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Heard in the Legislative Redistricting Committee on 9/22/25



What is Redistricting?
Redistricting is the process of redrawing new electoral district 
boundaries that occurs after each ten-year census. 

New districts are drawn for: 

• Four Congressional House Districts
• Legislative Districts

oState Senate
oState House

• State School Board Districts
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Why Redistrict?
Equal representation – one person, one vote

Unequal population growth and shifts over time creates inequity

Article IX, Section 1. [Dividing the state into districts.]
No later than the annual general session next following the 

Legislature's receipt of the results of an enumeration made by 
the authority of the United States, the Legislature shall divide the 
state into congressional, legislative, and other districts 
accordingly.
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Notes About Data

• Districts will still be drawn using 2020 U.S. Census data (stipulated to 
by all parties involved in the current litigation)

o Population data reflects a snapshot as of April 1, 2020

o Geographic data, including municipal lines, is a snapshot of 
boundaries as of January 1, 2020
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Prop 4 requires maps to minimize the division of municipalities and 
counties.

Four cities have boundaries that extend across county boundaries.

• Bluffdale (Salt Lake and Utah Counties)
• Draper (Salt Lake and Utah Counties)
• Park City (Summit and Wasatch Counties)
• Santaquin (Juab and Utah Counties)
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Minimizing the division of municipalities and counties (cont.)

• Population of Utah:  3,271,616
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Minimizing the division of municipalities and counties (cont.)

• Population of Utah:  3,271,616

• Population of Ideal District:  817,904
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Minimizing the division of municipalities and counties (cont.)

• Population of Utah:  3,271,616

• Population of Ideal District:  817,904

• Population of Salt Lake County:  1,185,238
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Minimizing the division of municipalities and counties (cont.)

• Population of Utah:  3,271,616

• Population of Ideal District:  817,904

• Population of Salt Lake County:  1,185,238

Salt Lake County must be divided



10Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 10

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



11Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 11

Mar. 2022

2018

2020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



12Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 12

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



13Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 13

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



14Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 14

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



15Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 15

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



16Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 16

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



17Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 17

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



18Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 18

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



19Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 19

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



20Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 20

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



21Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 21

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



22Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 22

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



23Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 23

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



24Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel 24

2018

Mar. 20222020

2021 Oct. 2022

July 2024

Aug. 2025



25Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

YOU ARE HERE
22
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Meeting

23 24
2nd Committee 

Meeting

25
Deadline to post map 
for public comment

26

Public Comment

27

Public Comment

28

Public Comment

29

Public Comment

30

Public Comment

1

OCTOBER
Public Comment

2

Public Comment

3

Public Comment

4

Public Comment

5

Public Comment

6
Special session; 

Parties submit maps 
to court

7 8 9 10 11

12 13 14 15 16 17
Parties submit briefs 
and expert reports to 

court, if necessary 

18

19 20 21 22 23
Evidentiary hearing, 

if necessary

24
Evidentiary hearing, 

if necessary

25

26 27 28   Parties submit 
proposed findings 
and conclusions to 
court, if necessary

29 30 31 1

NOVEMBER

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

9 10
LG’s deadline to 
receive new map
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 Prop 4 Standards
20A-19-103. Redistricting Standards and Requirements.

(2) Abide by the following redistricting standards to the greatest extent 
 practicable and in the following order of priority:

• Population deviation
• Minimizing the division of municipalities and counties across multiple 

districts, giving first priority to municipalities and second to counties
• Compactness
• Contiguity and ease of transportation
• Preserving traditional neighborhoods and local communities of interest
• Following natural and geographic features, boundaries, and barriers
• Maximizing boundary agreement among different types of districts
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 Prop 4 Partisan Prohibition
20A-19-103. Redistricting Standards and Requirements.
(3) The Legislature and the Commission may not divide districts in a manner 

that purposefully or unduly favors or disfavors any incumbent,
elected official, candidate or prospective candidate for elective office, or 

 any political party.
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 Legislative Preferences
• Prop 4 standards control
• Legislative preferences:

o are not redistricting criteria;
o cannot violate Prop 4; and
o may only be used to help choose a map that is “to the greatest extent 

practicable,” compliant with Prop 4.
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 Partisan Prohibition - Symmetry
20A-19-103. Redistricting Standards and Requirements.
(3) The Legislature and the Commission may not divide districts in a manner 

that purposefully or unduly favors or disfavors any incumbent, elected 
official, candidate or prospective candidate for elective office, or any political party.
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 Partisan Prohibition - Symmetry
20A-19-103. Redistricting Standards and Requirements.
(3) The Legislature and the Commission may not divide districts in a manner 

that purposefully or unduly favors or disfavors any incumbent, elected 
official, candidate or prospective candidate for elective office, or any political party.

(4) The Legislature and the Commission shall use judicial standards and the best available data 
and scientific and statistical methods, including measures of partisan symmetry, to 
assess whether a proposed redistricting plan abides by and conforms to the redistricting 
standards contained in this Section, including the restrictions contained in Subsection (3).

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel



31

 Partisan Prohibition - Symmetry
20A-19-103. Redistricting Standards and Requirements.
(3) The Legislature and the Commission may not divide districts in a manner 

that purposefully or unduly favors or disfavors any incumbent, elected 
official, candidate or prospective candidate for elective office, or any political party.

(4) The Legislature and the Commission shall use judicial standards and the best available data 
and scientific and statistical methods, including measures of partisan symmetry, to 
assess whether a proposed redistricting plan abides by and conforms to the redistricting 
standards contained in this Section, including the restrictions contained in Subsection (3).

(5) Partisan political data and information, such as partisan election results, voting records, 
political party affiliation information, and residential addresses of incumbent elected officials 
and candidates or prospective candidates for elective office, may not be considered by the 
Legislature or by the Commission, except as permitted under Subsection (4).
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 Partisan Symmetry
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If Party A receives an average of 55% of the 
vote total across a state’s district elections and, 

because of the way the district lines were 
drawn, Party A wins 70% of the total seats . . .

Votes

Seats

“The symmetry standard ‘requires that the electoral system treat similarly-situated parties 
equally, so that each receives the same fraction of legislative seats for a particular vote 
percentage as the other party would receive if it had received the same percentage.’ ”
League of United Latin Am. Citizens v. Perry, 548 U.S. 399, 466 (2006) (Stevens, J., concurring) (citing Brief for Gary 

King et al. as Amici Curiae 4–5).



“The symmetry standard ‘requires that the electoral system treat similarly-situated parties 
equally, so that each receives the same fraction of legislative seats for a particular vote 
percentage as the other party would receive if it had received the same percentage.’ ”
League of United Latin Am. Citizens v. Perry, 548 U.S. 399, 466 (2006) (Stevens, J., concurring) (citing Brief for Gary 

King et al. as Amici Curiae 4–5).
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 Partisan Symmetry
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If Party A receives an average of 55% of the 
vote total across a state’s district elections and, 

because of the way the district lines were 
drawn, Party A wins 70% of the total seats . . .

It would be fair only if, in an election where 
Party B had received an average of 55% of the 
vote totals in district elections, Party B would 

have won 70% of the total seats

Votes

Seats

Votes

Seats
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 Partisan Symmetry
“[G]iven the general, non-specific nature of 
the language, the legislature retains 
discretion in determining what judicial 
standards are applicable and they retain 
discretion to determine the ‘best available 
data and scientific and statistical methods’ 
to use in evaluating redistricting plans for 
compliance with state and federal law and 
the Proposition 4 redistricting standards. This 
provision does not impair the legislature’s 
authority under article IX and does not 
displace the legislature’s legislative 
redistricting authority.”

Ruling and Order, Page 29
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Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

 Partisan Bias Test

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel
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Average statewide vote share

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

2024

2020

2016

U.S. President
Governor

Attorney General
Treasurer
Auditor

Party A: 61 % / Party B: 39%

Av
er

ag
e 

of
 

el
ec

tio
n 

re
su

lts
 Partisan Bias Test

Example 1
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(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)
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Average statewide vote share

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

2024

2020

2016

U.S. President
Governor

Attorney General
Treasurer
Auditor

Average election result data from 
the Census block level is used to 
compile the average vote share 

within each prospective district on 
a proposed map

Party A: 61 % / Party B: 39%

Av
er

ag
e 

of
 

el
ec

tio
n 

re
su

lts
 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 73% / 27%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 55% / 45%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 55% / 45% Vote share: 62% / 38%

Example 1

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)
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Average statewide vote share

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

2024

2020

2016

U.S. President
Governor

Attorney General
Treasurer
Auditor Difference between the average statewide vote share 

for each party and 50%

Average election result data from 
the Census block level is used to 
compile the average vote share 

within each prospective district on 
a proposed map

Subtract the difference 
from the vote share in 

each prospective district 
on a proposed map

Party A: 61 % / Party B: 39%
11 % / -11%Av

er
ag

e 
of

 
el

ec
tio

n 
re

su
lts

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 73% / 27%
Adjusted: 62% / 38%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 55% / 45%
Adjusted: 44% / 56%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 55% / 45%
Adjusted: 44% / 56%

Vote share: 62% / 38%

Adjusted: 51% / 49%

Example 1

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)
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Average statewide vote share

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

2024

2020

2016

U.S. President
Governor

Attorney General
Treasurer
Auditor Difference between the average statewide vote share 

for each party and 50%

Average election result data from 
the Census block level is used to 
compile the average vote share 

within each prospective district on 
a proposed map

Subtract the difference 
from the vote share in 

each prospective district 
on a proposed map

(Adjusted) Expected 
Seat Share

Party A: 2 Seats Party B: 2 Seats

Party A: 61 % / Party B: 39%
11 % / -11%Av

er
ag

e 
of

 
el

ec
tio

n 
re

su
lts

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 73% / 27%
Adjusted: 62% / 38%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 55% / 45%
Adjusted: 44% / 56%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 55% / 45%
Adjusted: 44% / 56%

Vote share: 62% / 38%

Adjusted: 51% / 49% The difference between the 
party’s seat share (2 here) 
and 50% of the total seat 

share (4*0.5=2) represents 
the degree of partisan bias (0)

Example 1

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)
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Average statewide vote share

Example 2
(New Map)

Party A: 61 % / Party B: 39%
11 % / -11%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 70% / 30%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 80% / 20%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 74% / 26% Vote share: 20% / 80%

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats
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Average statewide vote share

Example 2
(New Map)

Difference between the average statewide vote share 
for each party and 50%

Subtract the difference 
from the vote share in 

each prospective district 
on a proposed map

Party A: 61 % / Party B: 39%
11 % / -11%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 70% / 30%
Adjusted: 59% / 41%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 80% / 20%
Adjusted: 69% / 31%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 74% / 26%
Adjusted: 63% / 37%

Vote share: 20% / 80%

Adjusted: 9% / 91%

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel
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Average statewide vote share

Example 2
(New Map)

Difference between the average statewide vote share 
for each party and 50%

Subtract the difference 
from the vote share in 

each prospective district 
on a proposed map

(Adjusted) Expected 
Seat Share

Party A: 3 Seat Party B: 1 Seats

Party A: 61 % / Party B: 39%
11 % / -11%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 70% / 30%
Adjusted: 59% / 41%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 80% / 20%
Adjusted: 69% / 31%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 74% / 26%
Adjusted: 63% / 37%

Vote share: 20% / 80%

Adjusted: 9% / 91% The difference between the 
party’s seat share (3 for A) and 

50% of the total seat share 
(4*0.5=2) represents the 

degree of partisan bias (+1A)
(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel
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Average statewide vote share

Example 3
(New Vote Share)

Party A: 85 % / Party B: 15%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 80% / 20%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 90% / 10%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 84% / 16% Vote share: 86% / 14%

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel



44

Average statewide vote share

Example 3
(New Vote Share)

Difference between the average statewide vote share 
for each party and 50%

Party A: 85 % / Party B: 15%
35 % / -35%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 80% / 20%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 90% / 10%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 84% / 16% Vote share: 86% / 14%

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel
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Average statewide vote share

Example 3
(New Vote Share)

Difference between the average statewide vote share 
for each party and 50%

Subtract the difference 
from the vote share in 

each prospective district 
on a proposed map

Party A: 85 % / Party B: 15%
35 % / -35%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 80% / 20%
Adjusted: 45% / 55%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 90% / 10%
Adjusted: 55% / 45%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 84% / 16%
Adjusted: 49% / 51%

Vote share: 86% / 14%

Adjusted: 51% / 49%

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel
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Average statewide vote share

Example 3
(New Vote Share)

Difference between the average statewide vote share 
for each party and 50%

Subtract the difference 
from the vote share in 

each prospective district 
on a proposed map

(Adjusted) Expected 
Seat Share

Party A: 2 Seats Party B: 2 Seats

Party A: 85 % / Party B: 15%
35 % / -35%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 80% / 20%
Adjusted: 45% / 55%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 90% / 10%
Adjusted: 55% / 45%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 84% / 16%
Adjusted: 49% / 51%

Vote share: 86% / 14%

Adjusted: 51% / 49% The difference between the 
party’s seat share (2 each) and 

50% of the total seat share 
(4*0.5=2) represents the 
degree of partisan bias (0)

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel
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Average statewide vote share

Example 4
(New Map)

Difference between the average statewide vote share 
for each party and 50%

Party A: 85 % / Party B: 15%
35 % / -35%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 95% / 5%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 95% / 5%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 95% / 5% Vote share: 55% / 45%

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)
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Average statewide vote share

Example 4
(New Map)

Difference between the average statewide vote share 
for each party and 50%

Subtract the difference 
from the vote share in 

each prospective district 
on a proposed map

Party A: 85 % / Party B: 15%
35 % / -35%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 95% / 5%
Adjusted: 60% / 40%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 95% / 5%
Adjusted: 60% / 40%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 95% / 5%
Adjusted: 60% / 40%

Vote share: 55% / 45%

Adjusted: 20% / 80%

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)

Redistricting | Legislative Research and General Counsel
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Average statewide vote share

Example 4
(New Map)

Difference between the average statewide vote share 
for each party and 50%

Subtract the difference 
from the vote share in 

each prospective district 
on a proposed map

(Adjusted) Expected 
Seat Share

Party A: 3 Seats Party B: 1 Seat

Party A: 85 % / Party B: 15%
35 % / -35%

 Partisan Bias Test

Hypo District 1
Vote share: 95% / 5%
Adjusted: 60% / 40%

Hypo District 2
Vote share: 95% / 5%
Adjusted: 60% / 40%

Hypo District 3 Hypo District 4

Vote share: 95% / 5%
Adjusted: 60% / 40%

Vote share: 55% / 45%

Adjusted: 20% / 80% The difference between the 
party’s seat share (3 for A) and 

50% of the total seat share 
(4*0.5=2) represents the 

degree of partisan bias (+1A)

Premise: in a hypothetical election for 4 
seats using a symmetrical map (treating 

each party evenly), an even statewide vote 
share produces an even seat share:

Party A: 50% Party B: 50%

(Seat Share)2 Seats 2 Seats

(Note: All numbers are hypothetical. Assuming two 
parties equaling 100% for demonstration purposes.)
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