)

Brenda Carter D AA 74.1% 114.5 99.2 94.5 36.7 41.8 54.6
Timothy D. Carrier R W 25.9% -14.5 1.1 5.5 63.1 58.3 45.4
votes for office 32.8 46.3 46.3 54.5 52.1 52.1
District 34 (Genesee)

Sheldon A. Neeley D AA 90.0% 101.5 99.5 98.7 58.9 64.0 46.7
Henry Swift R 10.0% -1.4 0.5 9.3 41.1 0.5 53.4
votes for office 52.6 54.7 54.7 18.8 22.1 22.1
District 35 (Oakland)

Kyra Harris Bolden D AA 85.5% 102.7 99.6 98.2 53.5 57.2 63.1
Theodore Alfonsetti Il R w 14.6% -2.7 0.3 1.8 46.5 42.9 36.9
votes for office 56.1 55.6 55.6 74.5 77.2 77.2
District 37 (Oakland)

Christine Greig D W 67.2% 111.4 98.2 69.5 59.6 61.5 68.2
Mitch Swoboda R w 32.8% -11.2 2.2 30.5 40.6 38.7 31.8
votes for office 34.8 35.6 35.6 85.0 82.3 82.3




2018 General: State House Districts Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race | Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 49 (Genesee)

John D. Cherry D w 72.4% 104.9 99.2 94.1 55.6 57.2 61.4
Patrick Duvendeck R w 27.6% -5.0 0.8 6.0 44 .4 42.7 38.7
votes for office 40.0 42.3 42.3 53.0 57.8 57.8
District 95 (Saginaw)

Vanessa Guerra D H 73.1% 109.8 99.0 96.0 43.3 47.3 50.5
Dorothy Tanner R w 26.9% -9.9 0.8 4.0 56.7 52.8 49.5
votes for office 44.9 46.1 46.1 50.1 49.4 49.4




2020 General: State House Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC
District 1 (Wayne)
Tenisha R. Yancey D AA 75.8% 94.9 99.4 97.3 98.3 38.0 42.2 46.9
Latricia Ann Lanier R AA 22.2% 3.7 -0.7 1.5 0.9 59.0 55.7 49.5
others 2.0% 14 1.3 1.0 0.8 3.0 3.1 3.6
votes for office 53.8 52.3 53.0 53.0 94.2 92.4 92.4
District 2 (Wayne)
Joe Tate D AA 74.1% 93.5 96.8 95.0 95.9 46.0 50.7 50.9 54.6
Mayra Rodriguez R H 23.8% 3.2 -0.2 1.3 1.0 53.1 48.7 47.9 44.4
others 2.1% 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.0 1.0 0.7 0.7 1.1
votes for office 55.8 51.5 51.9 51.9 89.8 92.0 92.9 92.9
District 3 (Wayne)
Shri Thanedar D A 93.3% 95.0 95.0 97.7 73.1 72.9 55.4
Anita Vinson R AA 4.0% 33 33 1.4 12.3 12.6 25.1
others 2.7% 1.6 1.8 0.9 14.5 12.9 19.5
votes for office 50.8 55.8 55.8 117.2 97.7 97.7
District 4 (Wayne)
Abraham Aiyash D ME 89.8% 95.9 96.7 95.5 92.9 90.3 86.6
Howard Weatherington R AA 5.7% 1.1 13 1.8 5.7 7.6 8.7
others 4.5% 3.0 3.0 2.8 1.3 1.4 4.7
votes for office 89.7 90.1 90.1 57.7 68.1 68.1
District 5 (Wayne)
Cynthia A. Johnson D AA 93.0% 97.3 98.0 98.0 98.3 73.2 69.1 na
Harold M. Day R 2.3% 2.7 2.1 2.0 1.7 27.1 32.7 na
votes for office 54.3 55.7 56.9 56.9 na na
District 6 (Wayne)
Tyrone Carter D AA 100%
votes for office




2020 General: State House Districts

Estimates for

Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party [ Race | Vote HP | ER [ El2x2 | EIRxC HP | ER El 2x2 El RxC
District 7 (Wayne) insufficient white voters to produce estimates of voting patterns by race
Helena Scott D AA 93.0%
Ronald Cole R 2.3%
others 4.7%
votes for office
District 8 (Wayne) insufficient white voters to produce estimates of voting patterns by race
Stephanie A. Young D AA 96.7%
Miroslawa Teresa Gorak R w 3.3%
votes for office
District 9 (Wayne)
Karen Whitsett D AA 94.2% 96.5 96.5 97.2 83.7 83.4 75.4
James Stephens R 5.8% 3.5 3.4 2.8 16.3 16.1 24.5
votes for office 56.3 57.3 57.3 29.7 27.1 27.1
District 10 (Wayne)
Mary Cavanagh D H 84.8% 99.1 98.9 98.3 51.1 50.8 53.7
Cathy L. Alcorn R 15.3% 0.9 11 1.7 48.9 49.4 46.3
votes for office 62.9 65.3 65.3 69.1 68.3 68.3
District 11 (Wayne)
Jewell Jones D AA 65.2% 104.7 99.0 96.9 48.8 48.5 50.7
James C. Townsend R w 34.8% -4.6 1.0 3.1 51.2 51.5 49.3
votes for office 53.0 53.5 53.5 62.1 63.2 63.2
District 12 (Wayne)
Alex Garza D H 62.4% 103.0 99.4 91.8 38.2 38.8 41.4
Michelle Bailey R W 37.7% -3.0 0.6 8.2 61.8 60.9 58.6
votes for office 64.7 66.4 66.4 57.9 57.9 57.9




2020 General: State House Districts

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 16 (Wayne)

Kevin Coleman D w 62.5% 111.3 99.0 84.8 44.4 45.6 54.2
Emily Bauman R w 37.5% -11.4 1.0 15.2 55.7 54.4 45.8
votes for office 29.9 33.5 33.5 75.1 76.0 76.0
District 27 (Oakland)

Regina Weiss D w 74.4% 95.4 97.3 93.3 68.7 64.2 63.4 66.4
Elizabeth Goss R w 22.4% 2.6 1.5 3.9 28.8 32.0 325 30.6
others 3.2% 1.7 1.6 2.8 2.5 3.9 4.1 33.0
votes for office 73.8 76.6 76.6 88.1 77.7 77.4 77.4
District 29 (Oakland)

Brenda Carter D AA 72.9% 111.1 99.1 94.7 37.1 38.8 51.3
S. Dave Sullivan R w 27.1% -11.0 0.8 53.3 62.7 61.5 48.7
votes for office 47.6 61.1 61.1 67.5 61.5 61.5
District 34 (Oakland)

Cynthia R. Neeley D AA 86.7% 100.5 99.2 98.3 51.6 56.1 45.9
James Miraglia R W 13.3% -4.8 0.7 1.7 48.4 43.8 54.1
votes for office 65.6 67.6 67.6 32.5 36.8 36.8
District 35 (Oakland)

Kyra Harris Bolden D AA 82.9% 99.8 99.4 97.2 51.5 51.2 58.5
Daniela Davis R AA 15.9% -0.4 0.3 2.3 46.4 46.2 39.3
others 1.0% 0.6 0.5 0.5 2.1 2.4 2.2
votes for office 70.1 68.4 68.4 93.4 94.5 94.5
District 37 (Oakland)

Samantha Steckloff D w 63.9% 106.1 96.4 57.5 56.8 56.9 66.4
Mitch Swoboda R w 34.1% -8.7 0.8 34.2 41.7 40.8 32.2
others 2.0% 2.5 6.3 8.3 1.7 1.3 1.4
votes for office 55.5 54.9 54.9 106.2 94.0 94.0




2020 General: State House Districts Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Party| Race| Vote HP ER El 2x2 El RxC HP ER El 2x2 El RxC

District 49 (Genesee)

John D. Cherry D w 68.9% 104.3 98.8 94.8 50.2 51.9 56.6
Bryan Lutz R w 31.1% -4.3 1.0 5.2 49.8 48.3 43.6
votes for office 52.5 60.7 60.7 68.0 69.1 69.1
District 95 (Saginaw)

Amos O'Neal D AA 70.1% 111.7 99.2 96.6 34.7 41.1 42.7
Charlotte DeMaet R w 29.9% -11.5 0.9 3.4 65.2 58.9 57.3
votes for office 59.0 60.6 60.6 62.9 61.5 61.5




Recent Democratic Primaries: Congress

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Race| Vote HP ER El HP ER El
2018
Congressional District 13
lan Conyers B 6.6 8.3 9.1 9.3 1.3 1.1
Shanelle Jackson B 5.4 7.7 7.1 7.5 1.6 1.2
Brenda Jones B 30.2 42.5 43.7 435 2.9 53
Rashinda Tlaib ME 31.2 223 21.3 22.4 48.1 45.3
Bill wild w 14.1 1.6 -1.4 0.7 46.2 43.9
Coleman Young Il B 12.5 17.7 20.1 18.9 -0.3 1.1
turnout of VAP 23.0 22.2 24.3 12.2 14.1
2020

Congressional District 12
Debbie Dingell w 80.9 81.4 81.2 87.9 87.7
Solomon Rajput A 19.1 18.9 19.0 12.1 12.2
turnout of VAP 18.8 24.2 13.6 13.1
Congressional District 13
Brenda Jones B 33.7 37.8 37.7 37.3 27.0 27.9
Rashida Tlaib ME 66.3 62.2 62.3 62.7 72.9 72.1
turnout of VAP 28.0 26.7 29.5 14.1 15.8
Congressional District 14
Brenda Lawrence B 93.2 92.7 92.7 92.8 92.1 91.6 92.0
Terrance Morrison 6.8 7.3 7.3 7.5 7.9 8.4 8.7
turnout of VAP 25.9 23.7 28.0 22.4 13.3 18.5




Recent Democratic Primaries:
2018 State Senate Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Race| Vote HP ER El HP ER El

State Senate District 1
Stephanie Chang A 49.8 24.6 23.5 27.1 71.6 79.2 76.7
James Cole B 5.2 6.2 7.8 6.2 4.3 3.6 3.9
Nicholas Rivera H 2.9 13 0.9 0.8 4.3 5.9 5.2
Stephanie Roehm 4.4 2.1 1.0 1.5 8.6 9.9 8.7
Bettie Cook Scott B 11.2 18.2 17.9 15.7 6.6 17.0 6.1
Alberta Tinsley Talabi B 26.4 47.7 48.9 47.1 4.7 -2.7 2.9
turnout of VAP 20.0 20.9 23.3 17.4 13.3 13.9
State Senate District 3
Anita Belle B 14.3 23.7 25.5 25.4 49 1.9 1.9
Terry Burrell w 5.5 8.5 8.6 8.4 3.9 2.1 2.2
Sylvia Santana B 41.5 56.6 60.2 60.3 20.2 19.9 18.7
Gary Woronchak w 38.7 11.2 5.7 8.0 71.0 76.2 76.0]
turnout of VAP 18.7 16.8 17.9 17.2 17.3 17.8
State Senate District 4
Marshall Bullock w 44.3 46.8 44.5 47.2 39.2 38.6
Fred Durhal B 38.3 39.4 42.6 40.6 30.8 31.3
Carron Pinkins B 17.5 13.8 12.8 12.6 30.0 29.1
turnout of VAP 21.5 21.8 26.3 8.7 10.5
State Senate District 5
Betty Jean Alexander B 54.5 66.9 69.1 68.1 27.2 27.5
David Knezek W 45.5 33.1 30.9 31.9 72.8 72.6
turnout of VAP 22.2 21.6 23.1 10.7 11.4
State Senate District 6
Erika Geiss B 65.4 86.1 89.5 55.6 55.9
Robert Kosowski w 34.6 13.9 10.3 44.4 44.04
turnout of VAP 19.5 18.0 12.4 14.3
State Senate District 11
Crystal Bailey B 21.2 36.6 27.0 24.9 7.9 16.7 17.3
Jeremy Moss W 51.8 354 49.0 53.1 78.1 51.9 51.0
Vanessa Moss B 18.5 20.2 17.5 16.2 10.2 20.4 20.3
James Turner B 8.6 7.8 6.5 5.8 3.7 11.0 10.9
turnout of VAP 29.0 30.8 334 43.3 20.5 20.6




Recent Democratic primaries:

State House

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Race| Vote HP ER El HP ER El
2018

State House District 1
Shaun Maloy B 20.2 15.1 14.9 13.9 313 32.2
Tenisha Yancey B 79.8 84.9 85.1 86.1 68.8 67.7
turnout of VAP 14.0 14.8 14.9 17.5 20.4
State House District 5
Cynthia Johnson B 37.0 39.6 42.0 40.5 12.0 12.9
Mark Anthony Murphy B 5.5 5.6 5.6 5.4 45 0.1
Mark Payne B 12.5 11.3 11.8 119 25.4 0.0}
Rita Ross B 36.9 35.9 34.2 35.7 48.1 72.2
Jermaine Tobey B 2.6 14 0.8 1.3 14 0.6
Cliff Woodwards B 5.6 6.3 5.7 6.8 -8.6 0.0f
turnout of VAP 18.3 18.4 19.5 -23.6 0.6
State House District 9
Gary Pollard B 34.6 32.7 35.4 33.0 32.4
Donald Stuckey B 8.9 7.4 6.7 20.8 20.6
Karen Whitsett B 56.4 60.0 58.2 45.7 45.7
turnout of VAP 17.7 18.7 3.7 6.1
State House District 10
Rhonda Barley B 14.2 13.3 13.2 19.1 17.3
James Brenner \W 10.4 4.9 5.2 28.3 25.6
Tyson Kelley B 4.3 4.7 4.5 3.8 3.6
Leslie Love B 71.2 77.0 78.0 48.8 51.5
turnout of VAP 22.3 24.3 9.2 9.3
State House District 11
Jewell Jones B 62.2 101.2 97.5 42.2 42.5
Randy Walker w 37.8 -1.1 2.5 57.6 57.5
turnout of VAP 18.1 17.8 11.7 12.3
State House District 12
Tomeka Boles B 11.2 29.3 28.9 0.0 1.3
Alex Garza H 46.6 0.0 2.7 76.3 74.9
Lauretha Shelton B 6.0} 11.9 12.6 2.4 1.9
Alexandria Taylor B 36.3 59.9 61.9 21.7 21.2
turnout of VAP 22.1 21.3 7.9 9.3




Recent Democratic primaries:

State House

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

Race| Vote HP ER El HP ER El
State House District 16
Kevin Coleman w 39.4 29.7 29.2 43.6 43.9
Jbill ohnson w 25.1 14.5 14.8 27.9 28.3
Jacob Johnson w 3.8 7.5 7.6 2.3 2.5
Mike McDermott w 31.7 48.0 47.6 25.8 26.1
turnout of VAP 5.4 7.1 17.8 18.7
State House District 27
Michelangelo Fortuna w 16.4 29.0 27.3 7.1 11.8 11.4
Robert Wittenberg w 83.6 71.0 72.6 92.9 88.2 88.6
turnout of VAP 22.0 26.1 39.1 29.9 30.3
State House District 29
Kone Bowman B 15.5 24.7 19.0 3.9 24
Brenda Carter B 30.7 6.8 9.8 59.5 58.4
Mike Demand B 3.2 -2.8 0.3 10.1 8.0}
Chris Jackson B 16.3 8.3 9.6 26.7 27.7
Keyon Payton B 9.7 124 12.6 11.3 5.7
Kermit Williams B 24.7 50.5 49.8 -5.6 1.00
turnout of VAP 24.6 25.8 8.4 11.7
State House District 35
Krya Harris Bolden B 45.4 59.6 59.6 14.0 14.0
Lisa Cece 2.5 2.2 2.0 3.4 35
Vincent Gregory B 22.5 28.1 25.3 10.2 15.6
Alex Meyers w 2.6 2.4 2.4 34 2.8
Michael Poole B 3.7 4.8 4.7 1.5 1.7
Katie Reiter w 235 2.9 6.1 67.4 62.7
turnout of VAP 33.1 34.7 21.8 22.2
State House District 34
Steven Greene W 7.2 0.5 13 304 26.7
Sheldon Neeley B 88.0] 96.6 96.6 56.1 60.4
Syrron Williams B 4.8 2.9 2.9 13.5 11.2
turnout of VAP 25.3 27.9 0.8 2.9




Recent Democratic primaries:

State House

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

| Race| Vote HP ER El HP ER El
State House District 49 (Genesee)
John Cherry w 46.8 34.0 37.0 53.0 53.3
LaShaya Darisaw B 8.7 14.4 15.8 5.7 4.4
Justin Dickerson 1.8 0.9 0.4 2.5 2.8
Jacky King B 9.0} 30.9 23.1 -24 0.5
Dayne Walling w 31.0] 18.9 20.1 37.7 36.3
Don Wright w 2.7 0.9 0.4 3.5 4.1
turnout of VAP 22.0 24.8 14.6 17.5

2020

State House District 2 (Wayne)
Taylor Harrell B 31.04 38.4 38.6 39.1 21.0 20.3 19.8
Joe Tate B 69.0] 61.6 61.4 60.9 79.0 79.6 80.1
turnout of VAP 24.5 23.0 25.1 23.8 27.8 28.3
State House District 5 (Wayne)
Cynthia Johnson B 65.0 67.1 66.2 66.5 36.7 38.0}
Rita Ross B 28.4 27.3 28.2 27.8 40.4 28.6
Jermaine Tobey B 6.6 5.7 5.8 5.6 23.3 18.8
turnout of VAP 23.1 23.2 24.7 -26.8 1.3
State House District 6 (Wayne)
Tyrone Carter B 62.5 59.9 68.7 75.6 38.4 26.8
Ivy Nichole O'Neal B 20.1 23.4 20.2 18.6 27.1 24.3
David Palmer w 17.4 16.7 11.2 9.2 34.9 30.9
turnout of VAP 23.4 30.7 33.3 3.0 14.5
State House District 9 (Wayne)
Marc Cummings B 18.2 18.7 18.5 15.7 13.5
Nicole Elcock B 6.4 5.6 5.4 12.5 13.3
Roslyn Ogburn B 30.7 28.8 29.6 38.2 37.7
Karen Whitsett B 44.7 46.9 46.3 33.7 34.8
turnout of VAP 22.9 23.7 2.3 3.6
State House District 12 (Wayne)
Alex Garza H 76.5 62.0 62.5 84.8 85.7
Derrick Gyorkos w 6.4 5.8 5.0 7.2 6.2
Ed Martell H 17.1 32.3 33.1 8.2 7.1
turnout of VAP 29.4 29.8 9.2 10.5




Recent Democratic primaries:

State House

Estimates for Black Voters

Estimates for White Voters

| Race| Vote HP ER El HP ER El
State House District 35 (Oakland)
Kyra Harris Bolden B 90.2 92.2 92.9 84.4 84.5
Shadia Martini ME 9.8 7.8 7.3 15.5 15.6
turnout of VAP 394 42.3 26.0 25.3
State House District 37 (Oakland)
Michael Bridges B 30.6 102.4 99.0 22.9 19.7
Randy Bruce w 20.7 3.1 3.5 22.6 22.8
Samantha Steckloff w 48.8 -5.4 0.1 54.3 57.4
turnout of VAP 34.2 33.6 36.9 40.2
State House District 34 (Genesee)
DelTonya Burns B 4.8 5.2 5.4 1.7 1.1
Cynthia Neeley B 67.4 66.5 67.3 66.1 70.2
Claudia Perkins-Milton B 11.1 15.2 13.7 4.8 3.6
Diana Phillips w 4.2 0.6 0.8 15.8 14.7
Arthur Woodson B 12.6 12.4 12.5 11.6 12.2
turnout of VAP 29.5 32.1 3.3 6.1
State House District 95 (Saginaw)
Brandell Cortez Adams B 4.7 3.0 2.6 6.3 7.1
Clint Bryant B 25.2 21.7 20.2 25.0 29.7
James Graham w 8.7 -3.0 0.8 19.3 18.2
Carly Rose Hammond \W 15.4 -3.3 0.1 36.2 32.3
Amos O'Neal B 46.0} 82.2 81.9 13.0 13.1
turnout of VAP 28.3 29.8 134 14.4
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Detroit area

Estimates for Hispanics

Party| Race ER El 2x2
2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 75.4 76.0
Donald Trump R w 24.3 23.9
others 0.3 0.2
votes for office 13.9 14.8
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 73.6 74.8
John James R w 22.6 21.9
others 3.8 3.2
votes for office 13.5 14.6
2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 83.1 80.0
Bill Schuette R w 15.3 14.8
others 1.5 1.8
votes for office 3.5 5.1
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 84.0 82.6
Mary Treder Lang R w 14.4 13.5
others 1.7 14.0
votes for office 3.3 4.4
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 80.1 78.9
Tom Leonard R w 16.4 15.2
others 3.4 3.7
votes for office 3.4 4.8




Detroit area

Estimates for Hispanics

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 82.5 82.2
John James R w 16.4 17.1
others 13 0.0
votes for office 3.3 4.5
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 55.5 58.5
Shri Thanedar D A 13.6 12.7
Gretchen Whitmer D w 30.8 28.7
votes for office -2.0 1.0




Grand Rapids area

Estimates for Hispanics

Party| Race ER El 2x2
2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 98.6 94.8
Donald Trump R W 0.5 0.1
others 1.0 1.3
votes for office 0.0 8.6
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 96.1 93.3
John James R w -1.6 3.2
others 5.3 9.2
votes for office 0.0 7.3
2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 99.5 95.0
Bill Schuette R w -4.5 1.6
others 5.6 6.1
votes for office -9.0 1.1
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 102.1 97.0
Mary Treder Lang R w -5.3 1.1
others 33 6.9
votes for office -9.0 0.3
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 97.2 93.1
Tom Leonard R w -6.4 1.2
others 9.3 9.8
votes for office -9.0 0.8




Grand Rapids area

Estimates for Hispanics

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 97.2 93.2
John James R w -3.4 2.0
others 6.2 10.4
votes for office -9.0 1.1
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 51.1 51.3
Shri Thanedar D A 39.8 42.4
Gretchen Whitmer D w 8.9 11.9
votes for office -2.3 0.1




Estimates for Arab Americans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 98.3 98.9
Donald Trump R w 13 0.8
others 0.6 1.0
votes for office 24.1 26.7
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 100.7 99.0
John James R w -2.9 0.8
others 2.1 2.1
votes for office 22.2 24.9
2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 103.9 99.3
Bill Schuette R w -6.2 1.1
others 2.5 2.1
votes for office 8.6 10.3
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 104.7 99.3
Mary Treder Lang R w -6.3 0.9
others 1.7 1.7
votes for office 8.5 9.8
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 106.8 99.5
Tom Leonard R w -8.0 0.6
others 1.3 1.3
votes for office 8.6 10.1




Estimates for Arab Americans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 107.2 99.1
John James R w -9.0 1.1
others 1.9 1.9
votes for office 8.4 10.0
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 116.4 92.8
Shri Thanedar D A -0.3 0.2
Gretchen Whitmer D w -16.0 0.6
votes for office 15.0 15.1




Estimates for Chaldeans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 19.5 20.5
Donald Trump R w 81.9 80.3
others -0.8 2.0
votes for office 31.2 29.6
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 26.3 26.2
John James R w 74.0 72.8
others -0.6 0.2
votes for office 27.9 27.2
2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 52.9 48.9
Bill Schuette R w 47.9 47.4
others 0.2 8.0
votes for office -12.2 0.0
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 55.3 53.7
Mary Treder Lang R w 44,7 42.0
others 0.4 7.9
votes for office -10.8 0.3
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 52.5 48.0
Tom Leonard R w 47.4 47.4
others 0.4 0.1
votes for office -10.3 2.5




Estimates for Chaldeans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 55.2 55.6
John James R w 43.2 44.0
others 0.7 0.9
votes for office -11.4 0.4
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 50.1|na
Shri Thanedar D A 11.2|na
Gretchen Whitmer D w 38.7|na
votes for office -1.1 0.1




Estimates for Bangladeshi Americans

Party| Race ER El 2x2

2020 General
U.S. President
Joseph Biden D w 104.7 96.1
Donald Trump R w -4.4 3.2
others 0.1 0.1
votes for office 31.6 25.2
U.S. Senate
Gary Peters D W 104.4 96.2
John James R w -5.2 33
others 0.9 1.1
votes for office 31.6 24.6

2018 General
Governor
Gretchen Whitmer D w 105.7 99.1
Bill Schuette R w -7.4 1.1
others 1.1 1.1
votes for office 13.7 18.7
Secretary of State
Jocelyn Benson D w 105.7 98.9
Mary Treder Lang R w -7.1 1.3
others 2.5 2.4
votes for office 13.9 19.3
Attorney General
Dana Nessel D w 107.5 98.2
Tom Leonard R w -8.0 0.7
others 2.3 2.3
votes for office 13.8 19.2




Estimates for Bangladeshi Americans

Party| Race ER El 2x2
U.S. Senate
Debbie Stabenow D w 107.1 99.1
John James R w -7.7 0.9
others 1.7 0.7
votes for office 13.9 18.4
2018 Democratic Primary
Governor
Abdul El-Sayed D ME 98.8 97.3
Shri Thanedar D A 6.5 5.1
Gretchen Whitmer D w -5.2 4.5
votes for office 16.4 14.7
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METHODOLOGY

The Glengariff Group, Inc. conducted a Michigan statewide survey of voters. The 600 sample, live operator telephone survey was
conducted on February 11-14, 2022 and has a margin of error of +/-4.0% with a 95% level of confidence. 25.0% of respondents were
contacted via landline telephone. 75.0% of respondents were contacted via cell phone telephone. This survey is a follow up survey to
a benchmarking survey conducted March 27-31, 2021.  This survey was commissioned by the Michigan Independent Citizens’
Redistricting Commission.
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KEY FINDINGS

41.3% of Respondents Are Familiar With Michigan’s Redistricting Changes

*

Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission Post Survey

By a margin of 41.3%-58.0%, Michigan voters have heard something about the 2018 constitutional amendment Michigan
voters passed changing how redistricting is conducted.

This figure represents a nearly 12% point drop from the benchmarking survey conducted in March 2021 when 53.0% of voters
had heard about the changes.

Voters were asked how engaged they were in the political process:

20.2% Very Engaged

57.6% Somewhat Engaged
15.6% Not Really Engaged
5.7% Not Engaged At All

The shift in awareness of Michigan’s redistricting changes came among the large proportion of voters that said they were
‘somewhat engaged’ and ‘not really engaged’ in the political process. Among voters very engaged in the political process,
there was no statistical change in the percentage that knew something about Michigan’s change in the redistricting process.

The chart below compares awareness levels of the redistricting process from the benchmarking survey in March 2021 to the
post survey in February 2022 based on how engaged the voter said they were in the political process.

Engagement Level Aware 3/21  Aware 2/22  Change in Awareness
Very Engaged 62.6% 60.5% -2.1%
Somewhat Engaged 52.9% 44.1% -8.8%

Not Very Engaged 41.5% 27.9% -13.6%

Not At All Engaged 12.0% 31.6% +19.6%

[Note: Only 5.7% of respondents they were not at all engaged representing a cell size of only 35 respondents.]

Glengariff Group, Inc.
February 2022



35.2% Have Heard of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission

* 35.2% of Michigan voters have heard of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission. This figure represents
a 10.9% increase from the 2021 benchmarking survey. 81.8% of those voters that are familiar with the 2018 redistricting
amendment had heard of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission.

The percentage of respondents that have heard of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission is directly tied
to their engagement level in the political process. Among those very engaged in the political process awareness of the
Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistrict Commission increased from 33.7% to 51.6%. Among those ‘somewhat engaged’
awareness increased from 23.4% to 35.6%.

Engagement Level Awareness of MICRC

Pre Survey  Post Survey Change
Very Engaged 33.7% 51.6% +17.9%
Somewhat Engaged 23.4% 35.6% +12.2%
Not Very Engaged 16.9% 17.7% +0.8%
Not At All Engaged 0.0% 8.6% +8.6%

As the chart below indicates, awareness of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission was also tied to
educational attainment with 43.6% awareness among college educated voters, 31.8% awareness among those with some post
high school education, and 17.0% awareness with those with a high school education.

Education Attainment Awareness of the MICRC

Pre Survey Post Survey Change
High School 11.1% 17.0% +5.9%
Some Post Education 23.8% 31.8% +8.0%
College Education 33.2% 43.6% +10.4%

Strong Democratic and Independent voters saw a double digit increase in their awareness of the Michigan Independent
Citizens’ Redistricting Commission. But Strong Republican awareness increased by only 2.8% from benchmarking levels.

Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission Post Survey 4
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Party Affiliation Awareness of the MICRC
Pre Survey  Post Survey  Change

Strong Democratic 27.8% 44.8% +17.0%
Lean Democratic 44.8% 43.5% -0.7%
Independent 17.6% 31.9% +14.3%
Lean Republican 20.8% 32.8% +12.0%
Strong Republican 20.8% 23.6% +2.8%
* Respondents that had heard about the commission were asked what they had heard about the commission.

19.4% knew that they were redrawing legislative lines.

12.8% knew of the name or that the commission existed.

11.4% knew of the commission and the commission’s make up.

8.5% said that people were upset about it.

6.6% said it was to fight gerrymandering.

6.2% knew about the applications to be on the commission/ or that they themselves had applied.
5.7% said they thought the redrawn maps were unfair.

5.2% knew the new maps were being contested/ that there were lawsuits.
4.7% said the maps were still biased towards one political party.

3.8% said the maps had been passed and their job was done.

1.4% said that minority communities were not properly represented.

Majority Have No Opinion on Commission’s Overall Performance

* Respondents that had heard something about Michigan’s redistricting changes were asked if their views on the commission
were positive or negative.

50.8% said they had no opinion of the MICRC.
34.1% said they had a positive opinion of the MICRC.
12.0% said they had a negative opinion of the MICRC.

Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission Post Survey
Glengariff Group, Inc.
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The 34.1% of respondents that had a positive opinion were asked why their opinion was positive:

27.3% said the commission was fair and unbiased.

13.6% said they reduced gerrymandering.

13.6% said that citizens were handling redistricting, not politicians.
12.5% generally said they have done a good job.

9.1% said that people from both parties were working together.
8.0% said that people were given a voice.

8.0% said that change was good.

The 12.0% of respondents that had a negative opinion were asked why their opinion was negative:

25.6% said the commission had done a bad job and were incompetent.
22.5% said the maps were not fair.

9.7% said it favors one party over another.

9.7% said that we should not change things.

6.5% said the commission was a form of gerrymandering.

6.5% said it was a political ploy.

6.5% said they would be adversely affected.

6.5% said the commission was a scam.

Those Aware Approve of Commission 33.7%-18.2%.

*

Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission Post Survey

For the remainder of the survey, the 41.3% of voters that had heard something about Michigan’s redistricting changes were
asked questions specifically about the performance of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission.

For those respondents that were aware of Michigan’s redistricting changes, 33.7% approve of the performance of the Michigan
Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission while 18.2% disapprove of their performance. But 48.1% of those aware of
redistricting changes could not offer an opinion of the commission’s performance.

Glengariff Group, Inc.
February 2022



commission’s performance.

Not surprisingly, those respondents most engaged in the political process were most able to offer an opinion of the

79.2% of those not very engaged or not engaged at all could not offer an opinion on the Commission’s performance.

Engagement Level Approve Disapprove  Don’t Know
Very Engaged 38.2% 26.3% 35.5%
Somewhat Engaged 35.0% 15.9% 49.0%
Not Very Engaged 10.6% 10.6% 78.9%
Not Engaged At all 20.0% 0.0% 80.0%

These voters were asked how closely they paid attention to the work being done by the Michigan Independent Citizens’

Redistricting Commission. Overall, 25.5% of the state’s voters said they watched the process very closely or somewhat

closely.

8.1% Very Closely (Represents 3.5% of the state population.)
51.2% Some Attention (Represents 22.0% of the state population.)
20.5% Not Too Much Attention (Represents 8.8% of the state population.)
20.2% No Attention At All (Represents 8.7% of the state population.)

The chart below compares how much attention respondents paid based on how engaged they were in the political process.

Political Engagement Very/Some Not Too Much/ No Attention
Very Engaged 71.0% 28.9%
Somewhat Engaged 58.6% 41.4%
Not Very Engaged 26.3% 72.7%
Not Engaged At All 20.0% 80.0%
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Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission Receives Positive Scores On All Key Measures

* Voters that were aware of Michigan’s redistricting changes were asked to rate the commission’s performance on seven key
measurements that voters in the benchmarking survey indicated were important characteristics of the redistricting process. At
least a plurality gave the commission positive marks on all seven metrics. A majority of aware voters approved of the
Commission’s performance on five of the seven metrics.

Approval fell just short of 50% on the communities of interest metric —but still came in at a strong 48.4%-19.0% approval,
with 22.1% unsure. While still positive, the Commission’s lowest approval level came in on transparency at 45.7% approve to

29.0% disapprove.

Approve Disapprove  Neutral DK  Measurement

60.8% 17.1% 5.4% 16.7% Making sure that they designed the districts rather than politicians.

60.8% 19.4% 6.6% 13.2% Making sure that neither party gets an unfair advantage by
gerrymandering districts.

60.1% 18.2% 7.4% 14.3% Making sure that Michigan voters, not elected officials, have input in
designing Michigan’s new congressional and legislative districts.

57.0% 19.8% 7.0% 16.3% Making sure the maps were redesigned in public view so that all sides
could watch the deliberations.

55.4% 19.8% 9.3% 15.5% Making sure that citizens had input into the design of the new districts
through public meetings, the public comment portal, the mapping portal
that allowed everyone to make comments about the proposed maps.

48.4% 19.0% 10.5% 22.1% Making sure communities with common historical, cultural and
Economic interests are put in districts together instead of divided to
weaken their voices.

45.7% 29.0% 8.1% 17.1% Making sure they were transparent in how they made their decisions.
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* There was one statistically significant difference in how aware voters rated the Commission on the metric of communities of

interest.

Caucasian voters rated the Commission 52.8%-14.1% on communities of interest. African American voters rated the
Commission 30.7%-53.9% on communities of interest.

80.1% Of Aware Voters Followed On News Media

* Respondents that were aware of the redistricting changes in Michigan were read a list of several ways they could have become
engaged in the redistricting process and asked if they used that vehicle. (The percentage in parenthesis represents the total

state population.)

Aware Overall Pop  Engaged Using This Method
80.1% (27.5%) Reading or following news stories
28.2% (9.7%) By looking at the commission’s website
19.9% (6.8%) By viewing a virtual or in-person informational redistricting presentation
13.1% (4.5%) By watching a meeting online
8.3% (2.8%) By providing public comment before the commission or submitting written comment
2.9% (1.0%) By attending a public hearing held by the commission
* Participation beyond reading or following in new stories was nearly exclusively engaged in by those voters that are very

engaged in the political process.

Engagement Online Mtg  Public Hearing Website Comment Virtual Listening
Very Engaged 28.6% 7.9% 44.4% 17.5% 34.9% 3.2%
Somewhat Engaged 7.1% 0.8% 22.2% 4.0% 14.3% 6.3%
Not Very Engaged  0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 7.1% 0.0%
Not At All Engaged 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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* While Democrats and Republicans were nearly equal in Online Meeting viewing or using the website, Democratic voters were
significantly more likely to attend a public hearing or offer comment.

Party Affiliation Online Mtg  Public Hearing Website Comment Virtual Listening
Strong Democratic ~ 17.7% 6.3% 26.6% 13.9% 21.5% 6.3%
Independent 6.5% 0.0% 34.8% 2.2% 19.6% 2.2%
Strong Republican  14.7% 0.0% 26.5% 0.0% 14.7% 8.8%
Aware Voters Divided on Social Media Engagement
* Aware voters were read a list of different social media platforms and asked if they followed the redistricting process on that

platform.

51.5% of aware voters did not follow the redistricting process on any social media platform. 43.6% did engage on
a social media platform. 4.9% did not know.

51.5% Not engaged in any social media platforms listed
25.7% Facebook
17.5% Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission mapping portal
12.1% Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission public comment portal
11.2% Twitter
10.2% You Tube
8.3% Instagram
* Among those that are very engaged in the political process, 68.3% of these voters followed the redistricting process on social

media while 31.7% did not engage on social media.

Engagement Facebook Twitter Instagram YouTube Mapping Public Comment

Very Engaged 36.5% 17.5% 20.6% 19.0% 22.2% 20.6%
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* Age had a strong influence on whether the respondent engaged on social media.

Age Did Not Use Social Media
18-29 36.4%
30-39 45.2%
40-49 40.0%
50-64 61.3%
65+ 59.3%

34.9% of Aware Voters Recall Seeing or Hearing Advertisements

* Aware voters were asked if they had seen or heard any advertisements by the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting
Commission. 34.9% of aware voters had seen or heard an advertisement of some sort while 62.8% of aware voters had not
seen or heard advertisement. 2.3% of aware voters could not remember.

16.3% Television
13.2% Internet
10.9% Radio
4.7% Newspaper
1.6% Billboard
* Aware Republican voters were more likely than Democratic or Independent voters to have seen or heard an advertisement.
Party Affiliation Did NOT See or Hear
Strong Democratic 68.2%
Lean Democratic 60.0%
Independent 67.2%
Lean Republican 36.4%
Strong Republican 58.7%
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* Traditional Republican votes were the most likely to have seen or heard an advertisement.

Party Philosophy Did NOT See or Hear
Sanders Democratic 57.5%
Democratic 64.3%
Independent 70.8%
Republican 41.2%
Trump Republican 73.3%

Aware Voters Say Commission Succeeded By Better Than 2-1 Margin

* Aware 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%, aware voters believe Michigan citizens DID have a great role. 26.0% of aware voters could not
offer an opinion.

* Aware 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%, aware voters said the Michigan Independent Citizens’
Redistricting Commission succeeded in giving Michigan citizens a greater role. 28.3% of aware voters could not offer an
opinion.

60.9% of Aware Voters Have No Suggestions Moving Forward

* Aware voters were asked in an open-ended question what suggestions they have for improving the redistricting process.
60.9% of these voters could not offer a suggestion. The primary suggestion was to invest more in communications with
voters.

14.0% Keep the people better informed
13.2% Help the citizens be more involved
2.7% Be more transparent
2.3% Keep politicians out of it
2.3% Become more educated about what you are doing
2.3% Disband the commission
1.2% Put the redrawn districts on the ballot for voters to approve
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Final Call: 65.5% of All Voters Say Continue With Commission

* 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. 24.4% of voters were undecided or said both should be involved.

* By a margin of 78.7%-4.7% voters that were aware of the redistricting changes said Michigan should stay with the
redistricting commission.

A majority of all party affiliations say Michigan should continue with the redistricting commission to redraw the state’s maps.

Party Affiliation Commission Legislature Undecided/Both
Strong Democratic 75.2% 5.5% 19.4%
Lean Democratic 74.2% 1.6% 24.2%
Independent 61.6% 11.6% 26.8%
Lean Republican 67.2% 6.9% 25.9%
Strong Republican 59.4% 18.2% 22.4%
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Hello, my name is
approximately six minutes.

MICHIGAN INDEPENDENT CITIZENS’ REDISTRICTING COMMISSION
2022 POST SURVEY

. I’m not selling anything. I’'m doing a quick survey of voters’ attitudes in Michigan. It should take

A. Are you registered to vote at the address I am calling?
1. Yes.....CONTINUE 100.0%
2. No....TERMINATE

1. CODE CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT

PN R

—_ = = = = \O
PN —=Or

CD 1
CDh2
CD3
CDh 4
CD5
CD6
CD7
CD 8
CD9
CD 10
CDh 11
CD 12
CD 13
CD 14

7.0%
7.3%
7.2%
7.2%
7.2%
7.2%
7.2%
7.2%
7.2%
7.1%
7.2%
7.2%
7.1%
7.0%
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2. And could you tell me in what county you vote in?

1. UP/North 8.3%
2. West 12.4%
3. Southwest 8.9%
4. Mid-Michigan 9.9%
5. East Central 12.4%
6. Oakland 13.5%
7. Macomb 9.4%
8. Wayne 11.2%
0. City of Detroit 4.7%
10. Remainder of Detroit MSA 9.3%
3. CODE:
1. Outstate 51.9%
(UP/North, West, Southwest, Mid, East Central)
2. Metro Detroit 48.1%
(Oakland, Macomb, Wayne, Detroit, Detroit MSA)
4. In 2018, Michigan voters approved an amendment to the state’s constitution that changed how Michigan conducts redistricting

-- the process of drawing new congressional and state legislative districts every ten years. Would you say you have or have not

heard anything about this change?

1. Have heard.... MOVE TO Q5
2. Have not heard.... MOVE TO Q27

41.3%
58.0%

3. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER/ MOVE TO Q27 0.7%
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5. The new constitutional amendment approved by voters creates a Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission
comprised of citizens who have the authority to draw district boundaries for the Michigan Senate, Michigan House of
Representatives and Michigan congressional districts every 10 years. The Commission is made up of thirteen Michigan
citizens selected through a random application process. Four members affiliate with the Republican Party, four members
affiliate with the Democratic Party, and five members are Independent and do not affiliate with either party. Have you seen
or heard anything about this Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission or about redrawing Michigan’s district
boundaries? IF YES, ASK: AND WHAT HAVE YOU SEEN OR HEARD?

1. Yes..... 81.8%
ASK: AND WHAT HAVE YOU SEEN OR HEARD?

[RECORD AS STATED/ CODE]

2. No 17.8%

3. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 0.4%

AND WHAT HAVE YOU SEEN OR HEARD? Number Percent
The new map is contested/There are lawsuits 11 52%
They're redistricting/redrawing lines 41 19.4 %
About the commission themselves and the make up 24 11.4 %
The redrawn maps are unfair 12 5.7 %
People are upset about it 18 8.5 %
Things about the applications/ I applied 13 6.2 %
It's to fight gerrymandering 14 6.6 %
It's still biased toward one political party 10 4.7 %
Minority communities aren't properly represented 3 1.4 %
Advertising for their meetings 1 0.5%
It passed/ It's been done 8 3.8%
Just the name/ That it exists 27 12.8 %
Misc 0 0.0 %
Don't Know/ Refused 29 13.7%
Total 211 100.0 %
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6. How important would you say the work of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission is to you. Would
you say it is very important, somewhat important, not very important or not important at all?

1. Very important 45.7%
2. Somewhat important 32.2%
3. Not very important 10.1%
4. Not important at all 8.1%
5. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 3.9%
7. And would you say your views of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission is positive, negative, or

would you say you have no opinion of it?

1. Positive....MOVE TO Q8 34.1%
2. Negative....MOVE TO Q9 12.0%
3. No Opinion...MOVE TO Q10 50.8%
4, Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER/ MOVE TO Q10 3.1%

8. And why would you say your opinion is positive?...MOVE TO Q10

And why would you say your opinion is

positive? Percent
It's fair/ unbiased 273 %
It reduces gerrymandering 13.6 %
Citizens are handling it, not politicians 13.6 %
People from both parties are working together 9.1 %
The people are being given a voice 8.0 %
Change is good 8.0 %
They've done a good job 12.5 %
Minorities are being represented 23 %
Misc 0.0 %
Don't Know/ Refused 5.7%
Total 100.0 %
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0. And why would you say your opinion is negative?

And why would you say your opinion is

negative? Percent
It isn't fair 22.6 %
It's a form of gerrymandering 6.5 %
It's a political ploy 6.5 %
It favors one party over the other 9.7 %
We shouldn't change things 9.7 %
They did a bad job/ They're incompetent 25.8 %
We'll be adversely affected 6.5 %
It's a scam/ They aren't helping 6.5 %
Misc 0.0 %
Don't Know/ Refused 6.5 %
Total 100.0 %
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10. Based on what you know so far, would you say that you approve or disapprove of the job that the Michigan Independent
Citizens’ Redistricting Commission has done. ASK; WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OR

JUST SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

1. Strongly approve...MOVE TO Q11 12.8%
2. Somewhat approve... MOVE TO Q11 20.9%
3. Somewhat disapprove...MOVE TO Q12 8.1%
4. Strongly disapprove...MOVE TO Q12 10.1%
5. Don’t Know/ Not Sure/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER/ Q13 48.1%
11.  And why do you approve of the job they have done?/ MOVE TO Q13
And why do you approve of the job they
have done? Percent
The map is more fair/accurate 18.4 %
It reflects the population to reduce gerrymandering 13.8 %
They're better than the politicians 5.7 %
They're working together/ Non-partisan 6.9 %
Citizens are able to be involved 5.7%
Change is needed 14.9 %
They've worked hard/ Someone has to do it 8.0 %
I like what they've done so far 16.1 %
Their support for minorities 1.1 %
Misc 1.1 %
Don't Know/ Refused 8.0 %
Total 100.0 %
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12.

And why do you disapprove of the job they have done?

And why do you disapprove of the job they

have done? Percent
The map isn't fair 213 %
It's biased toward one party over the other 12.8 %
It's gerrymandering to dilute minority votes 14.9 %
They weren't open and didn't involve the citizens 12.8 %
They did a bad job 14.9 %
It's a political move 6.4 %
Nothing had to change 6.4 %
I'm adversely affected 4.3 %
Misc 2.1%
Don't Know/ Refused 4.3 %
Total 100.0 %
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I am going to read you several goals of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission. For each, please tell me if
you approve or disapprove of the job they have done when it comes to that goal.

13. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that neither party gets an unfair advantage
by gerrymandering districts? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT
APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

1. Strongly approve 29.8%
2. Somewhat approve 31.0%
3. Somewhat disapprove 7.4%
4. Strongly disapprove 12.0%
5. Neither approve, nor disapprove...DO NOT OFFER 6.6%
6. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 13.2%
14. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that Michigan voters, not elected officials,

have input in designing Michigan’s new congressional and legislative districts? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY
APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

l. Strongly approve 34.9%
2. Somewhat approve 25.2%
3. Somewhat disapprove 5.8%
4. Strongly disapprove 12.4%
5. Neither approve, nor disapprove...DO NOT OFFER 7.4%
6. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 14.3%
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15. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that communities with common historical,
cultural and economic interests are put in districts together instead of divided to weaken their voice? ASK: WOULD THAT
BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

1. Strongly approve 27.9%
2. Somewhat approve 20.5%
3. Somewhat disapprove 9.3%
4. Strongly disapprove 9.7%
5. Neither approve, nor disapprove...DO NOT OFFER 10.5%
6. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 22.1%
16. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that they designed the districts, rather than

politicians who would design districts to get themselves re-elected? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY
APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

1. Strongly approve 43.4%
2. Somewhat approve 17.4%
3. Somewhat disapprove 7.8%
4. Strongly disapprove 9.3%
5. Neither approve, nor disapprove...DO NOT OFFER 5.4%
6. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 16.7%
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17. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that citizens had input into the design of the

new districts through public meetings, the public comment portal, and mapping portal that allowed everyone to make
comments about the proposed maps? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST

SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

1. Strongly approve 30.6%
2. Somewhat approve 24.8%
3. Somewhat disapprove 7.8%
4. Strongly disapprove 12.0%
5. Neither approve, nor disapprove...DO NOT OFFER 9.3%
6. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 15.5%
18. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in redesigning Michigan’s maps in public view so that all

sides could watch the deliberations? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST

SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly approve

Somewhat approve

Somewhat disapprove

Strongly disapprove

Neither approve, nor disapprove...DO NOT OFFER
Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER

AN
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19. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure they were transparent in how they made
their decisions? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT

APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

1. Strongly approve 27.5%
2. Somewhat approve 18.2%
3. Somewhat disapprove 14.7%
4. Strongly disapprove 14.3%
5. Neither approve, nor disapprove...DO NOT OFFER 8.1%

6. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 17.1%

20.  Would you say you paid very close attention, some attention, not too much attention or no attention to the work being done by

the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission?

l. Very close attention...MOVE TO Q21 8.1%
2. Some attention...MOVE TO Q21 51.2%
3. Not too much attention ....MOVE TO Q21 20.5%
4, No attention...MOVE TO Q22 20.2%
5. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER/ MOVE TO Q21 0.0%
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21. I am going to read you several ways that Michigan citizens could have become engaged in the redistricting process. For each,
please tell me if you did or did not engage in the redistricting process that way. [CIRCLE ALL WAYS RESPONDENT WAS

ENGAGED]
1. By reading or following news stories 80.1%
2. By watching a meeting online 13.1%
3. By attending a public hearing held by the commission. 2.9%
4. By looking at the commission’s website. 28.2%
5. By providing public comment before the commission or 8.3%
submitting a written comment.
6. By viewing a virtual or in-person informational 19.9%
redistricting presentation.
7. Was there any other way you may have been engaged 4.9%
with the commission?
ASK: AND WHAT WOULD THAT HAVE BEEN? 14.1%

[Word of mouth (4), Social media (5) I applied (1), Looking online (1), Through a friend working passively not
actively (1), The application process (1), Emails sent by the commission (1), Another survey about this issue (1)]

8. CODE: Not engaged in 1-7.....DO NOT OFFER 1.0%
9. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 0.0%
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22. I am going to read you several places that Michigan citizens could become engaged on social media in the redistricting process
whether by getting information or following along with the process. For each, please tell me you did or did not following the
redistricting process on that platform.

Nk W=

7.
8.

23.  And would you say you did or did not see or hear any advertisements by the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting

Facebook

Twitter

Instagram

You Tube

The Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission
mapping portal

The Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission
public comment portal

CODE: NOT ENGAGED IN 1-6

Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER

25.7%
11.2%
8.3%

10.2%
17.5%

12.1%

51.5%
4.9%

Commission? IF YES, ASK: AND WHERE DID YOU SEE OR HEAR THIS ADVERTISEMENT [ACCEPT MULTIPLE
ANSWERS]

O NN R W=

No

Yes, Radio

Yes, Television

Yes, Internet

Yes, Billboard

Yes, Newspaper

Yes, Not Sure/ Can’t Remember

Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER
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24. And would you say that Michigan citizens did or did not have a greater role this time around in deciding how Michigan’s new
districts would be drawn?

1 Did have a greater role 45.0%
2 Did not have a greater role 22.1%
3. Citizens’ role was no different...DO NOT OFFER 7.0%
4 Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 26.0%
25. Generally speaking, would you say Michigan’s redistricting commission has succeeded or failed in giving Michigan citizens a

greater role than politicians in designing new districts? WOULD YOU SAY THEY HAVE STRONGLY
SUCCEEDED/FAILED OR JUST SOMEWHAT SUCCEEDED/FAILED?

l. Strongly succeeded 21.7%
2. Somewhat succeeded 27.9%
3. Somewhat failed 9.7%
4. Strongly failed 12.4%
5. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 28.3%
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26. And would you have any suggestions going forward that would help the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting
Commission to improve the redistricting process?

And would you have any suggestions going
forward that would help the Michigan
Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission

to improve the redistricting process? Percent
Help the citizens to be more involved/ Listen to us 13.2%
Keep the people better informed 14.0 %
Be more transparent 2.7 %
Keep politicians out of it 23 %
Put the redrawn districts on the ballot for us to vote on 1.2 %
Become more educated about what you're doing and

how 2.3 %
Disband 23 %
Hold yourselves accountable to the political system 0.8 %
Misc 0.4 %
Don't Know/ Refused/ No 60.9 %
Total 100.0 %

27.  Now that Michigan has redrawn legislative maps for the first time with the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting

Commission, would you say Michigan should continue to allow an Independent Citizens Commission to redraw political maps

every ten years or do you think Michigan should go back to allowing elected representatives that have control in the State
Legislature to redraw the state’s political maps?

1. Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission 65.5%
2. Elected representatives in the State Legislature 10.1%
3. Both/ Neither/ Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 24.4%

Now just a couple of questions for statistical purposes.
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28. Generally speaking, would you say you tend to vote mostly for Republican candidates, do you vote mostly for Democratic
candidates, or would you say you vote equally for both Republican and Democratic candidates? IF VOTE EQUALLY ASK:
WOULD YOU SAY YOU LEAN MORE TO THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY OR MORE TO THE REPUBLICAN PARTY,
OR WOULD YOU SAY YOU ARE AN INDEPENDENT VOTER?

1. Strongly Democratic 26.8%
2. Lean Democratic 10.1%
3. Independent 22.4%
4. Lean Republican 9.4%
5. Strong Republican 26.8%
6. Other/ Refused/ Don’t Know....DO NOT OFFER 4.4%
29.  Which of the following best describes your political leanings: A Sanders Democrat, a Democrat, an Independent, a

Republican, or a Trump Republican.

1. Sanders Democrat 12.2%
2. Democrat 21.8%
3. Independent 23.9%
4. Republican 19.8%
5. Trump Republican 15.4%
6. Something else ..DO NOT OFFER 0.8%
[Libertarian (3), Moderate (1), Classic Liberal (1)]
7. None/ Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 6.0%
30. And when it comes to the political process, would you say you are very engaged, somewhat engaged, not really engaged or not

at all engaged in the political process?

1. Very engaged 20.2%
2. Somewhat engaged 57.6%
3. Not really engaged 15.6%
4. Not at all engaged 5.7%
5. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER 1.0%
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31. What would be the last year of schooling you completed?

1. High school graduate or less
2. Vocational Training/ Some Community College/ Some College
3. College Graduate
4. Don’t Know/ Refused....DO NOT OFFER
32.  Could you please tell me in what year you were born?
1. 18-29 (1993-2004)
2. 30-39 (1983-1992)
3. 40-49 (1973-1982)
4. 50-64 (1958-1972)
5. 65+ (1957 and before)
6. Don’t Know/ Refused....DO NOT OFFER
33.  And what is your race or ethnic background?
1. Caucasian
2. African American
3. Hispanic/ Puerto Rican/ Mexican American
4. Arab American
5. Asian
6. Native American
7. Mixed Race....DO NOT OFFER
8. Other/ Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER
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34, And when it comes to getting your news, which of the following would you say is your MAIN SOURCE of news information.

Local newspapers or their websites
National newspapers or their websites
Local tv news

CNN or MSNBC

Fox News

Newsmax or One Network
NBC/CBS/ ABC or PBS

Facebook or Twitter
Parler

Internet news sites
NPR/Radio

Word of mouth
Podcasts

You Tube

Or something else?

O NN R

—_— = = = = = \ O
NhAEPD—or

[Rumble (3), Voting records (1), Mlive (1), Reddit (1), ESPN (1), CSPAN (1), DNC Newsletter (1), Phone App (1)]

16. Don’t Know/ Refused...DO NOT OFFER
35. Gender: BY OBSERVATION

1. Male
2. Female

36. Telephone

1. Cell
2. Landline
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4. In 2018, Michigan voters approved an amendment to the state’s constitution that changed how Michigan conducts redistricting
-- the process of drawing new congressional and state legislative districts every ten years. Would you say you have or have not
heard anything about this change?

Have Heard Have Not Heard
Strong Democratic  52.7% 46.7%
Lean Democratic 53.2% 43.5%
Independent 41.3% 58.0%
Lean Republican 37.9% 62.1%
Strong Republican  27.9% 72.1%
Sanders Dem 53.3% 46.7%
Democratic 50.0% 47.8%
Independent 44.2% 55.8%
Republican 27.9% 72.1%
Trump Rep 31.6% 68.4%
Very Engaged 60.5% 38.7%
Some Eng 44.1% 55.6%
Not Very Eng 17.7% 80.2%
Not Engaged 14.3% 85.7%
High School 20.9% 76.7%
Some Post 42.2% 57.8%
College 49.8% 49.8%
18-29 26.7% 72.1%
30-39 30.6% 69.4%
40-49 37.6% 61.5%
50-64 51.3% 47.5%
65+ 53.2% 46.8%
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50.0%
41.7%
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5. The new constitutional amendment approved by voters creates a Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission
comprised of citizens who have the authority to draw district boundaries for the Michigan Senate, Michigan House of
Representatives and Michigan congressional districts every 10 years. The Commission is made up of thirteen Michigan
citizens selected through a random application process. Four members affiliate with the Republican Party, four members
affiliate with the Democratic Party, and five members are Independent and do not affiliate with either party. Have you seen
or heard anything about this Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission or about redrawing Michigan’s district
boundaries? IF YES, ASK: AND WHAT HAVE YOU SEEN OR HEARD?

Yes No
Strong Democratic ~ 84.1% 14.8%
Lean Democratic 77.1% 22.9%
Independent 75.9% 24.1%
Lean Republican 86.4% 13.6%
Strong Republican  84.8% 15.2%
Sanders Dem 82.5% 17.5%
Democratic 82.9% 17.1%
Independent 76.9% 21.5%
Republican 85.3% 14.7%
Trump Rep 83.3% 16.7%
Very Engaged 84.2% 15.8%
Some Eng 80.3% 19.1%
Not Very Eng 89.5% 10.5%
Not Engaged 60.0% 40.0%
High School 73.3% 26.7%
Some Post 75.3% 24.7%
College 86.8% 12.5%
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6. How important would you say the work of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission is to you. Would
you say it is very important, somewhat important, not very important or not important at all?

Very Somewhat  Not Very Not Important

Important Important Important At All
Strong Democratic ~ 60.2% 31.8% 3.4% 2.3%
Lean Democratic 48.6% 37.1% 11.4% 0.0%
Independent 39.7% 36.2% 10.3% 8.6%
Lean Republican 36.4% 13.6% 13.6% 31.8%
Strong Republican ~ 32.6% 37.0% 19.6% 4.3%
Sanders Dem 70.0% 25.0% 2.5% 2.5%
Democratic 60.0% 30.0% 5.7% 1.4%
Independent 33.8% 41.5% 9.2% 7.7%
Republican 32.4% 26.5% 26.5% 11.8%
Trump Rep 30.0% 36.7% 16.7% 10.0%
Very Engaged 64.5% 19.7% 10.5% 3.9%
Some Eng 41.4% 37.6% 9.6% 7.6%
Not Very Eng 15.8% 47.4% 0.0% 26.3%
Not Engaged 20.0% 0.0% 60.0% 0.0%
High School 30.0% 43.3% 13.3% 10.0%
Some Post 54.3% 25.9% 7.4% 6.2%
College 44.4% 33.3% 11.1% 8.3%
18-29 37.5% 50.0% 4.2% 8.3%
30-39 51.4% 35.1% 8.1% 2.7%
40-49 46.7% 33.3% 4.4% 11.1%
50-64 41.0% 28.9% 15.7% 10.8%
65+ 50.0% 27.3% 10.6% 6.1%
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7. And would you say your views of the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission is positive, negative, or
would you say you have no opinion of it?

Positive Negative No Opinion
Strong Democratic ~ 51.1% 9.1% 38.6%
Lean Democratic 51.4% 2.9% 42.9%
Independent 29.3% 13.8% 48.3%
Lean Republican 13.6% 18.2% 63.6%
Strong Republican  6.5% 17.4% 76.1%
Sanders Dem 50.0% 5.0% 42.5%
Democratic 47.1% 10.0% 41.4%
Independent 36.9% 10.8% 46.2%
Republican 11.8% 20.6% 64.7%
Trump Rep 10.0% 16.7% 73.3%
Very Engaged 36.8% 14.5% 47.4%
Some Eng 33.1% 10.8% 52.9%
Not Very Eng 36.8% 10.5% 42.1%
Not Engaged 20.0% 0.0% 80.0%
High School 16.7% 3.3% 80.0%
Some Post 37.0% 12.3% 48.1%
College 36.1% 13.2% 46.5%
18-29 45.8% 8.3% 41.7%
30-39 59.5% 2.7% 37.8%
40-49 22.2% 15.6% 57.8%
50-64 27.7% 13.3% 55.4%
65+ 30.3% 15.2% 51.5%
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10. Based on what you know so far, would you say that you approve or disapprove of the job that the Michigan Independent
Citizens’ Redistricting Commission has done. ASK; WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OR
JUST SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don’t

Approve Approve Disapprove  Disapprove Know
Strong Democratic  23.9% 21.6% 11.4% 10.2% 33.0%
Lean Democratic 20.0% 25.7% 2.9% 2.9% 48.6%
Independent 6.9% 25.9% 6.9% 12.1% 48.3%
Lean Republican 0.0% 27.3% 4.5% 13.6% 54.5%
Strong Republican  0.0% 10.9% 10.9% 10.9% 67.4%
Sanders Dem 17.5% 17.5% 12.5% 5.0% 47.5%
Democratic 24.3% 28.6% 7.1% 12.9% 27.1%
Independent 10.8% 18.5% 6.2% 9.2% 55.4%
Republican 0.0% 17.6% 11.8% 8.8% 61.8%
Trump Rep 3.3% 20.0% 6.7% 10.0% 60.0%
Very Engaged 13.2% 25.0% 10.5% 15.8% 35.5%
Some Eng 14.0% 21.0% 7.6% 8.3% 49.0%
Not Very Eng 5.3% 5.3% 5.3% 5.3% 78.9%
Not Engaged 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 80.0%
High School 3.3% 33.3% 13.3% 3.3% 46.7%
Some Post 16.0% 17.3% 8.6% 9.9% 48.1%
College 13.2% 20.8% 6.9% 11.1% 47.9%
18-29 20.8% 25.0% 0.0% 4.2% 50.0%
30-39 18.9% 18.9% 13.5% 0.0% 48.6%
40-49 17.8% 13.3% 4.4% 20.0% 44.4%
50-64 8.4% 21.7% 7.2% 10.8% 51.8%
65+ 9.1% 25.8% 12.1% 9.1% 43.9%
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13. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that neither party gets an unfair advantage
by gerrymandering districts? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT

APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Neither Don’t

Approve Approve Disapprove  Disapprove Know
Strong Democratic ~ 43.2% 29.5% 4.5% 13.6% 2.3% 6.8%
Lean Democratic 28.6% 34.3% 5.7% 2.9% 14.3% 14.3%
Independent 25.9% 29.3% 5.2% 15.5% 5.2% 19.0%
Lean Republican 9.1% 36.4% 13.6% 9.1% 13.6% 18.2%
Strong Republican  19.6% 37.0% 15.2% 10.9% 6.5% 10.9%
Sanders Dem 47.5% 20.0% 2.5% 12.5% 10.0% 7.5%
Democratic 32.9% 37.1% 5.7% 14.3% 2.9% 7.1%
Independent 30.8% 27.7% 6.2% 12.3% 3.1% 20.0%
Republican 23.5% 44.1% 14.7% 5.9% 8.8% 2.9%
Trump Rep 13.3% 33.3% 13.3% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0%
Very Engaged 31.6% 23.7% 10.5% 19.7% 6.6% 7.9%
Some Eng 29.9% 32.5% 5.7% 8.9% 7.0% 15.9%
Not Very Eng 15.8% 47.4% 10.5% 5.3% 5.3% 15.8%
Not Engaged 60.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
High School 20.0% 53.3% 0.0% 6.7% 6.7% 13.3%
Some Post 30.9% 24.7% 9.9% 9.9% 4.9% 19.8%
College 31.9% 30.6% 7.6% 13.2% 6.9% 9.7%
18-29 29.2% 37.5% 12.5% 4.2% 4.2% 12.5%
30-39 40.5% 37.8% 2.7% 2.7% 8.1% 8.1%
40-49 28.9% 17.8% 4.4% 24.4% 11.1% 13.3%
50-64 34.9% 27.7% 10.8% 7.2% 2.4% 16.9%
65+ 19.7% 39.4% 6.1% 16.7% 6.1% 12.1%
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14. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that Michigan voters, not elected officials,
have input in designing Michigan’s new congressional and legislative districts? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY
APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Neither Don’t

Approve Approve Disapprove  Disapprove Know
Strong Democratic ~ 47.7% 23.9% 6.8% 13.6% 2.3% 5.7%
Lean Democratic 40.0% 20.0% 0.0% 2.9% 14.3% 22.9%
Independent 37.9% 25.9% 3.4% 15.5% 5.2% 12.1%
Lean Republican 22.7% 18.2% 4.5% 9.1% 18.2% 27.3%
Strong Republican  13.0% 30.4% 13.0% 15.2% 10.9% 17.4%
Sanders Dem 55.0% 17.5% 5.0% 5.0% 7.5% 10.0%
Democratic 42.9% 24.3% 5.7% 15.7% 2.9% 8.6%
Independent 30.8% 29.2% 3.1% 15.4% 4.6% 16.9%
Republican 26.5% 32.4% 8.8% 5.9% 5.9% 20.6%
Trump Rep 20.0% 16.7% 10.0% 13.3% 23.3% 16.7%
Very Engaged 34.2% 21.1% 10.5% 15.8% 7.9% 10.5%
Some Eng 36.9% 26.1% 3.8% 12.7% 7.0% 13.4%
Not Very Eng 21.1% 42.1% 5.3% 0.0% 10.5% 21.1%
Not Engaged 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 60.0%
High School 36.7% 23.3% 3.3% 10.0% 6.7% 20.0%
Some Post 39.5% 22.2% 6.2% 14.8% 8.6% 8.6%
College 32.6% 27.8% 6.3% 11.8% 6.3% 15.3%
18-29 37.5% 29.2% 4.2% 4.2% 8.3% 16.7%
30-39 48.6% 29.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 13.5%
40-49 35.6% 17.8% 4.4% 28.9% 4.4% 8.9%
50-64 30.1% 31.3% 6.0% 7.2% 4.8% 20.5%
65+ 31.8% 19.7% 9.1% 16.7% 13.6% 9.1%
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15. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that communities with common historical,
cultural and economic interests are put in districts together instead of divided to weaken their voice? ASK: WOULD THAT
BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Neither Don’t

Approve Approve Disapprove  Disapprove Know
Strong Democratic ~ 38.6% 21.6% 13.6% 8.0% 4.5% 13.6%
Lean Democratic 28.6% 25.7% 8.6% 5.7% 22.9% 8.6%
Independent 27.6% 17.2% 8.6% 12.1% 6.9% 27.6%
Lean Republican 13.6% 27.3% 4.5% 18.2% 9.1% 27.3%
Strong Republican  15.2% 13.0% 6.5% 6.5% 19.6% 39.1%
Sanders Dem 30.0% 20.0% 7.5% 12.5% 10.0% 20.0%
Democratic 32.9% 28.6% 15.7% 5.7% 7.1% 10.0%
Independent 38.5% 15.4% 3.1% 9.2% 9.2% 24.6%
Republican 11.8% 20.6% 8.8% 5.9% 14.7% 38.2%
Trump Rep 16.7% 16.7% 6.7% 10.0% 16.7% 33.3%
Very Engaged 25.0% 22.4% 3.9% 17.1% 9.2% 22.4%
Some Eng 31.2% 19.1% 10.8% 7.0% 12.1% 19.7%
Not Very Eng 21.1% 26.3% 21.1% 0.0% 5.3% 26.3%
Not Engaged 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 80.0%
High School 36.7% 33.3% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Some Post 30.9% 16.0% 12.3% 7.4% 8.6% 24.7%
College 25.0% 20.8% 7.6% 12.5% 13.2% 20.8%
18-29 37.5% 16.7% 8.3% 4.2% 16.7% 16.7%
30-39 35.1% 29.7% 10.8% 2.7% 8.1% 13.5%
40-49 33.3% 13.3% 4.4% 15.6% 13.3% 20.0%
50-64 26.5% 24.1% 6.0% 8.4% 9.6% 25.3%
65+ 18.2% 18.2% 16.7% 13.6% 7.6% 25.8%
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16. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that they designed the districts, rather than
politicians who would design districts to get themselves re-elected? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY
APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly Somewhat =~ Somewhat  Strongly Neither Don’t

Approve Approve Disapprove  Disapprove Know
Strong Democratic ~ 48.9% 21.6% 10.2% 9.1% 1.1% 9.1%
Lean Democratic 54.3% 14.3% 0.0% 5.7% 11.4% 14.3%
Independent 50.0% 10.3% 0.0% 13.8% 8.6% 17.2%
Lean Republican 27.3% 22.7% 9.1% 9.1% 13.6% 18.2%
Strong Republican  21.7% 21.7% 19.6% 6.5% 0.0% 30.4%
Sanders Dem 50.0% 17.5% 12.5% 2.5% 5.0% 12.5%
Democratic 52.9% 20.0% 4.3% 15.7% 2.9% 4.3%
Independent 44.6% 16.9% 3.1% 7.7% 6.2% 21.5%
Republican 29.4% 17.6% 14.7% 5.9% 2.9% 29.4%
Trump Rep 33.3% 20.0% 13.3% 3.3% 3.3% 26.7%
Very Engaged 40.8% 22.4% 11.8% 10.5% 3.9% 10.5%
Some Eng 47.8% 13.4% 5.7% 9.6% 6.4% 17.2%
Not Very Eng 21.1% 36.8% 10.5% 5.3% 0.0% 26.3%
Not Engaged 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 60.0%
High School 46.7% 30.0% 0.0% 6.7% 3.3% 13.3%
Some Post 46.9% 14.8% 6.2% 9.9% 4.9% 17.3%
College 41.0% 16.7% 10.4% 9.7% 4.9% 17.4%
18-29 29.2% 33.3% 4.2% 0.0% 12.5% 20.8%
30-39 51.4% 18.9% 2.7% 2.7% 5.4% 18.9%
40-49 44.4% 15.6% 6.7% 13.3% 4.4% 15.6%
50-64 47.0% 13.3% 6.0% 7.2% 3.6% 22.9%
65+ 37.9% 18.2% 15.2% 16.7% 4.5% 7.6%
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17. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure that citizens had input into the design of the
new districts through public meetings, the public comment portal, and mapping portal that allowed everyone to make
comments about the proposed maps? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST
SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly Somewhat =~ Somewhat  Strongly Neither Don’t

Approve Approve Disapprove  Disapprove Know
Strong Democratic ~ 45.5% 25.0% 4.5% 8.0% 10.2% 6.8%
Lean Democratic 34.3% 28.6% 5.7% 5.7% 14.3% 11.4%
Independent 29.3% 24.1% 8.6% 12.1% 10.3% 15.5%
Lean Republican 9.1% 22.7% 9.1% 22.7% 9.1% 27.3%
Strong Republican  15.2% 23.9% 10.9% 17.4% 4.3% 28.3%
Sanders Dem 42.5% 27.5% 2.5% 5.0% 15.0% 7.5%
Democratic 45.7% 22.9% 7.1% 8.6% 10.0% 5.7%
Independent 27.7% 23.1% 9.2% 15.4% 7.7% 16.9%
Republican 23.5% 23.5% 5.9% 17.6% 5.9% 23.5%
Trump Rep 6.7% 30.0% 13.3% 10.0% 10.0% 30.0%
Very Engaged 36.8% 18.4% 3.9% 18.4% 5.3% 17.1%
Some Eng 28.0% 25.5% 10.2% 10.2% 12.1% 14.0%
Not Very Eng 31.6% 47.4% 5.3% 0.0% 5.3% 10.5%
Not Engaged 20.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 60.0%
High School 36.7% 30.0% 3.3% 3.3% 13.3% 13.3%
Some Post 29.6% 22.2% 14.8% 7.4% 9.9% 16.0%
College 30.6% 25.7% 4.9% 15.3% 7.6% 16.0%
18-29 29.2% 41.7% 0.0% 12.5% 4.2% 12.5%
30-39 40.5% 27.0% 10.8% 2.7% 8.1% 10.8%
40-49 28.9% 17.8% 4.4% 17.8% 15.6% 15.6%
50-64 31.3% 22.9% 8.4% 10.8% 3.6% 22.9%
65+ 25.8% 25.8% 10.6% 13.6% 13.6% 10.6%
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18. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in redesigning Michigan’s maps in public view so that all
sides could watch the deliberations? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST
SOMEWHAT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Neither Don’t

Approve Approve Disapprove  Disapprove Know
Strong Democratic ~ 50.0% 22.7% 9.1% 8.0% 6.8% 3.4%
Lean Democratic 31.4% 25.7% 5.7% 8.6% 14.3% 14.3%
Independent 34.5% 25.9% 8.6% 6.9% 5.2% 19.0%
Lean Republican 9.1% 13.6% 9.1% 27.3% 13.6% 27.3%
Strong Republican  23.9% 17.4% 21.7% 6.5% 2.2% 28.3%
Sanders Dem 50.0% 30.0% 5.0% 5.0% 7.5% 2.5%
Democratic 44.3% 21.4% 11.4% 5.7% 8.6% 8.6%
Independent 33.8% 21.5% 10.8% 15.4% 4.6% 13.8%
Republican 23.5% 11.8% 17.6% 11.8% 8.8% 26.5%
Trump Rep 20.0% 26.7% 13.3% 3.3% 3.3% 33.3%
Very Engaged 36.8% 19.7% 11.8% 11.8% 3.9% 15.8%
Some Eng 33.8% 24.2% 9.6% 9.6% 7.6% 15.3%
Not Very Eng 31.6% 26.3% 15.8% 0.0% 15.8% 10.5%
Not Engaged 20.0% 20.0% 0.05 0.0% 0.0% 60.0%
High School 46.7% 23.3% 13.3% 6.7% 0.0% 10.0%
Some Post 29.6% 32.1% 11.1% 8.6% 4.9% 13.6%
College 34.7% 18.1% 9.7% 9.7% 9.0% 18.8%
18-29 37.5% 29.2% 8.3% 12.5% 0.0% 12.5%
30-39 48.6% 27.0% 0.0% 5.4% 8.1% 10.8%
40-49 26.7% 22.2% 15.6% 6.7% 6.7% 22.2%
50-64 41.0% 18.1% 10.8% 3.6% 4.8% 21.7%

65+
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19. Do you approve or disapprove of the job the commission has done in making sure they were transparent in how they made
their decisions? ASK: WOULD THAT BE STRONGLY APPROVE/DISAPPROVE OF JUST SOMEWHAT

APPROVE/DISAPPROVE?

Strongly Somewhat =~ Somewhat  Strongly Neither Don’t

Approve Approve Disapprove  Disapprove Know
Strong Democratic  38.6% 19.3% 17.0% 10.2% 3.4% 11.4%
Lean Democratic 28.6% 20.0% 5.7% 8.6% 22.9% 14.3%
Independent 34.5% 13.8% 12.1% 19.0% 3.4% 17.2%
Lean Republican 0.0% 13.6% 18.2% 22.7% 27.3% 18.2%
Strong Republican  15.2% 19.6% 21.7% 17.4% 4.3% 21.7%
Sanders Dem 42.5% 20.0% 17.5% 2.5% 7.5% 10.0%
Democratic 35.7% 21.4% 10.0% 15.7% 7.1% 10.0%
Independent 30.8% 10.8% 13.8% 18.5% 6.2% 20.0%
Republican 14.7% 29.4% 17.6% 14.7% 8.8% 14.7%
Trump Rep 10.0% 10.0% 26.7% 13.3% 13.3% 26.7%
Very Engaged 28.9% 15.8% 13.2% 21.1% 9.2% 11.8%
Some Eng 29.9% 18.5% 14.0% 12.1% 8.3% 17.2%
Not Very Eng 5.3% 26.3% 31.6% 10.5% 5.3% 21.1%
Not Engaged 20.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 60.0%
High School 30.0% 20.0% 26.7% 10.0% 3.3% 10.0%
Some Post 29.6% 13.6% 17.3% 17.3% 7.4% 14.8%
College 26.4% 20.8% 11.1% 13.2% 9.0% 19.4%
18-29 20.8% 25.0% 4.2% 16.7% 8.3% 25.0%
30-39 35.2% 21.6% 10.8% 2.7% 8.1% 21.6%
40-49 37.8% 8.9% 4.4% 28.9% 8.9% 11.1%
50-64 28.9% 20.5% 16.9% 6.0% 4.8% 22.9%
65+ 18.2% 16.7% 25.8% 19.7% 10.6% 9.1%

Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission Post Survey
Glengariff Group, Inc.
February 2022



Male
Female

0N N kW~

Caucasian
African Amer

26.3%
28.9%

13.6%
5.6%

15.0%
21.1%
35.3%
35.3%
16.7%
39.1%
20.0%
17.6%
52.4%
27.3%
62.5%
20.0%

27.7%
34.6%

22.6%
13.25

22.7%
16.7%
15.0%
15.8%
11.8%
23.5%
0.0%

13.0%
32.0%
11.8%
4.8%

22.7%
6.3%

46.7%

20.4%
11.5%

15.3%
14.0%

18.2%
33.3%
15.0%
21.1%
5.9%

0.0%

16.7%
17.4%
20.0%
23.5%
0.0%

13.6%
0.0%

20.0%

12.6%
19.2%

Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission Post Survey

Glengariff Group, Inc.
February 2022

12.4%
16.5%

13.6%
11.1%
20.0%
5.3%

11.8%
11.8%
33.3%
13.0%
4.0%

41.2%
9.5%

9.1%

25.0%
13.3%

11.5%
30.8%

7.3%
9.1%

9.1%
5.6%
30.0%
10.5%
5.9%
11.8%
16.7%
0.0%
8.0%
5.9%
4.8%
4.5%
6.3%
0.0%

9.9%
0.0%

16.1%
18.2%

22.7%
27.8%
5.0%

26.3%
29.4%
17.6%
16.7%
17.4%
16.0%
0.0%

28.6%
22.7%
0.0%

0.0%

17.8%
3.8%

55



20. Would you say you paid very close attention, some attention, not too much attention or no attention to the work being done by
the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission?

Very Some Not Too No
Close Attention Much Attention

Strong Democratic  12.5% 55.7% 21.6% 10.2%
Lean Democratic 8.6% 45.7% 17.1% 28.6%
Independent 5.2% 50.0% 24.1% 20.7%
Lean Republican 4.5% 59.1% 9.1% 27.3%
Strong Republican  4.3% 50.0% 19.6% 26.1%
Sanders Dem 12.5% 50.0% 25.0% 12.5%
Democratic 10.0% 60.0% 15.7% 14.3%
Independent 6.2% 49.2% 24.6% 20.0%
Republican 8.8% 44.1% 23.5% 23.5%
Trump Rep 3.3% 46.7% 10.0% 40.0%
Very Engaged 19.7% 51.3% 11.8% 17.1%
Some Eng 3.8% 54.8% 21.7% 19.7%
Not Very Eng 0.0% 26.3% 47.4% 26.3%
Not Engaged 0.0% 20.0% 20.0% 60.0%
High School 6.7% 46.7% 26.7% 20.0%
Some Post 6.2% 51.9% 22.2% 19.8%
College 9.0% 52.1% 18.8% 20.1%
18-29 8.3% 54.2% 29.2% 8.3%
30-39 5.4% 62.2% 16.2% 16.2%
40-49 13.3% 48.9% 15.6% 22.2%
50-64 4.8% 48.2% 21.7% 25.3%
65+ 9.1% 50.0% 22.7% 18.2%
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21. I am going to read you several ways that Michigan citizens could have become engaged in the redistricting process. For each,
please tell me if you did or did not engage in the redistricting process that way. [CIRCLE ALL WAYS RESPONDENT WAS

ENGAGED]

News Online Attending Website Comment Virtual Listening None
Strong Democratic ~ 86.1% 17.7% 6.3% 26.6% 13.9% 21.5% 6.3 1.3%
Lean Democratic 80.0% 4.0% 0.0% 32.0% 8.0% 28.0% 4.0% 0.0%
Independent 78.3% 6.5% 0.0% 34.8% 2.2% 19.6% 2.2% 2.2%
Lean Republican 62.5% 12.5% 0.0% 12.5% 6.3% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Strong Republican ~ 73.5% 14.7% 0.0% 26.5% 0.0% 14.7% 8.8% 0.0%
Sanders Dem 85.7% 20.0% 5.7% 34.3% 14.3% 25.7% 8.6% 0.0%
Democratic 86.7% 13.3% 5.0% 28.3% 11.7% 26.7% 6.7% 0.0%
Independent 73.1% 5.8% 0.0% 30.8% 3.8% 13.5% 0.0% 1.9%
Republican 69.2% 11.5% 0.0% 15.4% 0.0% 3.8% 7.7% 0.0%
Trump Rep 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Very Engaged 84.1% 28.6% 7.9% 44.4% 17.5% 34.9% 3.2% 1.6%
Some Eng 81.0% 7.1% 0.8% 22.2% 4.0% 14.3% 6.3% 0.8%
Not Very Eng 57.1% 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Not Engaged 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
High School 83.3% 12.5% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 20.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Some Post 80.0% 9.2% 0.0% 18.5% 9.2% 18.5% 1.5% 1.5%
College 80.0% 15.7% 5.2% 36.5% 9.6% 20.9% 7.8% 0.0%
18-29 72.7% 13.6% 4.5% 31.8% 0.0% 36.4% 9.1% 0.0%
30-39 96.8% 16.1% 0.0% 48.4% 16.1% 19.4% 3.2% 0.0%
40-49 80.0% 20.0% 5.7% 22.9% 5.7% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0%
50-64 79.0% 8.1% 3.2% 25.8% 11.3% 21.0% 4.8% 0.0%
65+ 75.9% 11.1% 1.9% 20.4% 3.7% 11.1% 7.4% 0.0%
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Male 77.5%
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3 78.6%
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22. I am going to read you several places that Michigan citizens could become engaged on social media in the redistricting process
whether by getting information or following along with the process. For each, please tell me you did or did not following the
redistricting process on that platform.

Facebook Twitter Instagram YouTube Mapping Public Comment None
Strong Democratic ~ 24.1% 11.4% 10.1% 7.6% 19.0% 12.7% 54.4%
Lean Democratic 28.0% 24.0% 12.0% 20.0% 20.0% 16.0% 44.4%
Independent 19.6% 6.5% 2.2% 6.5% 28.3% 17.4% 43.5%
Lean Republican 37.5% 0.0% 6.3% 6.3% 0.0% 6.3% 62.5%
Strong Republican ~ 23.5% 8.8% 5.9% 14.7% 5.9% 2.9% 58.8%
Sanders Dem 28.6% 14.3% 2.9% 8.6% 34.3% 25.7% 45.7%
Democratic 25.0% 16.7% 15.0% 11.7% 20.0% 10.0% 46.7%
Independent 17.3% 5.8% 1.9% 5.8% 15.4% 13.5% 61.5%
Republican 19.2% 11.5% 0.0% 7.7% 3.8% 0.0% 65.4%
Trump Rep 44.4% 0.0% 16.7% 22.2% 6.7% 11.1% 38.9%
Very Engaged 36.5% 17.5% 20.6% 19.0% 22.2% 20.6% 31.7%
Some Eng 23.0% 9.5% 3.2% 5.6% 17.5% 9.5% 57.1%
Not Very Eng 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 85.7%
Not Engaged 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0%
High School 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 4.2% 4.2% 66.7%
Some Post 29.2% 9.2% 9.2% 15.4% 16.9% 12.3% 49.2%
College 26.1% 14.8% 9.6% 7.0% 20.9% 13.9% 49.6%
18-29 45.5% 27.3% 18.2% 18.2% 18.2% 13.6% 36.4%
30-39 29.0% 16.1% 3.2% 9.7% 35.5% 22.6% 45.2%
40-49 20.0% 14.3% 17.1% 22.9% 17.1% 8.6% 40.0%
50-64 25.8% 6.5% 8.1% 4.8% 8.1% 12.9% 61.3%
65+ 18.5% 3.7% 0.0% 5.6% 18.5% 7.4% 59.3%
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23. And would you say you did or did not see or hear any advertisements by the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting
Commission? IF YES, ASK: AND WHERE DID YOU SEE OR HEAR THIS ADVERTISEMENT [ACCEPT MULTIPLE

ANSWERS]
No Radio TV Internet Billboard Newspaper  Not Sure
Strong Democratic  68.2% 5.7% 13.6% 15.9% 2.3% 3.4% 3.4%
Lean Democratic 60.0% 17.1% 11.4% 22.9% 0.0% 5.7% 2.9%
Independent 67.2% 8.6% 19.0% 5.2% 1.7% 3.4% 3.4%
Lean Republican 36.4% 27.3% 27.3% 27.3% 4.5% 13.6% 0.0%
Strong Republican  58.7% 13.0% 17.4% 6.5% 0.0% 2.2% 2.2%
Sanders Dem 57.5% 12.5% 7.5% 25.0% 5.0% 7.5% 0.0%
Democratic 64.3% 8.6% 20.0% 15.7% 0.0% 5.7% 4.3%
Independent 70.8% 12.3% 7.7% 7.7% 1.5% 0.0% 3.1%
Republican 41.2% 11.8% 29.4% 17.6% 2.9% 11.8% 2.9%
Trump Rep 73.3% 6.7% 13.3% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3%
Very Engaged 65.8% 11.8% 9.2% 17.1% 1.3% 3.9% 2.6%
Some Eng 60.5% 9.6% 19.1% 13.4% 0.6% 5.7% 3.2%
Not Very Eng 63.2% 21.1% 21.1% 0.0% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Not Engaged 80.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
High School 53.3% 13.3% 23.3% 10.0% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3%
Some Post 71.6% 6.2% 18.5% 7.4% 2.5% 4.9% 0.0%
College 59.0% 13.2% 13.9% 17.4% 0.7% 4.9% 3.5%
18-29 41.7% 20.8% 20.8% 29.2% 4.2% 8.3% 0.0%
30-39 62.2% 16.2% 2.7% 21.6% 2.7% 0.0% 2.7%
40-49 62.2% 17.8% 11.1% 8.9% 2.2% 2.2% 6.7%
50-64 63.9% 7.2% 16.9% 15.7% 0.0% 3.6% 1.2%
65+ 69.7% 4.5% 24.2% 3.0% 1.5% 9.1% 3.0%
Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission Post Survey 62

Glengariff Group, Inc.
February 2022
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24.  And would you say that Michigan citizens did or did not have a greater role this time around in deciding how Michigan’s new
districts would be drawn?

Did Did Not No Different

Strong Democratic  55.7% 21.6% 6.8%
Lean Democratic 48.6% 17.1% 11.4%
Independent 39.7% 29.3% 1.7%
Lean Republican 22.7% 22.7% 22.7%
Strong Republican  43.5% 19.6% 2.2%
Sanders Dem 67.5% 15.0% 2.5%
Democratic 47.1% 27.1% 11.4%
Independent 40.0% 26.2% 3.1%
Republican 32.4% 20.6% 11.8%
Trump Rep 50.0% 10.0% 6.7%
Very Engaged 50.0% 25.0% 9.2%
Some Eng 44.6% 21.0% 7.0%
Not Very Eng 36.8% 21.1% 0.0%
Not Engaged 20.0% 20.0% 0.0%
High School 53.3% 20.0% 3.3%
Some Post 43.2% 22.2% 8.6%
College 45.1% 22.2% 6.9%
18-29 54.2% 12.5% 8.3%
30-39 67.6% 8.1% 5.4%
40-49 62.2% 24.4% 0.0%
50-64 27.7% 22.9% 7.2%
65+ 40.9% 30.3% 10.6%
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25. Generally speaking, would you say Michigan’s redistricting commission has succeeded or failed in giving Michigan citizens a
greater role than politicians in designing new districts? WOULD YOU SAY THEY HAVE STRONGLY
SUCCEEDED/FAILED OR JUST SOMEWHAT SUCCEEDED/FAILED?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don’t

Succeeded Succeeded  Failed Failed Know
Strong Democratic ~ 35.2% 27.3% 8.0% 9.1% 20.5%
Lean Democratic 22.9% 28.6% 8.6% 2.9% 37.1%
Independent 20.7% 24.1% 6.9% 24.1% 24.1%
Lean Republican 9.1% 22.7% 18.2% 9.1% 40.9%
Strong Republican ~ 6.5% 37.0% 13.0% 13.0% 30.4%
Sanders Dem 50.0% 20.0% 7.5% 5.0% 17.5%
Democratic 30.0% 28.6% 10.0% 12.9% 18.6%
Independent 15.4% 30.8% 6.2% 13.8% 33.8%
Republican 14.7% 29.4% 17.6% 2.9% 35.3%
Trump Rep 0.0% 33.3% 13.3% 20.0% 33.3%
Very Engaged 26.3% 35.5% 9.2% 10.5% 18.4%
Some Eng 22.9% 24.2% 8.3% 13.4% 31.2%
Not Very Eng 0.0% 31.6% 26.3% 5.3% 36.8%
Not Engaged 0.0% 20.05 0.0% 20.0% 60.0%
High School 23.3% 30.0% 16.7% 6.7% 23.3%
Some Post 21.0% 33.3% 8.6% 16.0% 21.0%
College 22.2% 25.0% 9.0% 10.4% 33.3%
18-29 25.0% 29.2% 4.2% 4.2% 37.5%
30-39 32.4% 40.5% 5.4% 2. 7% 18.9%
40-49 26.7% 24.4% 8.9% 17.8% 22.2%
50-64 19.3% 26.5% 6.0% 7.2% 41.0%
65+ 15.2% 25.8% 19.7% 22.7% 16.7%
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27. Now that Michigan has redrawn legislative maps for the first time with the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting
Commission, would you say Michigan should continue to allow an Independent Citizens Commission to redraw political maps
every ten years or do you think Michigan should go back to allowing elected representatives that have control in the State
Legislature to redraw the state’s political maps?

MICRC Legislature Both/ Don’t Know
Strong Democratic ~ 75.2% 5.5% 19.4%
Lean Democratic 74.2% 1.6% 24.2%
Independent 61.6% 11.6% 26.8%
Lean Republican 67.2% 6.9% 25.9%
Strong Republican ~ 59.4% 18.2% 22.4%
Sanders Dem 70.7% 4.0% 25.3%
Democratic 76.1% 6.0% 17.9%
Independent 65.3% 8.8% 25.9%
Republican 63.1% 14.8% 22.1%
Trump Rep 58.9% 15.8% 25.3%
Very Engaged 65.3% 11.3% 23.4%
Some Eng 69.5% 9.0% 21.5%
Not Very Eng 64.6% 12.5% 22.9%
Not Engaged 40.0% 11.4% 48.6%
High School 61.2% 14.7% 24.0%
Some Post 67.7% 10.4% 21.9%
College 67.2% 7.7% 25.1%
18-29 73.3% 5.8% 20.9%
30-39 76.0% 5.0% 19.0%
40-49 55.6% 17.1% 27.4%
50-64 67.7% 9.5% 22.8%
65+ 58.9% 12.9% 28.2%
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APPENDIX A: QUESTION 5/ WHAT HAVE YOU SEEN OR HEARD?

AND WHAT HAVE YOU SEEN OR HEARD? Number Percent
I don't trust it. 1 0.5%
Don't know. 28 13.3 %
It's about the Gerrymandering process. 3 1.4 %
It would make it easier for Republican candidates. 1 0.5 %
It would be slanted for the more affluent. 1 0.5%
I heard about drawing the boundaries and unfairness. 1 0.5 %
I'm informed and have seen the maps. 1 0.5%
I know they redrew the map and it was approved. 1 0.5 %
That there's a new commission. 1 0.5%
That they came up with a plan but many people are

unhappy with it. 1 0.5%
It's happening. 1 0.5%
The composition of people did change. 1 0.5%
Just that the commission exists. 1 0.5 %
The redistricting process. 1 0.5 %
They took an island and connected it with a township. 1 0.5%
Online on social media I saw there would be a

committee. 1 0.5 %
I saw the drafts coming out and the lawsuits. 1 0.5 %
[ heard about the issue in 2018 but not the latest news. 1 0.5 %
That I don't agree with it. 1 0.5 %
Exactly what you just said. 1 0.5 %
I saw something about it on the news. 1 0.5 %
They're biased by Democrats. 1 0.5 %
I saw on the news that it was done. 1 0.5%
I heard that it's been done. 1 0.5 %
That it was redrawn or will be. 1 0.5%
People are upset about it. 1 0.5 %

There's always renewed complaints of neighborhoods
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split up. 1 0.5%
I heard some people aren't happy with it. 1 0.5%
Demographics are important. 1 0.5%
It's comprised of citizens. 1 0.5%
The proposal about the make up of the commission. 1 0.5%
My husband applied to be one. 1 0.5 %
They want to redraw the boundaries. 1 0.5%
I've talked to people who applied for it. 1 0.5%
I read a couple of news articles, can't remember what

they said. 1 0.5%
The map showed that the whole west/southwest regions

of Michigan was Republican which is totally out of

whack. 1 0.5%
I applied but didn't get accepted. 1 0.5%
They mentioned it on NPR. 1 0.5 %
I saw the app and remembered I voted for it. 1 0.5 %
I saw when they delivered a report of the maps and the

controversy around them. 1 0.5 %
I heard about the ballot issue. 1 0.5%
Last year there was something on the news but I can't

remember what. 1 0.5%
There's a lot of discussion about it on the news and

people feel good about the maps. 1 0.5%
People think it will cause problems. 2 0.9 %
I know about the redistricting by the citizens

commission. 1 0.5 %
I just heard about it. 2 0.9 %
There's an issue now because they're not on time. 1 0.5 %
The controversies that have cropped up. 1 0.5 %
On the news the districts were redrawn, some people

think it's unfair to minorities. 1 0.5 %
The redistricting process was in the newspaper and the

13 citizens that it was made up of. 1 0.5%
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I knew the redistricting was happening, not about the

committee. 1 0.5 %
They're sharing how they're redistricting. 1 0.5%
I heard about it having some Republicans, some

Democrats, and some Independents. 1 0.5%
On the ballot. 1 0.5 %
I received mail about it. 1 0.5%
I've seen an article on Reddit that applications were

being put in. 1 0.5%
They were creating the commission. 1 0.5%
I heard it passed. 1 0.5%
I watched and read about redistricting online. 1 0.5 %
It's about redistricting. 1 0.5 %
There has been controversy on whether or not it's a non

balanced committee. 1 0.5%
It's independent with people from both sides of the

party. 2 0.9 %
I've seen the maps online. 1 0.5 %
Local representative no longer living in district because

of redistricting. 1 0.5%
Adpvertising for their meetings in the area. 1 0.5 %
That they were the new way of redistricting. 1 0.5 %
It's not fair. 1 0.5%
That it was going to be redistricted. 1 0.5 %
They're trying to stop the confirmed districting in place. 1 0.5 %
I heard they lean more Democrat. 1 0.5 %
They're controversial. 1 0.5 %
That they would organize a commission. 1 0.5 %
The redrawing of lines of the districts. 1 0.5 %
I've applied and I've heard the map is now being

challenged. 1 0.5%
They've come up with a plan and the map is being

challenged. 1 0.5%
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They were redrawing the maps that were Republican

favored, it wasn't fair before, now it is. 4 1.9 %
There are still some people who are unhappy with the
results. 1 0.5 %

The Republicans say they did a bad job and the

Democrats said a good job. 2 0.9 %
Some people believe it was done in an unfair manner. 1 0.5%
I heard about the redistricting plan. 2 0.9 %
When the application for redistricting came about. 2 0.9 %
That new boundaries have been set. 1 0.5%
A lawsuit against the redistricting process. 1 0.5 %
They're protecting us from gerrymandering. 1 0.5%
The newly proposed districts. 1 0.5%
I've heard they changed districts. 2 0.9 %
Just that they exist. 1 0.5 %
Lawsuits were filed in dissatisfaction with the maps. 2 0.9 %
One of our representatives will be affected by the new

change. 1 0.5%
Only aware that the commission was formed. 1 0.5 %
They were debating about the redistricting process. 2 0.9 %
That the law was going to change. 1 0.5 %
[ heard about the boundaries. 1 0.5%
I work in city government and I'm aware of the process

and pushback from people about it. 2 0.9 %
I just heard some local information. 1 0.5 %
They redid the map so it isn't so janky. 1 0.5 %
That they would stop Gerrymandering. 1 0.5 %
They were the people selected to do the redistricting. 1 0.5 %
I heard they made a decision to go forward with that. 1 0.5 %
Refused. 1 0.5%
They've redrawn lines. 2 0.9 %
Something on the news. 1 0.5 %
We'll see more libertarians. 1 0.5 %
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I heard something on the news. 2 0.9 %
It's been on the news. 1 0.5%
I'm aware of it. 1 0.5%
Podcast. 1 0.5%
That the Democrats aren't happy with it. 2 0.9 %
There was a problem not letting African Americans

have enough say in Detroit. 2 0.9 %
They're redoing districts. 1 0.5%
Their new plan is being contested in court. 1 0.5%
We notarized the paperwork. 1 0.5%
I've been sent emails to open invitations to be a part of

the commission. 1 0.5%
The process was under way and they were in the

process of gathering the people they needed to proceed. 1 0.5 %
Researched the proposal personally for information. 1 0.5%
That it passed, some people thought it needed to be

redrawn. 1 0.5%
The process of the changing of district lines. 2 0.9 %
The progress and what's going on currently with the

maps. 2 0.9 %
Everyone who redistricts fails. 1 0.5 %
Looked into it to try to get involved but I didn't pursue

it. 1 0.5%
Nothing since last year. 1 0.5 %
I know that they have met and that it's supposedly bi-

partisan. 1 0.5 %
I actually submitted an application to be considered to

be on the commission and I kept an eye on them

throughout the redistricting process. 1 0.5 %
They're redistricting. 1 0.5%
It's very vague, just that they were doing something. 1 0.5%
Why the districts cut into cities and more conservative

people are unfairly represented. 1 0.5 %
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Reporting on the radio. 1 0.5%

I saw one Facebook commercial about it and that's it. 1 0.5 %
Republicans took over a couple of districts so it

benefited them. 1 0.5 %
I just heard about the redistricting. 1 0.5%
The Detroit area was having controversy over the

districts. 1 0.5%
The new maps that came out recently. 1 0.5%
It's well balanced. 1 0.5%
I read an article presented by U of M to help select

members of the commission. 1 0.5%
Some of the rules that are suggested are way out of line. 1 0.5 %
That they existed. 2 0.9 %
I know they have redrawn them. 1 0.5%
It will be redone. 1 0.5%
I've seen a little about the committee and how it's made

up. 1 0.5 %
I've heard about the boundaries that's it. 1 0.5 %
They're redoing our districts. 1 0.5 %
Something about being tied up in the courts. 2 0.9 %
I've seen a couple posts on Facebook from friends who

are against gerrymandering about redistricting. 1 0.5%
It's diverse to make it fair for everybody. 2 0.9 %
I heard about them redrawing the boundaries. 1 0.5 %
They came to our committee and did a presentation. 1 0.5 %
I voted on it. 1 0.5 %
They had a committee of citizens coming together to

draw the district lines. 2 0.9 %
Other people called to inform about it. 1 0.5 %
I don't like state maps the way they were drawn. 1 0.5 %
My district got redistricted. 2 0.9 %
Talk around the campus talking about redrawing the

lines. 1 0.5 %
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The committee has met and drawn the lines which

caused controversy. 3 1.4 %
Conlflict and discussion about unfair redistricting. 1 0.5%
That people didn't like the way they redrew it. 1 0.5%
They've put Dearborn with Wayne county. 1 0.5 %
Total 211 100.0 %

Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission Post Survey
Glengariff Group, Inc.
February 2022

76



APPENDIX B: QUESTION 8/ WHY WAS YOUR OPINION POSITIVE?

And why would you say your opinion is

positive? Number Percent
Sometimes change like that would be very good for all

of us. 1 1.1 %
Because it's a nonbiased board. 1 1.1%
The situation seems better in the hands of average

citizens. 1 1.1%
They did it for the right reason. 1 1.1 %
It's important to have fair maps. 1 1.1%
They're making progress. 1 1.1 %
Changes have been made. 1 1.1 %
An equal amount of representatives seems fair. 1 1.1 %
[ wasn't a fan of how districts were drawn the last 3

decades. 1 1.1 %
The old system was unfair and this effort was to fix it. 1 1.1 %
I support it. 1 1.1 %
They could be unbiased by the left. 1 1.1 %
They're trying to make things more fair. 1 1.1 %
It's important. 2 23 %
The lines are being drawn more equitably. 1 1.1%
They did a good job, it's more accurate. 1 1.1 %
The whole process needs to be more independent. 1 1.1%
Redrawing of districts they've done is good. 1 1.1 %
It's a fair way to draw the districts and not leave it up to

the politicians. 1 1.1 %
They have done what the voters want. 1 1.1 %
It's is more fairly comprised now. 2 23 %
Change isn't necessarily bad and this might be positive. 1 1.1%
It's better than the alternative. 1 1.1%
It's a non-biased point of view. 1 1.1%
It's giving everyone an opportunity to vote. 1 1.1 %
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It's important for people to have the independence. 1 1.1%

This is the only way to get away from gerrymandering. 1 1.1 %
Gerrymandering and swaying voting districts is the

worst thing we can do. 1 1.1 %
To get rid of gerrymandering. 1 1.1%
You have to keep doing things to make the system

better and this is 1 way how. 1 1.1%
The citizens do a better job than Republicans in the

Legislature. 1 1.1%
Don't know. 4 4.5 %
I like the work they've done. 1 1.1 %
Some things need changes. 1 1.1 %
It will represent more people accurately. 1 1.1%
It's set up to be a lot more fair. 1 1.1%
It should be balanced and more fair, this will keep it

unbiased. 1 1.1 %
Equal representation from everyone. 1 1.1%
It's important to get the voice of the people. 1 1.1 %
It's way better than having one party draw the map. 1 1.1 %
It's a balanced group, fairly neutral. 1 1.1 %
It shows the citizens have a voice. 1 1.1%
The maps weren't fair before. 4 4.5 %
It's made up of people from different parties to keep it

neutral. 1 1.1 %
It's better left to the citizens. 1 1.1%
They're trying to make sure our elections are fair. 1 1.1%
They're trying to do better by citizens. 1 1.1 %
Stopping gerrymandering. 1 1.1 %
They're drawing power away from politicians and being

nonpartisan. 1 1.1 %
The voters should have a say in districts. 1 1.1 %
It takes it out of the hands of the government so it can

be more balanced. 2 2.3 %
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Refused. 1 1.1 %
All of the changes to reduce previous gerrymandering. 2 23 %
It's a more impartial way to draw the districts. 1 1.1%
They're very transparent with information making efforts

to make it available to everyone. 2 23 %
Partisanship has gone too far, a system to reflect all

parties is what we need. 1 1.1%
It's an important issues because of minorities being

served. 1 1.1 %
People from different political parties are working

together for a greater good. 1 1.1 %
Vast improvement over the old system giving voice to

citizens. 1 1.1%
A lot of people have moved to the suburbs and when it

comes to getting state aid a lot of places have fallen

short due to old boundaries. 1 1.1 %
I agree with the statistic models. 1 1.1 %
It's a more fair way to draw districts. 1 1.1 %
The objective is a more fair map and this is an

improvement on the system we used to have. 1 1.1 %
The issue of gerrymandering. 1 1.1 %
Making everyone and all get their fair share. 1 1.1 %
I'm against Gerrymandering. 1 1.1 %
The people should have a say. 1 1.1%
The districting should represent the minority voices. 1 1.1 %
They did their job well. 1 1.1 %
It took control from the actual parties affiliation and

gave it to the citizens. 1 1.1%
It's better than what it was before. 1 1.1%
The redistricting is necessary and I approve of how the

commission was put together. 2 2.3 %

People in congress should stay out of it because they
tamper with is and the committee is a good way to
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address it. 3 3.4 %
They're trying to protect our vote. 1 1.1 %
Total 88 100.0 %
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APPENDIX C: QUESTION 9/ WHY WAS YOUR OPINION NEGATIVE?

And why would you say your opinion is
negative? Number Percent
I don't approve of the formation of the commission,

nothing against the people on the commission just the

commission itself. 1 32%
Refused. 2 6.5 %
They redistricted Sugar Island and Sioux Township

together. 1 32%
I don't agree with changing things. 1 32%
It's political garbage. 1 32 %
It's just another organization that will steal funds and get

rich off of the people. 1 32%
The Democrats are trying to change it so it helps them. 1 32%
They made a problem where there wasn't one. 1 32 %
Because they haven't been able to execute their

deadlines, they couldn't comply with basic requests. 1 32 %
It puts a cap on the people who can vote. 1 32%
It's a scam by politicians. 1 32%
It's not good for citizens who don't have enough

experience. 1 32%
They did it unfairly. 1 32%
It doesn't make sense, how it was redrawn. 1 32%
It's not a non-biased commission. 1 32%
[ don't think we should redistrict. 1 32%
Not a good enough selection of people. 1 32%
Nobody can guarantee independency. 1 32%

I don't trust that it's bipartisan, I think it will be

Republican leaning and biased. 1 32%
We're now cluttered with cities that have different views

and religious beliefs, some will probably lose us reps

that we like. 1 32%
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The way the lines are drawn doesn't seem to be fair.

6.5 %

2
I don't believe in the bill of the system. 1 32%
There's too many complaints from people about it. 1 32%
I don't like how they redrew the maps. 1 32%
I think it's biased. 2 6.5 %
It adversely affects Wayne County. 1 32%
It's a form of gerrymandering. 1 32%
They didn't draw the lines very well. 1 32%
Total 1 100.0 %
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APPENDIX D: QUESTON 11/ WHY DO YOU APPROVE?

And why do you approve of the job they
have done? Number Percent

It's looking out for the well being of all people. 1 1.1%
They're doing their job to the best of their ability. 1 1.1 %
So far they've done their goal. 1 1.1%
Things change over the years. 1 1.1 %
They've deviated from corruption. 1 1.1%
Seems like they did a fair job. 1 1.1 %
The maps are much more fair. 1 1.1%
It was unfair before. 1 1.1 %
I agree with it. 1 1.1 %
They're working to make things equal with the parties. 1 1.1 %
Somebody had to do it. 1 1.1 %
From the map, it's more equitable. 1 1.1 %
It was more fair and accurate. 1 1.1%
It's needed and overdue. 1 1.1 %
Don't know. 6 6.9 %
It has allowed a voice for voters to be involved. 1 1.1 %
They're giving voters a chance to have input. 1 1.1 %
They have a tough job but they're trying. 1 1.1%
They're doing the job as tasked. 1 1.1 %
They worked hard to come up with a non-partisan way

of redistricting. 1 1.1 %
They laid it out well and haven't drawn the lines too out

of bounds. 1 1.1 %
It's time we have someone who isn't either party to

decide. 1 1.1 %
Seems like things are doing good. 1 1.1%
We're still here and haven't been taken down. 1 1.1%
It seems to be going okay. 1 1.1%
It's more fair. 1 1.1%
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They do a better job than politicians.

It's supposed to be a voter approved amendment and
balanced.

I'm grateful they're willing to do it.

They did a fair job at redistricting.

It breaks down the districts and the people who live
there.

The boundaries should change all the time.

I have communicated personally with them.

I like that they included district 15 into another district.

They managed to get the map completed through the
pandemic.

It's fairly balanced.

They put a lot of time and effort into it and I appreciate
that.

It's important someone has to fight for the right thing.

They've been fair with getting citizens involved.

I give them credit for the job they're all doing.

I'm in a different district.

They're attempting to make changes for districts.

They're making better boundaries for voting.

I'm trusting that they're redistricting as needed.

It doesn't look as janky.

It needs to be done once in a while.

Refused.

We have to have fair maps.

With the changes it reflects the population.

This system is better than the legislative system.

They've collaborated together and are transparent.

It's not perfect but a huge improvement.

The numbers were adequate.

Districting is unfair with the legislature.

It's done every 10 years.
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The way they did it is a more fair distribution of the

parties. 1 1.1 %
It's a better map that better represents the population. 1 1.1%
They have taken in all the areas of our state. 1 1.1 %
It was time to be updated a bit. 1 1.1%
I'm not sure if they've actually done anything yet but I'm

waiting to see what they do. 1 1.1%
I'm not a Republican. 1 1.1 %
They've made it so little people have more of a chance. 2 23 %
This would lead to the most unbiased redrawing of

boundaries. 1 1.1%
Democracy is our only hope, without it we have nothing. 1 1.1 %
They're taking a lead in supporting smaller voices. 1 1.1 %
They got it right. 1 1.1 %
They've done the best they could with the amount of

people they have, no more gerrymandering. 1 1.1 %
They want to create more opportunities. 1 1.1%
The committee is the right approach to addressing

gerrymandering. 3 34 %
Just to get a discussion going about what's best for the

people. 1 1.1 %
Total 87 100.0 %
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APPENDIX E: QUESTION 12/ WHY DO YOU DISAPPROVE?

And why do you disapprove of the job they

have done? Number Percent
I think it's a power grab for both parties. 1 21 %
They don't put their information out there for the

average citizen to find. 1 21 %
I think the map was redrawn to benefit a certain

political party. 1 21 %
Refused. 2 4.3 %

They down districted when they combined the island

and township. 1 2.1 %
They've done nothing to benefits the voters. 1 2.1 %
It's biased. 1 2.1%
It's too political, just another choice of a political group. 1 2.1%
I don't think it was fair. 1 2.1%
Leave it how it is so they don't take advantage of voters. 1 21 %
They have done a terrible job maintaining the guidelines. 1 2.1 %
I just don't understand it. 1 2.1 %
They lumped too much area into one Representative or

Senator. 1 2.1 %
The Detroit Community isn't represented right. 1 2.1%
The current lines favor certain parties instead of others. 1 2.1 %
They haven't done enough to involve the citizens. 1 21 %
I think they're doing it for a political agenda. 1 21 %
There's still gerrymandering going on and not all groups

are getting representation. 1 2.1 %
[ don't think they did it fairly. 1 21 %
I lost my democratic representative. 1 2.1 %
They're redrawing district lines again. 1 21 %
It's not a non-biased commission. 1 2.1 %
They're taking over rural areas with urban areas. 1 21 %

They separated some communities of interest in order
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to dilute voters of color. 1 21 %
The selected group wasn't unbiased. 1 2.1 %
It was good the way it was. 2 4.3 %
I feel it's biased toward the Republican side. 1 2.1 %
The districts aren't fairly drawn. 2 4.3 %
There was a rule that didn't create balance. 2 4.3 %
It's not local. 1 21 %
There wasn't a lot of information publicly. 1 2.1 %
They're disenfranchising minority populations. 1 21 %
I didn't vote for it. 1 2.1 %
They aren't doing a good job selling what they did. 1 21 %
There have been some problems of discriminatory

racial practices. 1 2.1%
Because of the way it affects where I live. 1 2.1 %
Some smaller districts get swallowed up which causes

misrepresentation of the area. 2 4.3 %
Gerrymandering against minorities. 1 21 %
The maps were drawn more Republican leaning and

they went off of previous maps. 1 2.1%
It unfairly creates a distribution of black voters for less

representation. 2 4.3 %
They didn't draw the lines very well. 1 21 %
Total 47 100.0 %
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APPENDIX F: QUESTION 26/ FUTURE SUGGESTIONS

And would you have any suggestions going
forward that would help the Michigan
Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission

to improve the redistricting process? Number Percent
Tell us how the 13 were selected. 1 0.4 %
Advertise more especially to rural areas. 1 0.4 %
No. 140 54.3 %

Give an advertisement and a letter saying this is an

opportunity in your area for redistricting. 1 0.4 %
A lot of prayer. 1 0.4 %
Dissolve the commission. 1 0.4 %
Send me a map of where they redistricted and why. 1 0.4 %
Make voters more aware. 1 0.4 %
Advertise. 1 0.4 %
It just needs tinkering and time. 1 0.4 %
They need to let us know about it more publicly. 1 0.4 %
Make sure things are done in the open and are

transparent. 1 0.4 %
More social awareness and getting the word out more. 1 0.4 %
More transparency. 1 0.4 %
Direct mail more information to us so we know what's

going on. 1 0.4 %
Remove all Democrats. 1 0.4 %
Don't know. 17 6.6 %
Keep Democrats out. 1 0.4 %
Make the people aware of what's going on. 1 0.4 %
Listen to the residents. 1 0.4 %
Keep the public informed. 1 0.4 %
Just leave it alone. 1 0.4 %
Disband the group. 1 0.4 %

They need to be held accountable by the governor,
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currently they answer to no one and most of them are

inept at this kind of work. 1 0.4 %
Get the word out more. 1 0.4 %
Put more information in the press like the newspaper. 1 0.4 %
Getting the word out better. 1 0.4 %
Put more on MLive. 1 0.4 %
Send flyers out by mail so people would understand it

better. 1 0.4 %
Get the word out a bit more. 1 0.4 %
Seek clarification on all boundaries they have so there

isn't so much disagreement. 1 0.4 %
Trying to educate people about what it is and why it's

needed. 1 0.4 %
More outreach to the public. 1 0.4 %
Give each county the right to give opinions. 1 0.4 %
Better advertising so people know what's going on. 1 0.4 %
Get it on TV from 7-7:30 with a panel set up to discuss

what it is and who is working with it. 1 0.4 %
Make sure it's 100 percent transparent to the public. 2 0.8 %
Just keep listening to the public. 1 0.4 %
Keep exposing more to get more people involved. 1 0.4 %
Just a little bit more advertisement. 1 0.4 %
It should have been more public. 1 0.4 %
Kibosh this process. 1 0.4 %
Maybe put more ads and things out to get people

involved. 1 0.4 %
More public involvements in the rural area. 1 0.4 %
They should care less about which party is involved. 1 0.4 %
Don't put politicians in districts where they didn't run or

get elected into. 1 0.4 %
More of an informal approach. 1 0.4 %
Let the people vote on the districts themselves. 1 0.4 %
Term limits enforced. 1 0.4 %
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Make more available information, like advertising more. 1 0.4 %
Reaching out to the community. 1 0.4 %
Get more information out there. 1 0.4 %
Gathering public opinion. 1 0.4 %
Maybe advertise more about what they're doing. 1 0.4 %
Should be more public meetings, online access doesn't

reach everybody. 1 0.4 %
Listen to what the critics are telling you. 2 0.8 %
Just citizens should have a lot more involvement. 1 0.4 %
Put the districts on the ballot. 1 0.4 %
They need to advertise more into the lead up so people

can engage. 1 0.4 %
Mailing out information to Michigan citizens. 1 0.4 %
More information for the average voter. 1 0.4 %
More investment in advertisement. 2 0.8 %
Put the information in targeted ads. 1 0.4 %
They have to allow and make effort to include

everybody, every voice should be heard. 2 0.8 %
Put it to a vote to people. 1 0.4 %
Get citizens to give them information and opinions. 1 0.4 %
Stop splitting counties. 1 0.4 %
Put it in the local newspaper. 1 0.4 %
Get a flyer out in the mail describing how it affects

people and when meetings are. 2 0.8 %
Not lumping the city together with the suburbs. 1 0.4 %
Keep the transparency available for public access. 2 0.8 %
Make the people more aware that their personal input

1s accepted, I had no idea about the meetings of the

committee or the portal or anything. 1 0.4 %
Put me on the commission. 1 0.4 %
More advertising to promote greater visibility. 1 0.4 %
They need to do a much better job informing the

citizenry about when all this stuff was going on. 1 0.4 %
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They could have improved early on in the mathematical

literacy of the members of commission, they seemed to

be a little behind in some of the math involved in

redistricting. 1 0.4 %
General information on good models and information on

the redistricting itself. 1 0.4 %
Just keep the service with citizen control. 1 0.4 %
Try to advertise more to the public. 1 0.4 %
Put more in the news media about how important it is. 2 0.8 %
Make their information more accessible. 1 0.4 %
More time providing the maps online for review. 1 0.4 %
Don't do it. 2 0.8 %
A little more reaching out to us to keep us better

informed. 1 0.4 %
More engagement in communities being gentrified. 1 0.4 %
Possibly more advertising for younger voters 18-30

years old. 1 0.4 %
Stay transparent and keep political and corporate

money out of the process. 1 0.4 %
They need more advertisement. 1 0.4 %
Take one person from every congressional district and

make that into a council say there's more say from the

community. 1 0.4 %
More advertising and exposure. 1 0.4 %
Come up with a way to keep politicians from

monkeying with the results. 3 1.2 %
Keep visible so people are aware. 1 0.4 %
Spend more money on putting information out about

what they're doing. 1 0.4 %
Total 258 100.0 %
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APPENDIX 4

MICRC Communications and Outreach Plan

325 MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations



PROPOSED COMMUNICATIONS
AND OUTREACH PLAN

April 8, 2021




STRATEGIC PLAN

MISSION: Lead Michigan’s redistricting process to assure Michigan’s Congressional,
State Senate, and State House district lines are drawn fairly in a citizen-led,
transparent process, meeting Constitutional mandates.

VISION: Chart a positive course for elections based on fair maps for Michigan today

and for the future.

CORE VALUES: Integrity—Respect—Transparency—Purposeful




BACKGROUND

. In 2018, Michigan voters passed Proposal 2 to amend the Michigan Constitution.

. Prevent gerrymandering
. Openness and transparency

. Reduce partisanship by letting citizens execute the redistricting process

. Created the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission (MICRC).

. 13 randomly selected Michigan residents—four Democrats, five Independents,

and four Republicans.

. The MICRC is responsible for redistricting Michigan’s U.S. Congressional, and State
House and Senate districts.




MARKET RESEARCH
METHODOLOGY

. The Glengariff Group, Inc. conducted a Michigan statewide survey of voters. The
600 sample, live operator telephone survey was conducted on March 27-31, 2021
and has a margin of error of +/-4.0% with a 95% level of confidence.

. 50.0% of respondents were contacted via landline telephone. 50.0% of
respondents were contacted via cell phone telephone.

. This survey was commissioned by the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting
Commission.




MARKET RESEARCH
KEY FINDINGS

. 53 percent of respondents have heard of the new redistricting change
. 24.3 percent have heard of the MICRC
. Plurality of voters have no opinion of commission

. The two strongest testing facts emphasized map fairness and public feedback

. No unfair advantage, citizen input, and transparency are key messages that
resonate with voters

. News stories and website most likely avenues for engagement

. 48.2 percent believe participation will have an impact




GOAL #1: Ensure fairness in the redistricting process.

Objective 1—Share the process for random selection of commissioners.
Objective 2—Address gerrymandering through the composition of the commission.

Objective 3—Emphasize that MICRC requires hiring and mapping decisions to
include at least a member from the Democrats, Independents, and Republicans.




GOAL #2: Heighten awareness in the redistricting process.

Objective 1—Recruit Michigan residents to sign-up for alerts.
Objective 2—Reinforce that commissioners are everyday citizens.

Objective 3—Collaborate with statewide organizations and their affiliates/members
to inform residents about Michigan’s new redistricting process.




GOAL #3: Model transparency in the redistricting process.

Objective 1—Create a robust, accessible, and user-friendly website that promotes
and documents every action of the Commission.

Objective 2—Cite how the Commission follows the laws, rules, and procedures.

Objective 3—Establish and maintain solid and ethical relationships with media for
accurate, balanced, and timely information release.




GOAL #4: Increase engagement in the redistricting process.

Objective 1—Execute three multimedia education campaigns (public hearings, map
submission, adoption of maps) for residents to participate in the redistricting
process through public comments and hearings.

Objective 2—Identify and engage stakeholders in Communities of Interest to
maximize the voices of residents.

Objective 3—Utilize Town Hall Forums to partner with local organizations and inform
residents about the redistricting process.




COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH PLAN
PROCESS

. Present to the Commission—April 8

. Receive feedback and public comment—April 8-14

« Commission Vote—April 15




COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH PLAN
PLATFORMS

Ads Editorials
Emails Events
Facebook Fact Sheets
Frequently Asked Questions Infographics
Instagram Presentations
Press Text Alerts

Twitter Videos
Website YouTube




COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH PLAN
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MICRC Strategic Plan

338 MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations



Strategic Plan

DRAFT Presented to the MICRC on March 25, 2021



Guiding Principles

Mission: To lead Michigan’s redistricting process to assure
Michigan’s Congressional, State Senate, and State House
district lines are drawn fairly in a citizen-led, transparent
process, meeting Constitutional mandates.

Vision: To chart a positive course for elections based on
fair maps for Michigan today and for the future. Core Values:

v Integrity

v Respect

v’ Transparency
v’ Purposeful



Core Competencies

v’ Actions exemplify honesty and professionalism.

v’ Responsibilities and integrity are put above personal or political gain.
v Thoughtful and purposeful dialogue, and collegiality are fostered.

v’ Respect, tolerance, and equality are extended towards others.



Critical Success Factors

v Michigan citizens from across the state and with diverse
backgrounds participate meaningfully in the redistricting process.

v The Constitution is upheld and always at the forefront.

v" All actions are undertaken with a commitment to fairness.

v' The Code of Conduct, policies and procedures are followed.

v’ Discussion and deliberations occur in open meetings with the utmost
transparency.

v' Commissioners, consultants, and staff members work in an impartial manner to
instill public confidence in the integrity of the redistricting process.



Goal #1: Fairness

STRATEGIES

1. Commissioners will assure that lines are drawn in a fair, independent manner in
live, open meetings.

2. The line drawing contractor will present redistricting plans that are fair, include
input from public comments, are guided by RPV/RBV data analysis, and meet the
criteria detailed in the Michigan Constitution in rank order.

3. The Voting Rights Act legal counsel will provide guidance to assure Federal criteria
are met, including equal population and adherence to the Voting Rights Act.

4. Michigan residents will have fair and meaningful opportunities to participate in the
process through public comment and submission of proposed maps.



Goal #2: Awareness

STRATEGIES

1. There will be multiple opportunities for residents of Michigan to learn about the
redistricting process.

2. Both paid and earned media, as well as social media, will be utilized to share
information.

3. Meetings of the MICRC will be open meetings, broadcast in ‘real time’ and recorded
for later viewing.

4. A robust website will serve as a repository of information for the public.

5. Public Hearings, presentations, and town hall forums will engage directly with the
public to provide information.

6. There will be continuing education provided to increase knowledge of the
Commissioners and the general public.



STRATEGIES

1. Meetings of the Commission, including Public Hearings, will be open meetings.
Meeting agendas with supporting documents and other Commissioner materials will

be made available on the website Michigan.gov/MICRC.

2. While it is the goal to be open and transparent, should a member of the public
request additional information through the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), the
request will be addressed according to the MICRC FOIA policy.

3. Work of the Commission will exemplify transparency in process and procedure in
order to instill public trust.

4. Public comments, which will be accepted verbally at Public Hearings and
Commission meetings, in writing via email or mail, and through a public comment
tool, will be made available.



Goal #4: Engagement

STRATEGIES

1. Members of the public will have multiple means and be encouraged to
address the Commission and provide public comment.

2. Members of the public will be encouraged to identify Communities of Interest
and inform the Commission about their locations and shared interests.

3. Statewide community groups with a shared interest in fair, transparent,
citizen-led redistricting, will be encouraged to advocate on the characteristics of
their communities.



Goal #5: Maximize Resources

STRATEGIES

1. The fiscal appropriation provided to the MICRC, through taxpayer dollars, will
be deployed effectively and efficiently.

2. Statewide partnerships and collaboration will be utilized to increase the
capacity of the MICRC, including through volunteerism.

3. Staff will be hired to assist the Commission in achieving its goals.



Questions?
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Michigan Nonprofit Association MICRC assessment report

349 MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations



REDISTRICTING ADVOCACY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
|

To achieve fair and impartial district maps for Michigan, the Michigan Nonprofit Association (MNA) began mobilizing nonprofits
in early 2021 using the 2020 Census engagement model. This model is designed to create a lasting infrastructure for nonprofits
to address future democracy issues, especially anything that could threaten the health and wellbeing of our communities. In
total, 38 organizations were commissioned, to various degrees, to educate their communities about the newly implemented
Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission (ICRC) and to facilitate citizen participation in the process. A core group of 18
received funding, technical assistance, and one-on-one support to work with communities in Detroit, Flint, and Grand Rapids.
This core group reported on specific activities and outcomes of their work. The cohort was also invited to provide feedback by
responding to a survey and participate in focus groups. Select key findings are displayed below and additional findings can be
found in the full report.

KEY FINDINGS

MNA's ICRC Engagement Initiative saw many successes in 2021. Paramount was MNA's successful provision of appropriate tools
and resources to its nonprofit grant partners. Furthermore, grant partners reported overwhelmingly that members of their
communities better understand how to participate in the redistricting process and the importance and consequences of
redistricting. Also, a large majority agree that the final maps were based on input from my community as a result of participating
in this initiative.

g/

Agree that M vided the right Agree to some extent that because Agree to some nt that because Agree to some nt that because
tools and resources needed to of this initiative, members of my of this initiative, members of my of this initiative, final maps were
engage the community in community better understand how community better understand the based on input from my
redistricting discussions and to participate in the redistricting importance and consequences of community.
activities. process. redistricting.

Activities from cohort members resulted in...

145+ 11,400+ 50+ 12,600+

Meetings, Townhalls, and/or Individuals Engaged in ICRC Informational and Outreach Individuals Reached Through
Presentations across Michigan Discussions Statewide Campaigns (Social Media, Flyers, Informational and Outreach
etc.) Campaigns
INTRODUCTION

In 2021, MNA worked with nonprofit organizations in and around Detroit, Flint, and Grand Rapids, to provide people of color,
immigrant communities, and low-income populations information about redistricting, highlighting its importance, and
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demonstrating how to successfully participate in the process. Realizing that equitable participation in redistricting will lead to
more accurate and effective representation through fair maps and districts, MNA has armed grassroots organizations with
resources to educate their communities how to successfully engage public bodies and participate in the Independent Citizens
Redistricting Commission (ICRC) process. MNA sought to mirror the recent successes of its Census engagement work. In many
ways, these resources will further empower historically underrepresented populations to use the tools, awareness, and
experience to engage in other local, state-wide, and national civic activities. In using a cohort design, this initiative also created
a means for nonprofits to address future democracy issues, especially anything that could threaten the health and wellbeing of
our communities.

A cohort of 19 organizations formed in early 2021, and later, in the summer of 2021, a second cohort was formed, adding an
additional 19 organizations to the fold. A list of cohort members can be found in the table below:

Cohort #1 Cohort #2

African Bureau of Immigration and Social Affairs

Association of Chinese Americans

(ABISA)
ACCESS American Citizens for Justice
APIA Vote Southfield Alumnae Chapter, Delta Sigma Theta

Sorority, Inc.

Better Men Outreach (BMO)

North Flint Neighborhood Action Council

Caribbean Community Service Center

Nonprofit Network

Communities First, Inc

Arab American Heritage Council

Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc., Detroit Alumnae
Chapter

Emgage USA

Detroit Change Initiative

Flint Innovative Solutions

Detroit Hispanic Development Corp (DHDC)

Southwestern Michigan Urban League

Disability Network Oakland & Macomb

A Glimpse of Africa

Global Detroit

Littlefield Community Association

Hispanic Center of Western Michigan

Fitzgerald Community Council

International Institute of Metropolitan Detroit
(IMD)

West Grand Boulevard Collaborative (WGBC)

LGBT Detroit

Usp4GG (Filipino Americans)

Michigan United

National Federation of Filipino American
Associations (NaFFAA)

Our Own Wallstreet

Islamic Center of Detroit (ICD)

Proactive Project

Detroit Branch NAACP

Rising Voices of Asian American Families

Disability Network Wayne County/Detroit

Urban Core Collective

Miigwech Inc.




EVALUATION OVERVIEW
|

The Michigan Nonprofit Association (MNA) has partnered with JFM Consulting Group, Inc. (JFM), a Detroit-based independent
evaluation firm, to design and implement an evaluation framework for its advocacy work around redistricting in Michigan. The
evaluation includes a number of components to identify and measure the outcomes of this work. This includes the development
of a logic model and the collection of qualitative and quantitative data from partner (grantee) organizations. JFM collected and
analyzed monthly activity reports from members of its first cohort. The following evaluation report identifies select outcomes
and emergent findings from the analysis of the activity reports, as well as focus groups and surveys.

In addition to the collection of activity and perception data, JFM assisted in the development of a logic model for the initiative.
The logic model provides a succinct framework for identifying the key components of the initiative, as well as important
resources needed for goal attainment and measures of success. In this particular logic model both short-term outcomes and
longer-term impacts were identified. The logic model will be a useful tool for understanding the engagement process in more
detail and will provide a “NorthStar” for future engagement activities.

COHORT TRAININGS AND MEETINGS

|
The members of the cohort were provided with the opportunity to participate
in the following trainings:
1. Orientation (ThulJan 21, 2021)
Redistricting 101 (February 8, 2021)
Redistricting 201 (March 22, 2021)
Public Comment (April 19, 2021)
Social Media Campaigns (June 23, 2021)

e Wb

The cohort generally agreed that these presentations would be useful tools for

engaging the community. Participants reported that the trainings were easy to follow, the facilitators were engaging, and the
trainings provided practical ways to share the information they learned with others. Moreover, participants left the trainings
feeling confident sharing the information that they learned with the community in which they work.

In addition to the trainings noted above, cohort members were also invited to participate in monthly check-ins (approximately
10), whereby grant partners were invited to share updates, challenges, and successes related to their engagements with the
community about the redistricting process. These meetings were generally well attended and well received. These training
outcomes exemplify MNA’s mastery in engaging and supporting nonprofits in furthering impact in communities across Michigan.
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COHORT ACTIVITIES
|

A review of over 94 entries in the cohort reporting tool, found that the members engaged in a wide variety of activities to
support the ICRC Advocacy work. Since the winter of 2021, cohort members reported hosing or participating in nearly 150
meetings, townhalls, and presentations. As a result, around 11,400 individuals were actively engaged across the state. These
meetings took on many forms and were executed in ways that were both creative and culturally appropriate. For example,
organizations such as Detroit Hispanic Development Corporation adapted and translated materials for its Spanish-speaking
Latinx community. Similarly, APIA Vote hosted a presentation in Lao. In additional to the traditional community meetings,
organizations also conducted phone banking outreach to its members. Rising Voices of Asian American Families calls into specific
communities with large Asian American and Pacific Islander populations including Warren, Canton, Rochester, Troy, Ann Arbor.
Phone bank callers were able to communicate to respondents in Bangla, Cantonese, Mandarin, Urdu. This same phone banking
activity allowed the organization to better define its Communities of Interest for the purpose of mapping. In addition to funding
provided to the members of the cohorts, MNA provided numerous translated documents for broad distribution. Furthermore,
the Disability Network Oakland & Macomb worked with MNA staff to ensure printed and electronic materials were accessible
to disabled persons using screen readers. Overall, members of the cohort were able to effectively reach and communicate
directly with community members, stressing the importance of Michigan’s Citizens Redistricting Commission.

In addition to the active engagement activities, members of the cohort developed and executed outreach activities through
targeted flyer distribution and social media posts. Collectively, the cohort implemented over 50 outreach and information
campaigns, which was estimated to reach some 12,600 or more Michiganders. Like the meetings and presentations described
previously, the outreach campaigns were versatile and organizations leveraged other events to allow for the distribution of
informational materials. Organizations have also found success in getting the word out regarding the importance of the Citizens
Redistricting Commission by posting on social media.

In addition to the distribution of informational materials and presenting at community meetings, representatives from the
cohort organizations provided formal public comment at ICRC public meetings and helped to develop maps based on relevant
Communities of Interest. Organizations outside of the cohort, such as Voters Not Politicians and NextVote, were invited to speak
with and provide technical assistance to the cohort. ACCESS partnered with Voters Not Politicians to create a webinar on
redistricting and how to provide public comment. The webinar also covered communities of interest and different tools that
could be used for mapping, as well as the commission's new public portal. A representative from Rising Voices of Asian American
Families took gathered responses and testified as to the Burmese community of interest at the Jackson hearing. Their team
worked with individuals on follow up, offering template comments as well as feedback on personalized comment to submit via
the ICRC website. Staff from the Hispanic Center of Western Michigan also provided public comment during meetings in Grand
Rapids. The Hispanic Center, like other organizations, worked with their community to develop and submit a Community of
Interested map and narrative to the Commission.

Collaboration was key among members of the cohort, leveraging both new and old relationships to expand knowledge around
the redistricting initiative. ABISA with 5 other organizations organized a Townhall with two ICRC Commissioners. As a result,
these organizations created a bigger map to represent their Communities of Interest. Detroit Hispanic Development
Corporation, and others, participated in a collective of minority groups in SW Detroit with the goal of creating multiple COls in
the area that do not oppose each other and reinforce the need of keeping SW Detroit amalgamated. Collaboration was also
common with organizations that were not part of the cohort. LGBT Detroit, for example, partnered with Detroit Jews For Justice
to develop plans to encourage Jewish communities to engage the ICRC.

Organizations also partnered with non-cohort members in an effort to further expand the outreach efforts. In June, Global
Detroit hosted a Michigan State Legislator, Abraham Aiyash, and Hamtramck Mayor, Karen Majewski, to better understand the
ways that redistricting impacts their power to serve their constituents. The elected leaders also emphasized the importance of
having community members address the Commission directly via public comment. Global Detroit also used the opportunity to
receive feedback on their draft COlI map, greatly improving their understanding of current trends of immigrant expansion from
Hamtramck.



SURVEY RESULTS

|
At the end of the cohort’s grant cycle, grant partners from cohort #1 were asked to participate in a survey about their
perceptions and activities as a cohort member and grantee. Grantee feedback is vital to learning more about successes and
challenges of the initiative, thereby helping MNA become more effective in engaging organizations in future Civic Engagement
and Advocacy work. A total of 17 organizations completed the survey, resulting in an 89% response rate. Of those who
responded, 59% were new grant partners.

General Perceptions of the Initiative
Overall, members of the cohort were very appreciative of the opportunity to work with MNA on engaging citizens in the
redistricting process. They also appreciated the individualized support they received from MNA staff and others. Select verbatim
responses describing cohort member’s experiences working with MNA are detailed below:

“MNA provided helpful tools to inform cohort

“We loved working with Loida and Bob from
nextvote. | think our engagement improved
over time because while learning the mapping
seemed useful in a more abstract way,
working on talking points once maps were
created (not just COIs) was really helpful to
see how all the pieces fit together rather than
each COI approaching the process in a zero-
sum way. We really appreciate how Loida
continued to keep us looped into other ways
for our organization to be involved.”

“Our experience with MINA on this project was
very good. We have worked with MNA on
other initiatives in the past and they are
always very helpful and informative. Even in
the midst of a personnel change, there was no
lapse of service or information.”

members and their respective communities on
the redistricting process. | appreciated the
flow of the cohort sessions and the
accessibility of MNA's redistricting team.”

“This has been one of the best cohort/table
experiences that I've had. The tools and
resources provided through Next Vote and the
PR team helped tell our community's story
and make the case why we should be in one
voting district.”

“While | believe this experience was valuable,
the redistricting work should have started
with the census. | think a lot of organizations
were confused about what they needed to do
at the beginning, and | think we wasted a lot
of time.”

Collaborations

Collaborative activities played a major role in the initiative. A large majority of grant partners (77%) combined at least some of
their activities with other organizations in the cohort. Furthermore, 77% stated they anticipated collaborating with other cohort
members in the future. Some organized themselves regionally, holding a Flint or Detroit subgroup for example, while others
organized themselves by other common interests, such as by immigrant populations. One organization, however, sought to
break the mold by honing in on a multi-racial perspective, focused on achieving partisan fairness and protecting all communities
of interest, beyond singular COls. The organization noted that,”[similar] organizations writ large could do a better job of showing
solidarity with BIPOC organizations and see ourselves as leaders in that lane.”
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Resources & Technical Assistance

When asked about the most helpful aspect in engaging
your community in the Redistricting Process, 100% of
grantees agreed that the funding was crucial to
fulfilling its goal of authentically engaging the
communities in which they serve. As noted in the
following figure, technical assistance, and one-on-one
conversations with MNA staff also ranked highly in
terms of helpfulness to cohort members, at 77% and
59%, respectively.

Although the grant funding was viewed as helpful by

Ability to collaborate with other

Technical Assistance/Trainings

Which of the following were most helpful in engaging

your community in the Redistricting Process? (Select up to 3)

Other: | 12%
35%
staff T e

| 77%

organizations

One-on-one conversations with MNA

Grant dollars | 100%

all respondents, evidence suggests that it may not have been adequate enough. Just over half (53%) of the cohort members

Funding & Resources

MNA provided me with enough
funding to authentically engage
my community in redistricting
discussion and activities.

53% 41% 6%

MNA provided me with the right

tools and resources | needed to

engage my community in 77%

redistricting discussions and
activities.

18% 6%

Because of this initiative...

Being a member of the cohort increased my

reported they “agree” that MNA provided enough funding to
authentically engage their community in redistricting
discussion and activities; however, 41% indicated they
“somewhat agree. Notably, one respondent completely
disagreed with the sentiment that they had enough funding
to authentically engage.

Conversely, MNA cohort members agreed to a much greater
extent when asked whether or not MNA provided them with
the right tools and resources they needed to engage their
community. This suggests that, while the technical support
was ample, additional funding would have been useful to
members of the cohort.

The grant partners also generally agreed
that being a member of the cohort
increased their understanding of
Michigan's new redistricting process,

understanding of Michigan's new 88%

6%6%  with 88% of respondents in full

redistricting process.

Members of my community better

agreement. More importantly, however,

understand how to participate in the 65%

I 100% of the respondents agreed that

redistricting process.

Members of my community better

because of this initiative, members of
their communities better understand

understand the importance and 65%

35% the importance and consequences of

consequences of redistricting.

Historically underrepresented and
underserved communities are better 56%
equipped to engage in the political process.

O Agree Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

redistricting, and their communities
better understand how to participate in

38% 18% 6% the redistricting process.

Disagree The figure above also highlights MNA’s

path towards success at equipping

historically underrepresented and underserved communities with tools to successfully engage in the political process.
Continued efforts in this domain will be crucial in future civic and community engagement initiatives, including voter

engagement in the 2022 election cycle.

Besides the technical assistance and training, MNA also offered language translation services for all of its materials. These
offerings were by request, and 59% of the organizations used translated materials. The languages utilized and the number or

organizations using those materials are as follows:
= Spanish (5) =

Bangla (4)

=  Chinese/Mandarin (2)



=  French (1) =  Haitian Creole (1) = Arabic (1)

As noted elsewhere, cohort members were invited to participate in a training on social media campaigns. In the end, 41% felt
that they were very successful and 35% felt they were somewhat successful at reaching their intended audience through social
media. Only 3 organizations reported were not very successful in engaging online. For many, success using social media was
based on leveraging their existing network. One grant partner noted, “having translated materials and conversations/ audio in
our languages being distributed through WhatsApp,” was particularly helpful.

Community Voice

Although adoption of the final maps were ultimately

out of MNA’s control, this initiative acted as a Because of this initiative...
concerted effort to ensure that they were objective,

fair, and considered the public’s input. To that end,

cohort members were asked about the extent to which

they agree that as a result of this initiative, final maps  Final maps were based on input
were based on input from their community. Nearly 1 in from my community.

4 (24%) indicated that the maps were not reflective of

their community’s input; however, the vast majority

(76%) felt the maps took community input into account.

29% 47% 18% 6%

O Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Disagree

FOCUS GROUP FEEDBACK

|
A series of three focus groups were convened with members of the cohort to share experiences and perceptions of the process.
The 60-minute guided discussion provided grant partners with the space to speak openly and candidly about the initiative. The
conversation focused on the resources received from MNA and how MNA can better support organizations such as yours in the
future. There were a total of 9 participants across the three sessions.

ICRC Engagement Successes

Members of the cohort sang the praises of MNA and its staff. While the redistricting process itself was cumbersome, difficult to
understand, and at times, highly technical, MNA was seen as a one-stop resource. One grant partner, an affiliate of a national
organization, indicated that they had already planned to engage in redistricting, so they were grateful that MNA was able to
provide such a rich toolkit of resources on which they could rely on. Some activities and resources that were frequently
mentioned include:

=  Presentations — Easily adaptable for community needs

=  Mapping Technical Assistance — Individualized support from NextVote

= Translated Materials — Informational handouts and brochures in a variety of languages

Partners were highly appreciative of MNA for its regular updates, responsiveness to questions, and being a source of feedback
for strategic engagement in the community. One participant noted,

“Even though we had a past relationship with the Michigan Nonprofit Association, working on voter registration
and education, this was totally different where we 100% needed the technical support. | think the training and
technical support that we received really helped us in communicating the importance to the community, where it just
became almost second nature. | feel like you can plop me down any place in the state and | can have at least an
intelligent conversation. | may not be an expert at it, but, | feel comfortable having a conversation about the process
of redistricting and what the commission did.”

Cohort members also mentioned they felt MNA was doing a great job connecting small nonprofits to the process. Furthermore,
this initiative helped to build and strengthen a network of community members who have an interest in civic engagement work.
These individuals can be re-engaged in future work. This network is especially important, as many who participated in the
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redistricting process come from communities without robust histories of civic engagement as a result of decades of intentional
disenfranchisement and systemic racism.

Lessons Learned

Looking at the lessons learned among grant partners, focus group participants were able to identify some key areas for
consideration. First, grant partners found that hosting smaller events or conversations, more frequently were more impactful
than less frequent, larger events. Building on the idea of hosting more effective meetings, participants suggested leveraging the
work of others, piggybacking on other events and work others are already doing. Redistricting’s universality allows organizers
to connect this initiative’s work with other agendas in the community. For example, discussing redistricting at a small business
roundtable might be effective if the conversation is framed in a way that showcases how redistricting might affect small
businesses. This not only brings the message to a captive audience, but it provides a mechanism for reaching new members of
the community that may not have otherwise been interested in learning more about the initiative.

Cohort members also found that being proactive about addressing perceived and potential barriers, helped to level the
playing field. The biggest example in this area was the submission of public comment via the Independent Citizen Redistricting
Commission’s online portal. Grant partners quickly found that it was not enough to simply provide community members with
examples of effective feedback as some lacked the means to engage online. Some cohort members began to bring computers
to the meetings so that public comment could be submitted on the spot, removing the technology barriers for some.

Building and sustaining momentum was also seen as a key component of effectiveness during this project. Grant partners found
that they were able to start a groundswell movement in the early Spring of 2021; however, some were not able to sustain the
momentum as the ICRC deliberated and held meetings outside of the geography in which they had engaged the community.
Focus group respondents noted that once a community was engaged in a topic,

there should be a clear plan for sustaining that engagement over time, with each

touch point identified.

Equity was another theme identified in the focus group responses. Some members
of the cohort realized that they may not be the best messenger to the community,
and that they needed to train community gatekeepers to carry out the work.
These gatekeepers often already had deep ties to the community and were seen
as authentic, trusted voices. To that end, cohort members were encouraged when
they received additional funding as they were able to appropriately compensate
these critical members of the community for their time.

Areas of Improvement

While most of the critical commentary was aimed at the ICRC, there were a few points of enhancement that were aimed at
MNA's processes. While there was a large amount of highly organic partnerships formed among members of the group, some
felt the collaborations could have used more structure and facilitation. At times, even task delegation was difficult due to the
lack of structure within the working groups. One cohort member suggested incentivizing the cooperative aspect. MNA may
consider establishing workgroups or tables within the cohort design, allowing members to freely associate with the tables that
align most with their shared goals or geography. Key to the creation of these subgroups would be the selection of a lead
facilitator, either an external partner or someone selected from within the cohort. The facilitator would help to regulate
conversations and tasks and be compensated for this role.

Another area of improvement suggested by grant partners are the one-on-one meetings between MNA and grant partners.
Nearly all members of the cohort expressed their gratitude for MNA’s one-on-one meetings, as they were helpful for providing
guidance and potential next steps, particularly in the early days of the cohort. However, as the year progressed, one-on-one
meetings became less frequent, though still available on an as-requested basis. Members of the cohort felt the monthly group
meetings were extremely helpful for sharing ideas and communicating upcoming activities, but some didn’t feel comfortable
asking more nuanced questions as they felt they were best suited for one-on-ones. Balancing the frequency of interactions with
grant partners can be challenging. On one hand, funders don’t want to overburden grant partners with unnecessary meetings.
On the other hand, establishing regular lines of communication often lead to successful partnerships. Adding in quarterly one-



on-one check-ins and continued promotion of an “open door” policy or routine office hours can provide grant partners with
additional options for personalized discussions.
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CONCLUSION

|

The findings in this report describe an initiative that has shown measurable, positive outcomes in key areas related to the
increased understanding of the importance and consequences of redistricting as a decennial process, as well as increased
awareness of political processes among historically underrepresented and underserved communities. The in developing the
findings, the analysis has revealed areas which warrant further exploration and examination. The continued collection and
utilization of data, whether collected informally or as part of the external evaluation, will allow MNA to better understand the
longer-term impact of its efforts. As the evaluation of MNA’s ICRC advocacy initiative continues, additional findings will be
identified and elevated.
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Voters Not Politicians MICRC assessment report

360 MICRC Lessons Learned & Recommendations



PO Box 16180 Lansing, Ml 48901

OTERS NOT POLITICIANS (517) 225 1812

info@votersnotpoliticians.com

Feedback from Voters Not Politicians’ Communities of Interest Partners
What follows is VNP’s contribution to MICRC'’s Lessons Learned report, based on VNP interviews
with the leaders of 10 Community of Interest partner groups (COIls) across the State of Michigan
that VNP worked closely with during this redistricting cycle.

Submitted to the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission on April 5th, 2022

Community of interest partners reported multiple challenges during the 2021-22 redistricting
process

1. COls report a lack of awareness among their members of the redistricting process in
general. In addition, there was confusion as to what would or would not be considered a
community of interest in the Commission’s eyes and how the Commission would weigh
submissions from a few motivated individuals as compared to large COls.

o MICRC should publicize and share widely a definition of “community of interest” and
clearly and proactively explain how it will weigh different pieces of public input.
MICRC should provide COIl examples and counterexamples.

o MICRC should prioritize public education and presentations in more populous areas.

o MICRC has an important role to play in public education, and the Commission must
have adequate financing and staffing to do it.

2. COils report barriers to attending MICRC meetings, including technology, language,
inconvenient times, and inadequate notice.

o The online option was helpful. Meetings should occur both online and in-person even
outside the context of a pandemic.

o MICRC should publish a meeting calendar at least 2 weeks in advance and should
publish meeting agendas at least 72 hours prior to the day of the meeting. The calendar
and agendas should be easy to find on the landing page of the MICRC’s website.

o Meeting materials should be translated into Michigan’s most common languages
(English, Arabic, Spanish, and Bengali).

o Meetings should be held on different days and different times of day to accommodate
participants’ varying work schedules. At least 25% of public meetings and public
comment opportunities should be scheduled outside of standard 9-to-5,
Monday-Friday business hours.


https://votersnotpoliticians.com/toolkit/#

PO Box 16180 Lansing, Ml 48901

OTERS NOT POLITICIANS (517) 225 1812

info@votersnotpoliticians.com

3. COils report that participant engagement was much more likely and more effective when the
public had draft maps to respond to and comment on.

o MICRC should release draft maps as early as possible. Each map should be
accompanied by a description of why the Commission drew these particular lines and
rejected other options, with specific questions to elicit meaningful responses from the
public.

4. COls report that some features, such as the public comment portal and website, for the map
making process were slow to launch and challenging to use.

o COls and other stakeholders need the Commission to decide on its map drawing
process and pick its software (i.e., Districtr during this cycle) much earlier.

5. COils report concerns about representation and historical/cultural competence on MICRC.
Some of these concerns could have been alleviated had the public understood how the final
13 commissioners were chosen (i.e., that they were not individually selected by the Secretary
of State, and that the Constitution does not allow a certain number of seats to be reserved
for Detroit residents for example, or members of a particular ethnic group).

o The Department of State should expand public education on the Constitutional
amendment’s process for the selection of commissioners; particularly to raise public
awareness regarding how the semi-finalist pool and final commissioners are weighted
and selected.

o The Department of State and MICRC should consider mechanisms for hearing
marginalized voices not included on the commission, including through staffing.

6. COls observed that the commission was left with too little time and restricted options for
southeastern Michigan because they began districting in the more rural north.

o MICRC should budget mapping time on a per-capita basis or start in populous areas.
7. COils report feeling that digital submissions were not considered by commissioners.

o MICRC should quickly develop a system of analyzing online comments and maps,
perhaps through a consulting service accustomed to analyzing textual “big data.”


https://votersnotpoliticians.com/toolkit/#

APPENDIX 8

Michigan Department of Civil Rights report on Voting Rights Act
and communities of interest
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: December 9, 2021
TO: Members of the Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission
FROM:  John E. Johnson, Jr., Executive Director of the Michigan Department of Civil

Rights on behalf of the MDCR and the Michigan Civil Rights Commission

SUBJECT: Analysis of MICRC’s Proposed Maps

Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commissions’ (MICRC) proposed, maps may lead
to forbidden retrogression in minority voting strength. Election district maps cannot be drawn
that will impair the ability of geographically insular and politically cohesive groups of black
voters to participate equally in the political process and to elect candidates of their choice.
Thornburg v. Gingles (1986).

No voting qualification or prerequisite to voting, or standard, practice, or procedure
shall be imposed or applied by any State or political subdivision to deny or abridge the
right of any citizen of the United States to vote on account of race or color.

—Voting Rights Act of 1965

Coalitions of Black, Asian, Hispanic, Native American, “Other,” and those who identify with “two
or more” racial groups have had the ability to coalesce and elect candidates of their choice. The
VRA requires majority-minority districts be drawn to prevent vote dilution in Saginaw,
Southfield, Flint, Pontiac, Taylor, Inkster, Redford, Hamtramck, and Detroit. Each of these
communities of interest could be denied the opportunity to elect a candidate of their choice if
the present percentages of majority-minority districts are diluted.

The U.S. Supreme Court determined three threshold measures in Thornburg v. Gingles

(1986) to evaluate whether or not an electoral map violates the rights of minority

groups set forth in the Voting Rights Act.

. A minority group must demonstrate it is large enough and compact enough to
constitute a majority in aelectoral district;

. A minority group must demonstrate it is politically united;

. A minority group must demonstrate the majority group historically votes



sufficiently as a group to defeatthe minority group's preferred candidate;
coalitions of Black, Asian, Hispanic, Native American, "Other,"and those who
identify with "two or more" racial groups have had the ability to come together

and elect candidates of their choice.

Justice Brennan said in Gingles, 478 U.S. at 36-37, that there are several additional
“objective factors” in determining the “totality of circumstances” surrounding an alleged
violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. Some objective factors include the extent to
which the members of the minority group bear the effects of discrimination in areas like

education, employment, and health, which hinder effective participation, is one measure.

In Michigan the effects of discrimination that help demonstrate the “totality of circumstances”,
that surround the potential violation of the Voting Rights Act in the MICRC is proposed
November 5, 2021, maps include:

e Until the 1954 election of Charles Diggs in the old 15™ District (13" today) followed by
the election of John Conyers 10 years later in 1964 in the old 1% District (14" today)
Detroit’s majority-minority community could not elect a Congressional candidate of
their choice

e The quality of education in Michigan depends greatly on where students live. Residency
is dependent on household income, which in turn is dependent on the opportunities
provided to families, which is also dependent on parents’ own race and background.

e The continuing crisis in Flint, Michigan relating to its public water supply and delivery
system includes allegations that the city’s residents are the victims of discrimination
based on their race, color, national origin, age, and disability.

e Black, Hispanic, and Latino ethnicity, non-English speaking status, lower socioeconomic
status, and are more likely to be admitted to the hospital as Michigan’s Covid-19
hospitalized patients. This creates a disparity in the ability to vote.

One measure of whether the majority-minority communities will be worse off than before is
whether they are likely to be able to elect fewer minority representatives than before
redistricting. If they are able to elect fewer minority representatives, then there is a dilution of
present Black voting strength.

Table 1 demonstrates the number of predominantly Black Michigan districts under the
Legislative Plans that are current and the collaborative and individual Commissioner plans.

The collaborative MICRC plans are Apple V2, Birch V2 Chestnut, Magnolia, Magnolia am,

Hickory, Cherry V2, Palm, and Linden. The individual MICR Commissioner plans are:
Stzetela Congressional, Stzetela House, Stzetela Senate, Kellom Senate, and Lange Senate.

Analysis of MICRC’s Proposed Maps, page 2



Citizen Voting Age by Race and Ethnicity (CVAP) is tabulated by the US Census Bureau at the
request of the US Department of Justice. Work on a CVAP directly from the 2020 Census data
has been suspended indefinitely.

Voting Rights Act and Citizen Voting Age Population Statistics

Table 1

Legislative Plan Majority- Black Districts (2019 CVAP)

Current US House 2

Apple V2

Birch V2

Chestnut

Lange

o| O] O] O] O

Stzetela

Current State House 12

Magnolia am

Magnolia

Hickory

| OO O

Stzetela House

IN

Current State Senate

Cherry V2

Palm

Linden

Stzetela Senate

Wl o]l o| o] o

Kellom Senate

Lange Senate 0

Based on Black-alone and Black/White 2-race

https://promotethevotemi.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/2021-rd-metric-report-with-
charts.pdf

Using the latest available 2019 Citizens Voting Age Population (CVAP) none of the five Nov. 5,
2021, proposed Congressional District maps has a majority Black district (50% plus) while
currently there are two.

Analysis of MICRC’s Proposed Maps, page 3



https://promotethevotemi.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/2021-rd-metric-report-with-charts.pdf
https://promotethevotemi.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/2021-rd-metric-report-with-charts.pdf

With 2019 CVAP data there twelve State House Districts that are majority Black (with three
majority-minority districts). MICRC Nov. 5, 2021, proposed maps would cut the number of
majority Black districts in half.

Similarly, the four State Senate Districts that are majority Black using 2019 CVAP data would be
reduced in five of the six Nov. 5, 2021, maps. Commissioner Kellom’s map contains three
majority Black State Senate districts.

An act that reduces minorities’ opportunity to participate in the political process and to elect
representatives of their choice is a violation of the Voting Rights Act, 42 USC § 1973(b).

Analysis of MICRC’s Proposed Maps, page 4



APPENDIX 9

The University of Michigan's Center for Local, State, and Urban
Policy report that drew up a list of examples for MICRC review of
what communities of interest could be
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Foreword

The Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy (CLOSUP) was launched at the University of Michigan’s Gerald R.
Ford School of Public Policy in 2001 to provide public service to the people and communities of Michigan. Over the
years, CLOSUP has approached that mission in a variety of ways, most fundamentally through the creation of the
Michigan Public Policy Survey (MPPS) program, an ongoing survey of the state’s local government leaders designed
to increase government transparency and accountability and help improve policymaking in Michigan. The views of
Michigan’s local government leaders, collected through the MPPS, contribute to the following report.

Now, as our state embarks on a new approach to drawing political districts through an Independent Citizens
Redistricting Commission, we at CLOSUP saw a need and opportunity to address at least one major new criteria in
that process: the issue of “Communities of Interest” (COIs). While COIs are included in redistricting approaches
in other states, this is a new concept in Michigan, and nowhere else do COIs play as key a role as they will here.

By design, Michigan’s new redistricting approach makes COIs one of the highest priorities to be addressed by the
Commission as it draws our new maps.

Since the COI concept is both new and so central to Michigan’s new redistricting process, we launched the
CLOSUP Michigan Redistricting project in partnership with the Michigan Department of State, to research best
practices for how other states handle COIs in their redistricting efforts, to learn about the opportunities and poten-
tial challenges around these approaches, and to share these findings with Michigan’s new Commission. This report
presents the lessons we have uncovered for how to approach COIs in Michigan’s case.

At CLOSUP we're grateful for the talented team of Ford School students who undertook this work, and for their
dedicated project leader, Professor Emeritus John Chamberlin, who has spent a career working to improve the pub-
lic sector in Michigan, and beyond. The students included Alissa Graff, Sarah Gruen, Safiya Merchant, Nick Najor,
Gerson Ramirez, and James Vansteel. This team shared the common goal of helping make Michigan’s new experi-
ence with redistricting as successful as possible. Our state is fortunate to have young leaders like these six students
who wanted to help Michigan move toward a better future.

We're also grateful to Secretary of State Jocelyn Benson and her team at the Michigan Department of State, who
were eager to leverage the Ford School’s talent pool, and who we found to be equally dedicated to making sure
Michigan’s new approach to redistricting is successful.

Thomas Ivacko
Executive Director, CLOSUP
August 20, 2020
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Executive Summary

In November 2018 Michigan voters approved a con-
stitutional amendment that made major changes to
legislative redistricting in the state. Among the changes
was the addition of a set of redistricting criteria to be
followed in drawing new districts for Congress, the
State Senate, and the State House of Representatives.
One of these criteria concerns “communities of inter-
est” (COIs) and it is the focus of this report. Section 13
(c) of the Amendment states:

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 char-
acteristics or economic interests. Communities of
interest do not include relationships with political
parties, incumbents, or political candidates.

The COI criterion ranks high in the priority list of
criteria, behind only compliance with federal law

and a requirement that all districts be contiguous.
Communities of interest have not been an important
consideration in Michigan until now, and therefore will
not be familiar to most Michiganders. The combination
of not being familiar to the public and being assigned

a high priority in the list of criteria presents a signifi-
cant challenge and opportunity for the Commission to
faithfully implement in the next round of redistricting.

What is a Community of Interest? Beyond the
Amendment’s broad definition, the Independent
Citizens Redistricting Commission (ICRC) is respon-
sible for determining the meaning and application of
COI to use in Michigan’s upcoming redistricting pro-
cess. This report capitalizes “Community of Interest” to
highlight the special usage of the term in the redistrict-

ing context.

We suggest the following list of characteristics of a COI
as a starting point for the ICRC’s consideration:

o  Communities of interest “may include, but
shall not be limited to, populations that share
cultural or historical characteristics or economic
interests.”

o A Community of Interest is associated with a
contiguous area on a map.

«  The common bonds associated with a
Community of Interest are linked to a set of

public policy issues that would be affected by
legislation. These shared interests in legislation
are likely to result in a desire to share the same
legislative district in order to secure more effec-
tive representation.

COIs as Basic Building Blocks of Legislative Districts.
The reasoning for COIs as one of the bases for redis-
tricting is that it will lead to fairer and more effective
representation. Most COIs will probably prefer to be
kept intact in new districts rather than be split among
several districts, since this will allow its members to
elect representatives who will be attentive to their in-
terests. Keeping a COI intact also promotes continuing
interaction among community members so that they

will be more active in the life of the communities in
which they live.

Information about Communities of Interest provided
by the public will help the ICRC draw lines that influ-
ence how a COI is represented and how responsive
elected officials will be to the Community’s needs.

Outreach to the Public. In order for the ICRC to use
the information about COIs in drawing maps it will
be important for it to hear from the broadest possible
range of members of the public, especially those most

familiar with their communities. For this to happen,
given the current lack of familiarity with COIs among
Michiganders, the ICRC should consider an extensive
outreach campaign that results in a large number of
COlIs participating in public hearings around the state
and/or submitting written or digital information about
themselves and how they would like to be treated in the
design of new districts.

First Round of Public Hearings. The ICRC is commit-
ted by the Constitution to hold at least ten initial public
hearings to gather public input about new districts.

In planning these hearings, the Commission should

consider locations around the state, being attentive

to factors that will facilitate broad participation. The
Commission should also consider contingency plans
based on the status of the coronavirus pandemic at
the close of 2020, including virtual opportunities for
public input if in-person meetings are not possible.
The Appendix to this report contains suggestions for a
template that a COI could use to guide its testimony at

www.closup.umich.edu
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public hearings and its written/digital submissions to Second Round of Public Hearings. The Amendment
the ICRC. requires that the Commission hold at least five public
hearings throughout the state for the purpose of solicit-
Developing New Districts. Once the initial round of ing comment from the public about the proposed plans.
public hearings is underway, the ICRC will begin to
work with its staff and consultants on designing new Final Adoption of the Three Redistricting Plans. By
congressional and state legislative districts. Once November 1, 2021, the Commission will adopt new
the US Census data are released on July 31, 2021, the district maps for Congress, the State Senate, and the
Commissioners will develop districting plans using State House, using the procedures specified in Section
Census data, data on counties, cities, and townships, 14 of the Amendment. Within 30 days of adopting a
data on recent voting patterns, and other important plan, the Commission will publish the plan and their
statistical features of Michigan. Plans may be pro- supporting materials as specified in Sections 15 and
posed by individual Commissioners or by a group of 16 of the Amendment. A plan will become law 60 days
Commissioners. After plans have been proposed for after its publication.

each legislative body, the Constitution requires that the
Commission publish the proposed plans and any data
and supporting materials used to develop the plans.
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Section 1: Communities of Interest in the New Redistricting Process

When voters amended Michigan’s Constitution by
passing Proposal 18-2 in November 2018, they removed
responsibility for redistricting from the legislature

and placed it in the hands of an Independent Citizens
Redistricting Commission, imposed strong transpar-
ency and public participation requirements, specified a
set of criteria to be used in drawing new district maps,
and provided procedures to be used by the ICRC in
adopting maps for Congress, the State Senate, and the
State House of Representatives.

Section 13 of the Amendment specifies the criteria to
be used in drawing maps:

The Commission shall abide by the following criteria in
proposing and adopting each plan, in order of priority:

(a) Districts shall be of equal population as
mandated by the United States Constitution, and
shall comply with the voting rights act and other
federal laws.

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

(c) Districts shall reflect the state’s diverse
population and communities of interest.
Communities of interest may include, but
shall not be limited to, populations that share
cultural or historical characteristics or eco-
nomic 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 dispropor-
tionate advantage to a political party shall be
determined using accepted measures of partisan
fairness.

(e) Districts shall not favor or disfavor an incum-
bent elected official or a candidate.

(f) Districts shall reflect consideration of county,
city, and township boundaries.

(g) Districts shall be reasonably compact.

The principal focus of this report is the criterion in
bold concerning “communities of interest,” which
ranks high in the list of criteria. This concept is not
new to the practice of redistricting nationwide. Until
now, however, it was not a feature of redistricting in

Michigan. Because it is new here, most Michiganders
are unfamiliar with it. The combination of being both
unfamiliar and playing a very significant role in future
redistricting creates a challenge if the Amendment is to
be faithfully implemented when the new Independent
Citizens Redistricting Commission (ICRC) approves
new congressional and state legislative districts for
Michigan in 2021.

Once members of the ICRC are selected and begin their
work, the Commissioners will need to make some key
decisions concerning communities of interest (COlIs).
According to the Constitution, the Commission must
hold at least ten public hearings around the state to
allow communities of interest (and others) to express
their views about how they would like to be treated
when new districts are drawn. In addition to public
hearings, there will be opportunities to submit written
or digital materials for the Commission to consider.
Information on COIs that choose to participate in one
of these ways, along with data on the state’s population,
and its local political jurisdictions, and voting patterns
in previous elections, will provide the building blocks
for new district maps for the congressional delegation,
the State Senate, and the State House.

Information on Michigan’s population, its local politi-
cal jurisdictions, and voting patterns are relatively easy
to compile and make available to the ICRC. The same

is not true for communities of interest. There is no
comprehensive definition of a COI beyond the words in
the Constitution, and as a result there is no compilation
of information about the state’s COIs.

The Commission will plan the series of public hear-
ings beginning in the Fall of 2020. Depending on the
status of the coronavirus pandemic when the hearings
are scheduled, it may not be possible to carry them out
in-person. Planning will need to establish alternative
formats for the hearings and inform the public about
how public testimony will be handled. In any case,
communities of interest (and others) will be able to
communicate with the Commission in writing or by
sending digital documents.

www.closup.umich.edu
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Section 2: What is a Community of Interest?

The concept of a COI is subjective and in no state is it
well-defined. Examples are usually included in states’
constitutions or legislation, but they are not intended to
exhaust the types of communities that fit the defini-
tion. For example:

«  Michigan: “Communities of interest may in-
clude, but shall not be limited to, populations
that share cultural or historical characteristics or

»ij

economic interests.

« California: “A community of interest is a con-
tiguous population which shares common social
and economic interests that should be included
within a single district for purposes of its effec-
tive and fair representation.”

« Colorado: “.. communities of interest, including
ethnic, cultural, economic, trade area, geograph-
ic, and demographic factors, shall be preserved
within a single [legislative] district wherever
possible.”™

And from two election-related organizations:

o  The Brennan Center for Justice: “A community
of interest is defined as an area with recognized
similarities of interests, including but not lim-
ited to racial, ethnic, economic, social, cultural,
geographic, or historic identities.”

« Ballotpedia.org: “A community of interest
refers to a group of people with a common set
of concerns that may be affected by legislation.
Examples of communities of interest include
ethnic, racial, and economic groups. Some states
require that the preservation of communities of
interest be taken in[to] account when drawing
electoral districts in an effort to enable these
communities to elect representatives whose
platforms or policy proposals align with their
interests.”™

Among the types of Communities of interest that have
been mentioned in these various definitions as being
relevant to redistricting are:

«  Historical o Religious
communities communities

o Economic e Immigrant
communities communities

o Racial communities o Language

o  Ethnic communities communities

o Cultural communities «  Geographic

communities

o Neighborhoods «  Communities defined
o Economic opportu- by natural resource
nity zones features
o Tourism Areas o Creative arts
o School districts communities
o Outdoor recreation o Media markets
areas

The Michigan ICRC is responsible for articulating the
definition of a COI that will be used in Michigan’s
upcoming redistricting. This document capitalizes
“Community of Interest” to highlight the special usage
of the term in the redistricting process.

We suggest the following list of characteristics of a COI
as a starting point for the ICRC’s consideration:

o A Community of Interest is a group of individu-
als who share common bonds (economic, ethnic,
cultural, etc.).

o A Community of Interest is associated with a
contiguous area on a map. It needn’t be the case
that 100% of the population within the boundar-
ies of the Community of Interest share the bonds
of the Community of Interest. It is possible for
Communities of Interest to overlap.

o The common bonds associated with a
Community of Interest are linked to a set of
public policy issues that may reasonably be
expected to be affected by legislation. In most
cases, these shared interests in legislation lead
the community to wish to remain intact in leg-

islative districts in order to secure more effective
representation rather than be split across two or
more districts.

o A Community of Interest is not a political party
or a group affiliated or acting on behalf of a
party, an incumbent, or a political candidate.

« A Community of Interest is not a political
jurisdiction (in Michigan, a county, city, village,
or township), since they are considered in a
separate section of the Amendment.

These characteristics of Communities of Interest
reflect the approach to representation imbedded in
the Amendment. The focus is on groups of individuals
who live in proximity with one another and who share
common bonds and interests in legislation and public
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policy. The ties that might bind them together are il- Recommendations for the Commission:
lustrated by the list above. These communities are basic

o Articulate a clear definition of Communities of

building blocks of new districts in Michigan’s new Interest early in the ICRC’s work.

redistricting process.
o Begin planning an outreach campaign early

to encourage participation by Communities

of Interest. The plan should include options

if in-person public hearings are unable to be
scheduled because of the continuing coronavirus
pandemic.

The population of Communities of Interest is varied
and potentially vast. They vary in size, location, the na-
ture of their shared interests/bonds, the extent to which
they are formally organized, and other attributes. It
will be extremely important that the ICRC articulate a
clear definition of a COI as they begin their work, since
that definition will have a significant effect on who
ends up participating in the public hearings, which will
in turn influence the information the ICRC will use to
draw new legislative districts. If the ICRC fails to hear
from COlIs in certain parts of the state or to hear from
COlIs that have certain kinds of bonds or certain kinds
of policy interests, the public participation process will
make it extremely difficult for new districts to be drawn
that “reflect the state’s diverse population and commu-
nities of interest” as prescribed in the Constitution.

There is no directory of Communities of Interest that
can be consulted to ascertain which Communities

do or don’t participate. Contrast this situation with
determining whether parts of the state are over- or
underrepresented in the pool of citizens who apply to
serve on the ICRC. When the Michigan Department of
State randomly selected members of the ICRC, it used
statistical weighting to correct for over- and underrep-
resentation of areas and groups of citizens within the
state, as called for in the Amendment. This is possible
because the census provides extensive demographic
data on each area. When it comes to Communities of
Interest, there is no comparable database, so the ICRC
cannot know for certain if the Communities of Interest
that participate in public hearings are representative of
the population of Communities of Interest in the state.

Thus, absent an extensive outreach campaign to
encourage participation by Communities of Interest,
the ICRC will very likely hear from a biased selection
of Communities of Interest, with the bias favoring
economic Communities of Interest, well-organized

and well-resourced Communities of Interest, and
Communities of Interest that regularly engage in policy
advocacy and lobbying on behalf of their members.
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Section 3: Using Communities of Interest as Building Blocks for

Legislative Districts

The basic building blocks of new districts are
Communities of Interest, local political jurisdictions, vot-
ing patterns in past elections, and information from the
census and other sources about Michigan’s diverse popu-
lation. Because COlIs are assigned high priority by the
Amendment, they play a leading role in the process. The
argument in favor of COIs being the basic building blocks
of legislative districts is that it will lead to fairer and more
effective representation. Information about Communities
of Interest will help the ICRC draw lines that influence
how well a community is represented and how responsive
elected officials will be to the Community’s needs.

Most COIs will prefer to be kept intact in new districts
rather than be split among several districts. Keeping a
COl intact in a new district allows its members to com-
bine their votes to help elect representatives who will

be attentive to their interests. Keeping a COI intact also
promotes continuing interaction among community
members so that they will be more active in the life of
the communities in which they live. At the same time,
this facilitates the job of elected representatives. As Judge
Posner wrote in Prosser v. Elections Board: “To be an ef-
fective representative, a legislator must represent a district
that has a reasonable homogeneity of needs and interests;
otherwise the policies he supports will not represent the
preferences of most of his constituents.”™"

Although COIs may not be contained within individual
political jurisdictions, they nonetheless can pick up the
texture of bonds and interests within a political jurisdic-
tion such as a county or city. COIs can capture the current
patterns of community life on a smaller scale than tradi-
tional political jurisdictions, whose boundaries might be
a century old. If jurisdictional boundaries must be broken
in designing new districts to achieve equal population

or compliance with the Voting Rights Act, information
about COIs will allow this to be done without sacrificing
effective representation for members of COIs. This infor-
mation is likely to be particularly helpful in larger cities
(where COIs often reflect neighborhoods) and in sparsely
populated counties that might need to be divided between
districts.

If the purpose of keeping a COI intact is to avoid diluting
the voting power of its members, then placing the

COl in a district with substantially similar interests will
also avoid vote dilution and improve the effectiveness of
its representation. Even small COIs benefit when paired
with like-minded Communities. The goal of promoting
the quality of a COT’s representation could be advanced by
soliciting information about:

o Nearby Communities of interest that the COI
would like to have included in its district.

o Nearby Communities of Interest that the COI
would NOT like to have included in its district.

« A rough outline of the district the COI would pre-
fer as its district for Congress, the State Senate, and
the State House.

This same information would be relevant for local politi-
cal jurisdictions. They are not COIs in the sense used in
the Amendment, but they are important communities

for their citizens and they should have the opportunity to
indicate their preferences concerning what other politi-
cal jurisdictions they would like to see included in (or
excluded from) their districts because they share (or don’t
share) interests and histories of interaction. In addition to
hearing the views of counties, cities, and townships, the
Commission is likely to hear from villages as well.

Recommendations for the Commission:

»  Communities of Interest are primary elements of
the new redistricting process, as are local politi-
cal jurisdictions (counties, cities, and townships).
The new redistricting criteria elevate COIs above
local political jurisdictions, which will have an
impact on how district lines are drawn. Both sets
of communities are geographically defined and will
be among the most important factors in the new
redistricting process. The public hearings and other
opportunities for these communities to commu-
nicate their views to the Commission are of prime
importance and this should be reflected in the
Commission’s planning.

»  When gathering input from COIs, the ICRC should
ask not just about the COIs’ boundaries, but also

about other COIs they would like included in (or
excluded from) their district.
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Section 4: Qutreach to Communities of Interest

In order for the Commission to use the information
about COIs in drawing maps it will be important for it
to hear from the broadest possible range of members

of the public, especially those most familiar with their
communities. For this to happen, an extensive outreach
campaign will be required that results in a large num-
ber of COlIs participating in public hearings around the
state and/or submitting written or digital information
about themselves and how they would like to be treated
in the design of new districts.

In prior rounds of redistricting in Michigan, COIs
played no part. The new Amendment makes members
of the public key participants in the process for the first
time. Most Michiganders will not be familiar with the
term COI and many communities that would fit the
definition will be unaware that they do. On the other
hand, many others will be existing organizations that
are well-resourced, with paid staff, and a history of en-
gagement with politics and the political process. They
are likely to be well-prepared to participate.

Recent findings from CLOSUP’s 2020 Michigan Public
Policy Survey of the state’s local government leaders
demonstrates the challenges the ICRC will face in try-
ing to expand understanding of COIs and their role in
the state’s new redistricting approach, and in actually
identifying COlIs across the state.

A total of 1,342 jurisdictions participated in the spring
2020 MPPS, including leaders from 59 counties, 216
cities, 163 villages, and 904 townships. These local of-
ficials, who should be among the most informed local
actors when it comes to the range of COIs in Michigan
communities, were asked how familiar they were with
the state’s new approach to redistricting via the ICRC,
as well as being asked to identify COlIs in their commu-
nities. The survey found:

o  Familiarity with the Independent Citizens
Redistricting Commission itself, even among
local community leaders, is not high across
the state. Well more than a third (41%) of local
officials statewide say they are either somewhat
unfamiliar (29%), completely unfamiliar (6%),
or don’t know (6%) about the Commission, even
when prompted with a description of 2018’s
Proposal 2. By contrast, just under half (49%) are
somewhat familiar—they “have heard of it, and

understand it fairly well, but don’t know many
details”—while 9% say they are very familiar
and know a great deal about the Commission.

For many, reaction to the concept of COls is
uncertainty or skepticism. Over 480 local lead-
ers wrote in answers to the question regarding
COlIs in their areas. Of those written responses,
nearly half (46%) indicated the local official
believed either that there were no significant
local COlIs, that the question was not applicable
to their jurisdiction, that they didn’t understand
what the question was asking, or that COIs
and/or the new redistricting process were not
legitimate.

For those who did identify local COlIs, they
often reflect examples from the list provided
earlier in this report. Few identified specific
groups of citizens or organizations that could

be easily contacted by the ICRC and encour-
aged to participate in public hearings or to
otherwise submit testimony to the Commission.
Meanwhile, among the most commonly men-
tioned types of interests, 16% of local leaders
described COIs based on economic communities
as diverse as manufacturing, lumber, real estate,
tourism, agriculture, and downtown develop-
ment, among others. Many also mention shared
public service areas such as fire fighting, polic-
ing, or other interlocal agreements. Another 10%
specifically describe rural or urban identities
that they believe are shared in their area. In ad-
dition, around 6% mention geographic features
(particularly linked coastal communities) or
shared outdoor recreational areas as local COIs.

When asked about COIs, local officials often
defend current municipal or jurisdictional
boundaries, or identify affinity groups among
neighboring jurisdictions. Among the open end
responses on COls, 14% of local leaders specifi-
cally asked to preserve current township, city, or
county boundary lines, or to redraw lines that
currently split the township or city, so that they
can instead be together within a single district.
Also, in thinking about COIs, local leaders are
clearly thinking about ties among their neigh-
boring units of government."t
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For the COI criterion of the Amendment to be success-
fully implemented, a broad outreach program must al-
low groups to understand what a COI is, whether they
qualify as a COIL, how to participate in the public hear-
ings or to submit materials, and what the ICRC would
like to know about them. The outreach program must
find ways to ensure that COIs that might otherwise
remain “invisible” end up participating in the process.

In 2011 in California their commission did not have
time and resources to undertake outreach on their
own. The Irvine Foundation provided $6 million to
groups to undertake outreach and to assist COIs in
preparing to participate in public hearings. In addition,
a sizable number of nonprofit organizations played
important roles in these efforts.

To generate widespread awareness of the role COIs
will play in the upcoming redistricting, the ICRC
might seek partners in the philanthropic and nonprofit
sectors and in print and broadcast media around the
state. A number of organizations have been active in
urging residents to respond to the 2020 Census. Some
of them might be willing to promote participation in
the public hearings on redistricting. The Commission
might also enlist partners among public and college/
university libraries, where members of the public could
access ICRC documents and archives. Online work-
shops, informative videos, and a short, well-designed
information card would help the public to do research
and communicate with the Commission. The outreach
program might also actively promote the use of social
media to inform Michiganders about the new redis-
tricting process and the vital role that CIOs play in the
process.

The outreach campaign might focus on several key
issues:

o Whatisa COI? This will explain the concept of
a COI and help citizens to understand whether
they are a member of one or more COls.

o How can a COI apply to participate in public
hearings?

«  What does the ICRC want to know about a COI
in its public testimony?

o Who else may participate in the public hearings?

o How will the ICRC use information provided by
COlIs when they begin designing new districts?

Recommendations for the Commission:

Dedicate considerable time and resources to
outreach for soliciting information on COL

If the ICRC budget is not adequate, consider
seeking additional funds (including from foun-
dations) to promote COI outreach and education
on how to participate.

Consider seeking partners for the outreach cam-
paign including foundations, nonprofits, media
(print, broadcast, social), libraries, etc.

Consider promoting online workshops, videos,
information cards, etc., as part of the outreach
campaign.
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Section 5: Public Hearings

Section 8 of the Amendment states:

Before commissioners draft any plan, the com-
mission shall hold at least ten public hearings
throughout the state for the purpose of informing
the public about the redistricting process and the
purpose and responsibilities of the commission
and soliciting information from the public about
potential plans. The commission shall receive for
consideration written submissions of proposed
redistricting plans and any supporting materials,
including underlying data, from any member of
the public. These written submissions are public
records.

The ICRC is committed by the amendment to hold-
ing at least ten public hearings, but it has the option of
holding additional meetings, an option it might con-
sider early in its tenure so that planning and logistics
can get underway. The distance members of the public
would have to travel to speak at a hearing would most
likely affect how many do so, particularly if winter
weather affects travel. Other factors that could affect
participation rates include scheduling (daytime or eve-
ning meetings, weekend meetings) and the availability
of translation services. The Commission might divide
the state into regions and hold hearings in each region,
with an eye toward travel time within the regions. This
would allow the public to know where they should
attend to make a presentation at a hearing. The fact
that about two-thirds of Michigan’s population is in
Southeast Michigan would be another factor in design-
ing regions for these hearings. This might be addressed
by holding several days of hearings in regions with
large populations and only a single day in less populous
regions.

At the same time, the Commission will need to formu-
late contingency plans that are feasible based on the
status of the coronavirus pandemic at the close of 2020,
including virtual opportunities for public input.

It is difficult to estimate in advance how much interest
there will be in testifying at public hearings or submit-
ting written or digital materials. As a point of refer-
ence, California’s commission held 34 public hearings,
at which 2,700 people provided in-person testimony.
In addition, members of the public submitted over
20,000 written comments. The sheer volume of this

participation revealed a tension between the capacity
of the Commission to appropriately consider testimony
and the need to hear from the public.

To comply with the Amendment’s commitment to
openness and transparency, the Commission will want
to archive and index the proceedings of its meet-

ings, testimony at public hearings, and submissions

to the Commission. This will allow commissioners to
consult the record as they draw district lines and will
allow the public to follow the Commission’s work.
Commissioners will have the opportunity to hear (and
watch on video) testimony offered at the hearings. They
might consider ways that will allow them to become
equally familiar with written and digital submissions.

The second sentence in Section 8 focuses on written
submissions of proposed districting plans. It is silent
on what members of the public may include in their
testimony at public hearings, or how long each indi-
vidual testimony can be. The ICRC can help itself and
members of the public by clarifying these matters. To
the extent that the ICRC chooses to do so, doing this
prior to the launch of an outreach campaign would al-
low prospective participants to be aware of the ICRC’s
rules and expectations.

The hearings clearly seem intended for Communities
of Interest to indicate to the Commission the nature of
their community and how they would like to be treated
in the upcoming redistricting. Other types of organi-
zations might wish to offer testimony as well and the
Commission can decide how to include them. These
include:

+  Counties, Cities, and Townships, which are
included in the list of redistricting criteria in the
Amendment

«  Statewide organizations with local affiliates,
such as the Chamber of Commerce, the League
of Women Voters, the NAACP, the Sierra Club,
etc.

o  Statewide organizations without local affili-
ates, such as the Citizen’s Research Council of
Michigan, Michigan League of Conservation
Voters, Michigan League for Public Policy, etc.

«  Community-based, regional grassroots
organizations

www.closup.umich.edu



CLOSUP Michigan Redistricting Project

o Individuals
o Political parties
o  Elected officials

o Candidates for public office

All of these seem entitled by the language of the
Amendment to submit proposed districting plans. The
Commission could adopt a policy that these organiza-
tions and individuals could submit other materials if
they wished. It could also set a policy that addresses
who can participate in the public hearings and who can
submit only written or digital material. Such decisions
may be important in allocating speaking time in the
public hearings.

On the question of submitting proposed maps, it is
important to keep in mind that during the first round
of public hearings members of the public will not have
access to the 2020 census information or to informa-
tion about the array of COIs that might participate in
the public phase of the process.

The Commission should keep in mind that a dispro-
portionate share of complete maps submitted early

in the process are likely to come from well-resourced
organizations that have the capacity and resources to
devote to this complex task. The Commission may still
benefit from seeing an array of plans that might be
submitted, but it might consider asking that, whenever
possible, those submitting maps wait until a specific
date to submit them, base them on the most recent data
on population, and use counties, cities, and town-
ships as the building blocks for their districts, forgoing
details based on smaller areas such as precincts and
census blocks.

Recommendations for the Commission:

o  Consider holding more than the minimum
number (10) of public hearings.

«  Consider days/times for hearing that will maxi-
mize public participation.

o Consider geographic coverage of hearings by
region, and consider holding more hearings in
areas of greater population density.

o Consider how to archive and index the pro-
ceedings of commission meetings, testimony
at public hearings, and submissions to the
Commission.

Consider defining what members of the public
may include in their testimony, then disseminate
these rules well in advance of public hearings, as
part of the outreach campaign.

Consider deciding if, and how, other types of
communities or groups could offer testimony,
such as local governments, statewide organiza-
tions, individuals, etc.

Be aware that COI and other groups participat-
ing initially may represent a biased sample of
better-resourced groups and individuals, and
that smaller, less sophisticated or resourced
groups may be less likely to know of the ICRC
and the public hearings without significant effort
and outreach.

For the first round of public hearings before
2020 Census data have been released, consider
requiring that submitted maps be based on the
most recent data on population and use coun-
ties, cities, and townships as the building blocks
for their districts, forgoing details at the census
block level in pursuit of population equality.

Prepare alternate options to in-person public
hearings in case these turn out to be impossible
because of the coronavirus pandemic.
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Section 6: Templates for COls and Others to Use in Applying to Participate
in Public Hearings or to Submit Materials to the Commission

We include in an Appendix some suggestions for the
content of a template that a COI could use to guide
testimony at public hearings and submit written/digital
submissions to the ICRC. In California, a significant
challenge was not just the volume of submissions but
also their varied nature. Thus, a template or stream-
lined submission criteria could be very helpful in orga-
nizing the submissions to the ICRC. The Commission
should consider developing several versions of the tem-
plate that could be used by members of the public who
wish to participate as individuals, as representatives of
corporations or interest groups, or as representatives of
counties, cities, townships, etc. The information from
these templates would be archived, made available to
the public, and used later when district lines are being
drawn.

Recommendations for the Commission:

Establish and adopt templates for COIs and
others to guide testimony at public hearings or
written or digital submissions.

Disseminate these templates as part of the out-
reach campaign.

Archive all submitted templates for public access
and for subsequent use by the Commission.

www.closup.umich.edu



CLOSUP Michigan Redistricting Project

Section 7: Drawing New Districts

Once the initial round of public hearings is under-
way, the ICRC will begin to work with its hired staff
and consultants on designing new congressional and
state legislative districts. The testimony and written
submissions from COls, testimony from local political
jurisdictions and other members of the public, data on
voting patterns in recent elections, and additional sup-
plementary data on the state will form the raw material
for designing districts. It would probably be best if the
data do not include the home addresses of incumbents
and active political candidates.

The ICRC will eventually choose a districting plan

for Congress, the State Senate, and the State House. It
seems likely that Michigan will lose one of its current
14 congressional seats. The population of Michigan in
mid-July 2019 was estimated to be 9,986,856. Using
that estimate, the congressional map will have 13
districts (with an average size of 768,200), the senate
map 38 districts (with an average size of 262,800), and
the house map 110 districts (with an average size of
90,790).

Clarifying Some Redistricting Criteria

Section 14(a) of the Amendment reads: “Before voting
to adopt a plan, the Commission shall ensure that the
plan is tested, using appropriate technology, for com-
pliance with the criteria described above [in Section
13].” In order to do this, the Commission will need to
decide on a way to test a plan on each of the criteria.
Contiguity is the only criterion that is straightforward.

The criterion that focuses on COIs says: “Districts shall
reflect the state’s diverse population and communities
of interest.” Similarly, the criterion that focuses on local
political jurisdictions says “Districts shall reflect con-
sideration of county, city, and township boundaries.”
The Commission and its consultants should consider
designing a metric to transform “reflect” into a clear
measure of compliance with these criteria.

Getting Down to the Work of Drawing Districts

After the first round of public hearings and the collec-
tion of data on counties, cities, and townships, data on
recent voting patterns, and other important statistical
features of Michigan, the ICRC will begin the process

of developing plans, scoring them on their compliance
with the redistricting criteria, and producing maps.
The Amendment allows each commissioner to propose
a plan for each of the bodies being redistricted. This
could mean as many as 39 plans in all. There is no
requirement that a commissioner who proposes a plan
accompany it with the reasoning that led to it being
proposed, but commissioners should probably have
that option.

New districting plans will need to comply with the
standards listed in Section 13 of the Amendment. The
Commission should consider beginning by consulting
their attorneys about areas of the state that may fall
under the Voting Rights Act, since compliance with
the VRA, along with complying with equal population
standards, is assigned the highest priority among the
criteria.

If, as expected, most COIs wish to be kept intact in
new districts, the next step in drafting districting
plans should seek to keep COIs intact to the extent
possible, even if doing so requires that a county,

city, or township boundary must be crossed. The
Commission should also consider whether proposed
district lines reinforce the effectiveness of representa-
tion for COIs. Small COIs in particular would benefit
from being placed in districts with like-minded nearby
communities.

A strategy for proceeding might be to begin with
Congress, move to the Senate, and finish with the
House, for these reasons:

o The VRA will have a smaller impact on the
congressional districts and will make it easier to
accommodate the expressed desires of COls.

o  Thelarger the district, the greater the opportu-
nities are to include like-minded communities
in a common district.

« Thelarger the district, the greater the likelihood
that jurisdictional boundaries of counties, cities,
and township can be honored.

A similar argument can be made for starting in each
plan with the areas where population density is low
and moving to areas with greater population density.
In practice, this would mean beginning with the Upper

13
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Peninsula, moving downstate from there, and finishing
with Southeast Michigan. The Commission could also
start in Southeast Michigan and move north.

Recommendations for the Commission:

Consider requiring that when beginning to draw
its own maps, that the data used not include the
home addresses of incumbents, active political
candidates, or the current boundaries of con-
gressional and state legislative districts.

Consider challenges concerning the redistricting
criteria in Section 13 of the Amendment. The
Commission might want to address these chal-
lenges early in its tenure so that members of the

public will be aware of how the Commission will
implement the criteria. The challenges include:
population equality, requirements in the Voting
Rights Act, no advantage by the district design
to be conferred to any political party, incum-
bent, or candidate, and the requirement that
districts be reasonably compact.

When drawing draft maps, consider start-

ing with the Congress, then the Michigan
Senate, and then the Michigan House of
Representatives; also, starting geographically
in the U.P. and moving down toward Southeast
Michigan (and its particularly high population
density), or the reverse.

www.closup.umich.edu
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Section 8: The Second Round of Public Hearings

Section 9 of the Amendment includes:

After developing at least one proposed redistrict-
ing plan for each type of district, the commission
shall publish the proposed redistricting plans
and any data and supporting materials used to
develop the plans. ... The commission shall hold
at least five public hearings throughout the state
for the purpose of soliciting comment from the
public about the proposed plans.

The ICRC should publish the proposed plans and sup-
porting materials on its website and invite written and
electronic comments as well as in-person testimony at
the public meetings. The Commission should schedule
its public hearings and devise ways to process written
and digital comments in a way that the Commission
can take them into consideration as it begins to weigh
the proposals on the table.

If the California experience provides a useful indica-
tion of the public’s interest in commenting on the
proposed plans, there will be an outpouring of public
comments. The experience in California was that once
members of the public had an opportunity to see a
concrete proposal showing district boundaries, they
had plenty to say, even if they hadn’t availed themselves
of earlier opportunities.

Recommendations for the Commission:

o  Publish the proposed plans for each type of dis-
trict, including maps and supporting material on
the ICRC’s website and inviting written/digital
comments, in addition to in-person testimony.

o  Consider holding more than the required num-
ber of public hearings (5) to receive input on the
proposed plans.

o Decide how to test a proposed plan on each of
the redistricting criteria.

o Release the results of these tests to the public so
they can refer to them in the public hearings or
written testimony.

o Prepare plans for soliciting public comment
should the coronavirus pandemic make in-per-
son public hearings impossible.
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APPENDIX

Draft Template for a Community of Interest to request to participate in a public hearing of the ICRC or to
submit written or digital materials for the Commission’s consideration

COVER PAGE

The new redistricting amendment in Michigan assigns a high priority to the desires of communities of interest in
the composition of their districts for Congress, the State Senate, and the State House:

“Districts shall reflect the state’s diverse population and communities of interest. Communities of interest
may include, but are not limited to, populations that share cultural or historical characteristics or economic
interests.”

The amendment also mandates that the Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission hold at least ten public
hearings around the state to receive testimony from communities of interest about the desired composition of their
districts. This document provides a definition of a Community of Interest and allows them to register to participate
in a public hearing or to submit written or digital material to the Commission to be considered in drawing new
district maps.

The basic features of a community of interest are:

o Itisagroup of individuals who share common bonds. Such groups include (but are not limited to) groups
with cultural or historical bonds, shared economic interests, shared racial, ethnic or religious identities,
neighborhoods, enterprise zones, school districts, media markets, transportation districts, special assess-
ment tax districts, communities concerned about environmental hazards, or a shared vision of the future of
a community.

o Itisa contiguous area that can be identified on a map. It needn’t be the case that 100% of the population

within the geographical boundaries of the community of interest share the bonds of the community of inter-
est. It is possible for communities of Interest to overlap.

o The common bonds that define a community of interest are linked to a set of public policy issues that are
affected by legislation. In most cases, these shared interests in legislation lead the community to wish to

remain intact in legislative districts, rather than be split across two or more districts, in order to secure more
effective representation.

o Itisnot a group affiliated or acting on behalf of a party, an incumbent, or a political candidate.

o Itisnot alocal political jurisdiction (a county, city, or township), since they are considered in a separate sec-
tion of the amendment.

DRAFT TEMPLATE FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Please answer the following questions about your community (or communities) of interest, which will help the
Commission understand why and how it should be considered when drafting Michigan’s districting maps for
Congress, the State Senate, and the State House.

How would you like to participate in the information gathering phase of the redistricting process? (You may check
as many options as you like):

___ offer testimony at a public hearing
___ submit written materials for the consideration by the Commission

___ submit digital materials for consideration by the Commission
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1. In order to access your comments in the future, we need to attach a name to your community of interest. How
would you like it to be identified?

2. One of the primary functions of this application is to understand the geographic scope of your community of
interest. What are the geographic boundaries of your COI? Please indicate these boundaries on a map of your
local area. This can be a computer-generated map or a paper map.

3. What binds your Community together or creates its shared identity? An identity can include the types of
shared histories, values, and interests included in the list above, as well as others. You may include demo-
graphic data about the residents of the community, information about the community’s history, and how this
community currently engages with the political process.

4. Are there particular governmental policies that are high priorities for your community? If so, what are they?

5. In what ways would keeping your community intact in new district maps enhance the quality of its representa-
tion in Congress or the Michigan legislature?

6. Are there nearby areas whose inclusion in your district would strengthen representation for your COI? Are
there any areas whose inclusion in your district would weaken representation for your COI?

7. You may include a rough sketch of the district you would prefer your community to be in for Congress, the
State Senate, and the State House.

8. Roughly estimate the population size of your COL:

9. If you wish to include additional comments for consideration by the Commission, add them here:

Contact Information
The Commission needs contact information for your COI so that it can be in touch with you if the need arises.

Personal Contact Information

1. Your name (first and last name):

2. Personal address (street, city, state, zip code):

3. Personal phone number and/or email:

phone:

email:

4. What is your role in this community or your relationship to this COI? (ex: community member, leader, new
resident, etc.):

17
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Endnotes
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The Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy (CLOSUP) was launched at the
University of Michigan’s Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy in 2001 to provide
public service to the people and communities of Michigan. Over the years, CLOSUP
has approached that mission in a variety of ways, most fundamentally through the
creation of the Michigan Public Policy Survey (MPPS) program, an ongoing survey of
the state’s local government leaders designed to increase government transparency
and accountability and help improve policymaking in Michigan. The views of
Michigan’s local government leaders, collected through the MPPS, contribute to the

following report. Now, as our state embarks on a new approach to drawing political
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districts through an Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission, we at CLOSUP
saw a need and opportunity to address at least one major new criteria in that
process: the issue of “Communities of Interest” (COls). While COls are included in

redistricting approaches in other states, this is a new concept in Michigan, and

nowhere else do COls play as key a role as they will here. By design, Michigan’s new
redistricting approach makes COls one of the highest priorities to be addressed by
the Commission as it draws our new maps. Since the COI concept is both new and so
central to Michigan’s new redistricting process, we launched the CLOSUP Michigan
Redistricting project in partnership with the Michigan Department of State, to
research best practices for how other states handle COls in their redistricting efforts,
to learn about the opportunities and potential challenges around these approaches,
and to share these findings with Michigan’s new Commission. This report presents
the lessons we have uncovered for how to approach COls in Michigan’s case. At
CLOSUP we're grateful for the talented team of Ford School students who
undertook this work, and for their dedicated project leader, Professor Emeritus John
Chamberlin, who has spent a career working to improve the public sector in
Michigan, and beyond. The students included Alissa Graff, Sarah Gruen, Safiya
Merchant, Nick Najor, Gerson Ramirez, and James Vansteel. This team shared the
common goal of helping make Michigan’'s new experi-ence with redistricting as
successful as possible. Our state is fortunate to have young leaders like these six
students who wanted to help Michigan move toward a better future. We're also
grateful to Secretary of State Jocelyn Benson and her team at the Michigan
Department of State, who were eager to leverage the Ford School’s talent pool, and
who we found to be equally dedicated to making sure Michigan’s new approach to

redistricting is successful.
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Communities of interest and Michigan’s
new redistricting process

After the passage of Michigan's Proposal 2, one of Michigan Independent Citizens
Redistricting Commission's (MICRC) highest priorities was to redraw the new district
maps taking into account 'communities of interest <http://closup.umich.edu/redistricting-

project/communities-of-interest>,' or COls.

Section Menu =

List of redistricting resources —> </redistricting-project/redistricting-resources>

What are communities of interest (COI)?

Previously, redistricting in Michigan has often been marred by "gerrymandering,"
where political representatives designed electoral districts to maximize their own
political power. But in 2018, Michigan voters took the enormous step of changing the
approach to redistricting in our state, removing it from the purview of the state
legislature, and placing it instead in the hands of a new Michigan Independent

Citizens Redistricting Commission, composed of a balanced bi-partisan/non-partisan
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group of 13 randomly selected Michigan residents.

The state's new approach prioritizes "Communities of Interest" (COls) as one of the
most important factors the Redistricting Commission must address when designing

our new districts

While there is no set definition of COls, we think of a COl as a group of people in a
specific geographic area who share common interests (such as economic, historic,
cultural, or other bonds) that are linked to public policy issues that may be affected
by legislation. CLOSUP's research </policy-reports/18/the-role-of-communities-of-interest-in-
michigans-new-approach-to-redistricting-recommendations> suggests that COls can consist of
religious, ethnic, or immigrant communities, neighborhoods, people in tourism areas,
regional media markets, outdoor recreation or natural resource areas, economic

zones, and much more.

Examples of COls include:

Historical communities; economic communities; racial communities; ethnic
communities; cultural communities; religious communities; immigrant communities;
language communities; geographic communities; neighborhoods; economic
opportunity zones; tourism areas; school districts; outdoor recreation areas;
communities defined by natural features; creative arts communities; media markets,

etc.

CLOSUP's 2020 recommendations to the Michigan Independent Citizens
Redistricting Commission </policy-reports/18/the-role-of-communities-of-interest-in-michigans-
new-approach-to-redistricting-recommendations> (MICRC) identified potential concepts and
definitions of COls based on experience in Michigan and across the U.S., and as
handled in the academic literature; potential COls in Michigan, and how to make

them aware of the role of COls in Michigan's new approach; how other states and the

https://closup.umich.edu/redistricting-project/communities-of-interest 2/9
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courts have addressed COls in redistricting; and best practices that the MICRC might

consider as it plans its work in the redistricting process.

How can COls get involved?

Since the concept of COls is new and not well-understood in Michigan, CLOSUP
encourages all COls to engage in this process, learn more about it, and consider

submitting their information and preferences to the Redistricting Commission.

We are partnering with other stakeholder organizations to foster better
understanding of the state's new process, the role of COls, and engagement by COls
that want to represent their interests in the upcoming redistricting process. Contact
us for more information: closup@umich.edu. Or explore our COl resources.

</redistricting-project/redistricting-resources>
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<http://closup.umich.edu/sites/closup.umich.eduffiles/closup-coi-infographic.pdf>

COlI INFOGRAPHIC

What are COIs? Why do they matter? What can you do?

<http://closup.umich.edu/sites/closup.umich.edu/files/closup-coi-infographic.pdf>

Click the infographic image to see a full-scale version, or download the infographic
here, to share it with others

Download the infographic <http://closup.umich.edu/sites/closup.umich.edu/files/closup-coi-
here infographic.pdf>
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10/5/22,3:32 PM Communities of interest and Michigan’s new redistricting process | Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy

<https://closup.umich.edu/sites/closup.umich.edu/images/closup-coi-database-infographic-

20210204.png>

ENGAGING COIS

COIl Database <https://closup.umich.edu/sites/closup.umich.edu/images/closup-coi-database-
infographic-20210204.png>

CLOSUP's contact database of potential COls in Michigan is the first of its kind and a
first attempt to identify the breadth of COls so they may be engaged in the state's
redistricting process. To date, the database houses information on more than 1200
possible COls all across the state, representing 20+ categories. The database is not
publicly downloadable at this time, however, if you are interested in using the
database to engage COls in the redistricting process please contact us by email at

closup@umich.edu.

Learn <https://closup.umich.edu/sites/closup.umich.edu/images/closup-coi-database-infographic-
more 20210204.png>
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Panel discussions on communities of interest

In the fall of 2019, CLOSUP hosted a panel discussion with experts on the topic of
communities of interest, and opening remarks by Michigan Secretary of State Jocelyn
Benson. A video recording <https:/www.onedetroitpbs.org/communities-of-interest/> is Nnow

available.

CLOSUP hosted a webinar <https:/fordschool.umich.edu/event/2021/communities-interest-
michigans-new-redistricting-process> on Michigan's new approach to redistricting and
how communities of interest can engage with the Commission on February 25, 2021.
Watch the video recording <https://fordschool.umich.edu/event/2021/communities-interest-

michigans-new-redistricting-process>.

https://closup.umich.edu/redistricting-project/communities-of-interest 6/9
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COMMUNITIES IDENTIFIED

1200+

The COI database includes over 1200
potential communities of interest across
the state.

COIS IN THE U.P.

The database includes communities
across the state, including in the Upper
Peninsula.

https://closup.umich.edu/redistricting-project/communities-of-interest

COIS IN DETROIT AND METRO
DETROIT

A large number of potential
communities of interest were identified

in Detroit and the surrounding areas.
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Have any questions?

Tom IVaCkO </staff/ftom-ivacko>

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF CLOSUP

©

Qg 734-647-4163
M tmi@umich.edu

Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy
Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy
Joan and Sanford Weill Hall
735 S. State Street, Suite 5246
Ann Arbor, M1 48109-3091
P: (734) 647-4091

closup@umich.edu
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<https://closup.umich.edu/>
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OPINION This piece expresses the views of its author(s), separate from those of this publication.

Opinion: Redistricting Michigan depends
on definition of ‘community’

Stephen Markman
Published 11:00 p.m. ET July 7, 2021

Defining the term “community of interest” is the predominant issue at stake for Michigan’s
new redistricting commission. The term serves as the foundation, or "building block," of our
new redistricting process adopted by state voters in 2018. Rather than dividing the people of
Michigan by politicizing this process, the commission should adopt an understanding of
“communities of interest” that will unite us by what our citizens share in common.

The commission was placed into the Michigan Constitution in an attempt to remove
partisanship, political self-interest and gerrymandering from the decennial process of
establishing state and federal election districts. It replaces the Legislature with a randomly-
selected body of 13 citizens of differing partisan backgrounds in this process. These citizens
are to work together in constructing districts built upon “communities of interest.”

But what is a community of interest? A report prepared by the University of Michigan, with
support from the Secretary of State’s office, urges the commission to define this term largely
by identifying interest, affinity and identity communities.

For example, it would assess such factors as whether people can be joined together who are
commonly “concerned about environmental hazards”; who are “linked to a set of public policy
issues that are affected by legislation”; who possess a “shared vision of the future”; who are
united by such characteristics as immigration, language or the creative arts; who are
connected by common media markets or who are related by race, ethnicity or religion. The
latter assessment would be the first time that such considerations were placed into Michigan’s
Constitution, with two existing constitutional provisions expressly forbidding considerations
of these types.

The author of the UM report describes these and other recommendations as offering a “new
theory of representation.” I was asked by Hillsdale College, where I have long taught, to
prepare a report in response. While the UM’s theory of representation is indeed “new,” such
theory risks undermining the unifying purposes of the new amendment.

https://www.detroitnews.com/story/opinion/2021/07/08/opinion-redistricting-michigan-depends-definition-community/7877899002/ 1/3
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The Hillsdale Report instead would define “community of interest,” as it has been historically
understood in Michigan law and practice, to refer to geographic communities: counties, cities,
townships and villages. That is, the communities in which Michigan residents actually live and
call home, and whose boundaries — dating as far back as two centuries — limit the unfettered
discretion of public bodies to rearrange Michigan’s electoral map. Ironically, such genuine
communities are the only communities specifically excluded by the UM report as potential
“communities of interest.”

Apart from the utterly invented quality of the UM definition of “communities of interest,” its
fundamental flaw is that it encourages the commission to engage in the very redistricting
practices that prompted the establishment of the new commission in the first place, although
by more camouflaged means:

» UM's report encourages gerrymandered, or irregularly-shaped districts, by what are likely
to be the oddly-shaped or squiggly electoral boundaries necessary to aggregate people who
may not be bound by county, city, township or village communities, but rather by non-
geographic interest, affinity and identity “communities;”

P The report encourages partisanship by enabling “racial, ethnic or religious” considerations
that may effectively obscure, more explicitly partisan redistricting calculations; and

» UM's report encourages politicized decision-making by imposing upon the commission a
broad range of decisions concerning which among uncountable numbers of interest, affinity
and identity groups should be favored with “community of interest” status, and which should
not. Thus reconfiguring Michigan’s system of representative self-government absent coherent
legal standards and at the plenary discretion of the commission.

When, on the other hand, geographic considerations predominate, each citizen belongs
equally to a community of interest. Any redistricting process is capable of abuse and requires a
commitment by its architects to the highest standards of integrity. But geographic
communities are simply less susceptible to political, ideological and partisan

gamesmanship than interest, affinity and identity communities imagined out of whole cloth
placed into competition for preferred status before a governmental body.

Hillsdale’s theory of representation, built upon the individual citizen residing within his home
community, should not be replaced by UM’s new theory in which citizens are transformed into
a means to an end — to supply a critical population mass for the empowerment of select
interest, affinity and identity groups.
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The commission possesses the discretion to adopt either the UM or the Hillsdale models of
representation. But should it accept the broad power that UM would confer — assessing, for
example, where communities hold “shared visions of the future”; the “texture of bonds and
interests within a political jurisdiction”; “patterns of community life”; communities with
linkages to a set of “public policy issues that would be affected by legislation”; and the

development of metrics for measuring such things, it should bear the following in mind.

Almost certainly as a result, the commission will have sacrificed its status as a genuine citizens
commission, becoming just one more public body in which experts are in charge, in this case
the philanthropic, nonprofit and media partners urged upon it by UM.

It would be a remarkable and uniting achievement for the commission to transform our state’s
redistricting process into one earning broad public respect and serving as a national model.
This can only be achieved by a commission that maintains a disciplined focus upon the
creation of a fair-minded, neutral and non-partisan process. It cannot be achieved by a new set
of electoral architects perpetuating old abuses or by the establishment of “communities of
interest” in which polarizing and political considerations are dominant.

What is required in Michigan is not a “new theory of representation,” but an enduring theory
of representation more faithfully and responsibly administered.

Stephen Markman is a retired Michigan Supreme Court justice and professor of
constitutional law at Hillsdale College, which commissioned his report to the state
redistricting commission.
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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. In response, 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 meetings, 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 any maps, we held sixteen. After the release of
2020 census data by the U.S. Census Bureau, we created draft proposed maps. At this stage, we held 38
more public meetings, including five public hearings, 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. 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, allowing the MICRC to
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,
respectively, 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 dozens 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:

e 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.

e 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.


https://www.pressrepublican.com/opinion/editorial-democracy-s-rebirth-in-michigan/article_c09c1b1a-6d21-11ec-b8fe-f7ff395493c2.html

e 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.

We believe 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 hopefully ensures
gerrymandering in Michigan is done once and for all.



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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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

Congressional District Maps


https://arcg.is/1TKL491

Metro Detroit

Congressional District Maps
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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

Assigned 10077331
Total Pop 10077331

Unassigned

Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of Total Population Voting Age Population Racial Demographics as Percent of Voting Population
NH Asian  Hispanic  Minority NH Asian Hispanic Minority
775,375 775,179 196 89.45% 0.92% 0.55% 2.04% 10.55% 633,080 81.6% 90.86% 0.99% 0.55% 1.62% 9.14%
774,997 775,179 -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%
775,414 775,179 235 70.15% 11.06% 2.99% 10.67% 29.85% 597,448 77.0% 74.00% 10.25% 2.95% 8.81% 26.00%
774,600 775,179 -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%
774,544 775,179 -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%
775,273 775,179 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%
775,238 775,179 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%
775,229 775,179 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%
774,962 775,179 -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%
775,218 775,179 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%
775,568 775,179 389 68.30% 12.94% 8.67% 5.33% 31.70% 624,065 80.5% 70.86% 12.50% 8.39% 4.47% 29.14%
775,247 775,179 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%
775,666 775,179 487 36.80% 45.33% 2.89% 10.26% 63.20% 592,734 76.4% 39.55% 44.70% 2.89% 8.77% 60.45%
(1]
Congressional District Maps 9


https://www.michigan.gov/micrc/meeting-notices-and-materials
https://www.michigan.gov/micrc/Meeting-Notices-and-Materials-Archives
https://www.michigan.gov/micrc/mapping-process/mapping-data

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

Congressional District Maps
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https://michigan.mydistricting.com/legdistricting/comments/plan/254/23
https://www.michigan.gov/micrc/mapping-process/proposed-maps
https://www.michigan-mapping.org/
https://www.michigan.gov/micrc/meeting-notices-and-materials

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

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-milearea Kellom Detroit
APl 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

Congressional District Maps



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 Lansinginto 5 instead of 4 Eid Lansing
Battle Creek/Albion Community of Interest Eid Grand Rapids
KZ and BattleCreek Eid Grand Rapids
Delhi and Eaton Clark Grand Rapids
Grand Rapids and Kalamazoo Witjes Grand Rapids
Lakeshore District extend up to Saugatuck Eid Grand Rapids
Native American Nation Van Buren and Allegan Rothhorn Grand Rapids
Indigenous population community examination Clark

College student populations Lange

Jackson with west side of AA Szetela Ann Arbor
Break-up AA Szetela Ann Arbor

Congressional District Maps
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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!?

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.

Average Winning Margin

Rep

61.2%
57.2%

Finding

Rep

Districts have a lopsided margin advantage of

4.0%

Party
DISTRICT Rep

1

OWoONOGOOU A~_AWN

R R R R
WNRO

Total Votes

2,014,575 2,729,623
1,606,164 2,458,415
2,060,007 2