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map eliminates gerrymandering and ensures that the legislature is truly 
representative. 

What is the key element of a fair map? 

Representational fairness is the key element of a fair map.   Representational 
fairness states that the map must be drawn so the party distribution of likely 
representatives matches the party distribution of voting behavior in the state.  A 
number of important goals are associated with redistricting, but representational  
fairness, and only representational fairness, assures that gerrymandering is 
eradicated. This criterion was recently codified in Article XI Section 6(B) of the 
Ohio Constitution. 

What goals are associated with redistricting? 

Often a redistricting movement calls for establishing an independent redistricting 
commission.  Often the movement will support such goals as assuring that 
districts are compact, contiguous and have nearly equal populations; assuring 
that the maps honor local jurisdictional boundaries; and/or assuring that 
minorities and communities of interest will be represented.  Each of these goals is 
very important, but none of them, either alone or in combination, assures that 
gerrymandering will be eliminated.  That is, even if every one of these goals was 
met, the map could still be gerrymandered.  Only if representational fairness is 
included among the desired criteria will gerrymandering be assuredly defeated 
and a truly representative legislature emerge.   

Is it enough to have someone representing my interests in the legislature? 

Representation of your interests in the legislature is important, but speaking on 
your behalf in the legislature is not enough.  The ultimate goal is to have 
legislation passed that is meaningful to you.  For representatives to enact 
meaningful legislation, they must be participating in a representative legislature.  
If the maps are gerrymandered, the voices of many representatives will be stifled 
by the opposition who were placed into office through gerrymandered maps.  The 
result of a gerrymandered legislature is rule by the minority, not majority rule. 
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Must every district be competitive? 

In competitive districts, about the same number of votes are received by each 
party.  Legislators from competitive districts are most likely to weigh both sides of 
an issue when considering legislation.  In any state, maximizing the number of 
delegates from competitive districts is likely to come only at the expense of 
sacrificing other critical redistricting goals.  The answer is to create a competitive 
legislature, where the votes of representatives from competitive districts are 
needed to pass any legislation.  This is done by building maps that yield a critical 
mass of such legislators. 

Weighing the benefits of redistricting criteria 
 
Avoiding splitting cities and counties is a criterion often associated with 
redistricting.  Cities and counties are administrative jurisdictions which serve 
those who reside within their boundaries, for example, through such agencies as 
local police and emergency responders, public schools, and record keeping 
organizations.  On the other hand, the impact of the work of state and national 
legislators most often crosses local jurisdictional boundaries.  Witness, for 
example, tax policy, health policy, and welfare policy.  Furthermore, 
representatives are usually able to serve the needs of their constituents whether 
or not their district crosses local jurisdictional lines.  Occasionally, administrative 
coordination might be enhanced if legislative districts are matched to local 
jurisdictional boundaries.   If tradeoffs are required between redistricting criteria, 
the benefits of each should be weighed. 
 

Examples of Fair Maps 

Fair maps can be produced.  Shown below are examples of fair maps for the 
North Carolina Congressional delegation, and the Wisconsin State Assembly and 
Pennsylvania State House.  For all three maps, the districts are compact, 
contiguous and meet population requirements; the maps respect local  
jurisdictional boundaries; and, because the districts are compact, the maps are 
designed to assure that minorities and communities of interest are represented.  
Most importantly, the maps are representationally fair.  In each of these maps, 



https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/18pdf/18-422_9ol1.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/18pdf/18-422_9ol1.pdf
https://davesredistricting.org/maps#viewmap::cb3d10b0-3f63-4fec-a4e3-5ba9761c61b0
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WISCONSIN 

As noted previously, the two-party distribution of Wisconsin voting is 51.29% to 
48.71%.  A fair map would allocate 51 seats to the majority party and 48 seats to 
the other.   The current gerrymandered map for the Wisconsin State Assembly 
allocates only 35 seats to the majority party and  64 seats to the minority party.  
The map below is fair, allocating 51 seats to the majority party and 48 seats to the 
minority party. 

 

FAIR MAP OF WISCONSIN STATE ASSEMBLY4 

 

 

 
4 https://davesredistricting.org/join/4eb91832-73e7-42e0-ba25-c190bed7d8d1 
 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/4eb91832-73e7-42e0-ba25-c190bed7d8d1


6 
  

 

 

 

 

(magnified section) 
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PENNSYLVANIA 

The two-party distribution of  voting in Pennsylvania is 52.80% and 47.20%.  The 
fair distribution of likely legislators for the State House would be 107 and 96.  The 
current Pennsylvania State House Map flips this, exactly.  That map allocates 107 
seats to the minority party, and only 96 seats to the majority.  The map below 
achieves fairness by allocating 107 seats to the majority party and 96 to the other. 

 

 

 

FAIR MAP OF PENNSYLVANIA STATE HOUSE5 

 

 

 

 
5 https://davesredistricting.org/join/f04e6ac4-134d-43c4-9a55-5a192d7b71fd 
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SUMMARY: LESSONS LEARNED 

 

1. Fair maps produce legislatures that represent the will of the people. 
 

2. Fair maps eliminate gerrymandering and preserve our representative 
democracy. 
 

3. Representational fairness is where the party distribution of likely delegates 
matches the party distribution of voting behavior in the state.  Only the 
criterion of representational fairness guarantees that gerrymandering will 
be eradicated. 
 

4. Representation alone is not enough.  Your representative must have the 
opportunity to participate in a legislature that is not gerrymandered. 
 

5. Representatives from competitive districts have an incentive to consider 
both sides of an issue.  However, not every district in the state must be 
competitive; the legislature must be competitive. 
 

6. Trade-offs are often required among redistricting criteria.  The benefits of 
each must be weighed. 

 
As more people become aware of the principles and results of a fair map, more 
will demand that fair maps be drawn to eliminate gerrymandering and defend our 
representative democracy. 
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The ultimate goal of a legislative district map is to achieve the highest rating on all 
criteria under consideration.  The distribution of voters throughout the state 
presents the challenge that limits the achievement of this ultimate goal.  Each of 
the maps below is representationally fair, is likely to generate a competitive 
legislature, and attempts to achieve the highest ratings possible on the set of 
desired criteria.    

  

ALABAMA 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                       Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Delegation   Representing  Compact    Not               Competitive  
in the State                  from the Map         Minorities       Districts      Splitting       Districts 
  

37.21% to 62.79%      3 to 4                        Best                  Good           Good            3 of 7  

Map URL https://davesredistricting.org/join/82614380-44ab-4b1c-9c4f-9d6598f8560d 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/82614380-44ab-4b1c-9c4f-9d6598f8560d
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ARIZONA 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                         Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Delegation   Representing  Compact    Not                 Competitive  
in the State                  from the Map         Minorities       Districts      Splitting         Districts 
  

48.87% to 51.13%      4 to 5                        Best                  Good          Very Good     3 of 9  

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/857b6a0b-967f-4ccd-9af5-dd9468d0ba53 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/857b6a0b-967f-4ccd-9af5-dd9468d0ba53


https://davesredistricting.org/join/388022ed-ce4a-4110-b71e-87274a24d40a
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DELAWARE10 

 
 
Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                          Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact        Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts         Splitting        Districts 
  

59.11% to 40.89%      13 to 8        Good                Very Good     Best              13 of 21   

 

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/0f901eaf-0c30-49dd-9346-8d37165f617e 

 

 
10State Senate. 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/0f901eaf-0c30-49dd-9346-8d37165f617e
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FLORIDA 

 
 
Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact        Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts         Splitting        Districts 
  

48.73% to 51.27%      14 to 14       Good                Very Good     Good             10 of 28   

 

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/933edcb2-9f31-4e9a-a35a-4fe99b334870  

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/933edcb2-9f31-4e9a-a35a-4fe99b334870
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GEORGIA 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact        Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts         Splitting        Districts 
  

48.73% to 51.27%      7 to 7                    Very Good      Good               Very Good   4 of 14   

 

 

Map URL   https://davesredistricting.org/join/d6482ba4-dc23-486b-a55b-ec39e2dabe36  

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/d6482ba4-dc23-486b-a55b-ec39e2dabe36
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ILLINOIS 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

57.97% to 42.03%      10 to 7                    Good                Very Good     Good              7 of 17   

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/maps#viewmap::149bba91-ef52-4608-83f1-708318272694 

 

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/maps#viewmap::149bba91-ef52-4608-83f1-708318272694
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LOUISIANA 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

40.17% to 59.83%      2 to 4                    Very Good     Good                Good             2 of 6   

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/3e1b495b-c092-4819-9b07-0e5e57ada760 

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/3e1b495b-c092-4819-9b07-0e5e57ada760
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MARYLAND 

 
 
 
Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

61.35% to 38.65%      5 to 3                    Best                 Good               Good              1 of 8   

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/1d398a87-f542-463b-98e7-dd36af71263c  

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/1d398a87-f542-463b-98e7-dd36af71263c


20 
  

 

 

MICHIGAN 

 
 

 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Delegation    Representing    Compact        Not            Competitive  
in the State                  from the Map          Minorities          Districts         Splitting    Districts 
  

52.95% to 47.05%      7 to 6                         Very Good         Very Good     Good          6 of 13 
 

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/829db1dc-41a4-43c5-af5b-ae7808fb6174  

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/829db1dc-41a4-43c5-af5b-ae7808fb6174
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NEW JERSEY 

 
 

 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

57.09% to 42.91%      7 to 5             Good               Good                Good             4 of 12   

 

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/86875828-d308-402e-a4b1-4486256f8242  

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/86875828-d308-402e-a4b1-4486256f8242
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NEW YORK 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

62.99% to 37.01%      16 to 10      Good                 Good               Reasonable   10 of 26   

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/cc550a5b-b42e-475c-b853-82ade19f942a  

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/cc550a5b-b42e-475c-b853-82ade19f942a
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NORTH CAROLINA 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

48.93% to 51.07%      7 to 7         Very Good      Good    Good             4 of 14  

 

 

Map URL   https://davesredistricting.org/join/dd7982a2-07f0-4fdb-ae3f-215ccee2688a  

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/dd7982a2-07f0-4fdb-ae3f-215ccee2688a
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OHIO  

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                         Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Delegation  Representing  Compact      Not                Competitive  
in the State                  from the Map        Minorities        Districts       Splitting        Districts 
  

45.92% to 58.08%      7 to 8                       Very Good       Good            Good              5 of 15 

 

 

Map URL   https://davesredistricting.org/join/c57d7df9-2232-4a4c-9f83-0c1d626888e5  

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/c57d7df9-2232-4a4c-9f83-0c1d626888e5
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PENNSYLVANIA 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

52.80% to 47.20%      9 to 8         Good      Good    Good             6 of 17   
 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/0216a211-61e9-4898-8125-073f72865ba6  

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/0216a211-61e9-4898-8125-073f72865ba6
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SOUTH CAROLINA 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Delegation  Representing  Compact         Not               Competitive  
in the State                  from the Map        Minorities        Districts          Splitting       Districts 
  

41.96% to 58.04%      3 to 4                        Best                  Reasonable    Good            3 of 7 
 

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/432873ea-d1ba-41e0-924e-669225bec303  

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/432873ea-d1ba-41e0-924e-669225bec303
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TENNESSEE 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing   Compact         Not               Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities        Districts          Splitting       Districts 
  

38.02% to 61.98%      3 to 6         Very Good       Reasonable    Very Good   2 of 9   

 

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/maps#viewmap::725846f8-e6f0-4d3d-985b-6e971f04b5f5 

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/maps#viewmap::725846f8-e6f0-4d3d-985b-6e971f04b5f5
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TEXAS 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

40.58% to 59.42%      15 to 23       Good      Good    Good             9 of 38   

 

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/a25c81e0-42ab-48ed-81cc-fa84cd8b7ea6  

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/a25c81e0-42ab-48ed-81cc-fa84cd8b7ea6
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VIRGINIA 

 
 

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

54.77% to 45.23%      6 to 5             Good      Good    Very Good    4 of 11   
 

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/7dfbfc24-8aac-428a-8158-1c7dc972fd8d 

 

 

 

 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/7dfbfc24-8aac-428a-8158-1c7dc972fd8d
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WISCONSIN 

 

        

Party Distribution       Party Distribution                                           Delegates from                                                   
of Voting Behavior     of the Likely           Representing  Compact         Not                Competitive  
in the State                  Delegation              Minorities       Districts          Splitting        Districts 
  

51.29% to 48.71%      4 to 4             Reasonable11    Very Good    Very Good    3 of 8   

 

 

Map URL  https://davesredistricting.org/join/eae7787f-ebdd-4135-8dd3-577e580dbac6 

 

 
11 Fewer than 20% of Wisconsin voters are members of a minority group.  The low proportion and the geographical dispersion  
of these voters affects this rating. 

https://davesredistricting.org/join/eae7787f-ebdd-4135-8dd3-577e580dbac6


http://www.ncsl.org/research/redistricting/districting-principles-for-2010-and-beyond.aspx




https://gking.harvard.edu/files/gking/files/compact.pdf




https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9493-8275?lang=en








9 
  

Figure 2. Congressional District Maps19 

 

            Current       Nested Squares 

 

ALABAMA 

 

                                           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
19 Current maps are from Wikipedia except Ohio which is from Cleveland State University.  State outlines for the 
nested square maps are from Gisgeography.com.  
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CONNECTICUT 

 

                

    

 

 

 

                         GEORGIA 
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  LOUISIANA 

 

 

       

 

        

 

 

 

 

 

 

MICHIGAN 
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MARYLAND 
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MISSISSIPPI 

                                

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OHIO 
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NORTH CAROLINA20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TEXAS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
20 This is the map that was adjudicated in Rucho.  A new map has been drawn for one time use in the 2020 election 
(Melnik and Meko 2019).  
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TEXAS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



16 
  

 

VIRGINIA 
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WISCONSIN 
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Table 1.  ACHIEVING PARTISAN FAIRNESS 

          # of Districts with Majority of Votes by Party 

State        Status          Democrat          Republican 

 

Ohio Goal 8 8 
 Current 4 12 
 Compact 3 (1 even) 12 
 Partisan Fairness 8 8 

 

Maryland Goal 5 3 
 Current 7 1 
 Compact 6 (1 even) 1 
 Partisan Fairness 5 3 

 

Mississippi Goal 2 2 
 Current 1 3 
 Compact 0 4 
 Partisan Fairness 2 2 

 

North Carolina Goal 6 7 
 Current 3 10 
 Compact 6 7 
 Partisan Fairness 6 7 

 

Michigan Goal 7 7 
 Current 4 9 
 Compact 7 7 
 Partisan Fairness 7 7 

 

Connecticut Goal 3 2 
 Current 5 0 
 Compact 5 0 
 Partisan Fairness 4 1 
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Wisconsin Goal 4 4 
 Current 2  (1 even) 5 
 Compact 4 4 
 Partisan Fairness 4 4 

 

Louisiana Goal 2 4 
 Current 1 5 
 Compact 1 5 
 Partisan Fairness 2 4 

 

Georgia Goal 6 8 
 Current 4 10 
 Compact 4 10 
 Partisan Fairness 6 8 

 

Alabama Goal 3 4 
 Current 1 6 
 Compact 0 7 
 Partisan Fairness 2 5 

 

Virginia Goal 6 5 
 Current 5 6 
 Compact 6 5 
 Partisan Fairness 6 5 

 

Texas Goal 15 21 
 Current 13 23 
 Compact 11 25 
 Partisan Fairness 15 21 

 

In each of the twelve states studied, the procedure moved the distribution of 
partisan lean across districts toward partisan fairness.  In four states, North 
Carolina, Michigan, Wisconsin and Virginia, complete partisan fairness was 
achieved in the first step by constructing a foundational map of compact districts 
made up of nested squares.  In six states,  Ohio, Maryland, Mississippi, Louisiana, 
















































