PREDICTABLE
RESULTS 5 &

A Report from the League of Women Voters of Ohio
Comparing 2011 Gerrymandering to the 2012, 2014, and 2016
Election Results

v' Were Ohio’s U.S. congressional and state General Assembly districts drawn
to favor one political party over the other?

v' Did the political index* of each district so heavily favor one party that it was
virtually guaranteed to win that seat?

v Did Ohio have any competitive districts that did not strongly favor one party
over another?

v Did any candidates win despite their district being drawn to favor the
opposing party?

v Did the total number of votes each party received statewide match the
number of district seats they won?

v’ The League of Women Voters examined these questions after the general
election in 2012 and reexamined them in light of the 20142 and 2016
election results.

1“Political index” is a term that describes the number of voters favoring each political party within a district
based on voting history in recent elections.

Z“Predictable Results 2012” and “Predictable Results 2014” are available online at
https://my.lwv.org/ohio/publications


https://my.lwv.org/ohio/publications

Ohio’s current legislative districts were drawn in 2011. The Ohio General
Assembly redrew district boundary lines for Ohio’s U.S. congressional districts,
and the Ohio Apportionment Board? redrew district boundary lines for Ohio’s
state General Assembly districts. There are three major criticisms of the final
maps.

e Each district was drawn to favor either the majority Republican Party or the
minority Democratic Party, and the makeup of the new districts essentially
determined the outcome of the election.

e The districts were drawn to disproportionately favor the political party that
controlled the redistricting process.

e Districts were not compact and instead twisted over a wide geographic area.
A visual inspection of the maps bears this out.

All three criticisms are the natural outcomes of Ohio’s current map drawing
process, which grants broad discretion to members of the majority political party
to fashion districts favorable to its interests.

ANALYSIS OF DISTRICTS

OHIO’S U.S. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS

The chart below compares the projected partisan index* of each congressional
district and the percentage of official votes cast in 2012, 2014, and 2016 for the
Republican and Democratic candidates. Those districts that favor Republicans and
a Republican won the seat are shaded red, and those districts that favor
Democrats and a Democrat won the seat are blue. Eight of the 2012 U.S. House
races, nine of the 2014 races, and seven of the 2016 races had third party or
write-in candidates, so the totals may not add up to 100%.

3 The Ohio Apportionment Board is defined in Article 11, Section 1 of the Ohio Constitution. It is a five-
member board made up of the governor, auditor of state, secretary of state, and one member of the General
Assembly of each major political party. The constitution charges the Apportionment Board with drawing
districts for the state legislature. In the 2011 redistricting process, four of the five members were of the
Appointment Board Republican and one was a Democrat.

4 The Ohio Campaign for Accountable Redistricting provided the projections based on a partisan index using
the results from the following statewide races: 2008- President, 2010- Governor, Auditor, and Secretary of
State. The election results are available from the Ohio Secretary of State at www.sos.state.oh.us.



U.S. House Races
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Partisan indexes perfectly predicted the party of the winner in ALL of the
congressional districts in 2012, 2014, and 2016.

Districts tilted heavily toward one party or the other tend to deter opposition. In
2012 two candidates were unopposed, and in 2014 one candidate was unopposed.
No candidates were unopposed in 2016.

The table below compares the total votes for the two major parties with the seats
each won. In 2016, Republicans candidates for Congress received 3,101,556 (60%)
of the total votes statewide for major party candidates, and the Democrats
received 2,048,984 (40%) of the total major party candidate votes statewide,
while the parties won 75% and 25% of congressional seats, respectively. The
difference between the percentage of seats and percentage of votes -- 15% --
represents a high level of disproportionality in the level of representation versus
the overall strength of candidates with the statewide electorate. By comparison,
in 2012, 51% of the votes went to the Republican candidates with the same result
—75% of the seats. In 2014, 57% of the votes again yielded 75% of the seats. The
disproportionality is slightly less in 2016 than past years, but is still quite large.

2016

# OF VOTES

% OF VOTES

# OF SEATS

% OF SEATS

2016 U.S. House Republican 2016 U.S. House Republican
vs Democratic Votes vs Democratic Seats

U.S. House
Democrats

U.S. House m 4

Democrats U.S. House
40% X
Republicans S.'House

60% Republicans 12



Ohio House of Representatives

The partisan district index correctly projected winners in 95 of the 99 Ohio House
races in 2016. The chart below compares the partisan index of each House district
and the percentage of votes for each candidate. Those districts that favor

Republican and where a Republican won the seat are shaded red, and those
districts that favor Democrats and where a Democrat won the seat, are blue. The
four seats in which the political composition of the district and the political party
of the winner are different are highlighted in yellow.

Ohio House
Races
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5 The Ohio Campaign for Accountable Redistricting provided the projections based on a partisan index using

the results from the following statewide races: 2008-President; 2010-Governor, Auditor, and Secretary of

State. The election results are available from the Ohio Secretary of State at www.sos.state.oh.us.
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* Note that some races had 3rd party or write-in candidates, so the totals for the two major party

candidates may not add up to 100%.

**|n 2012, there was no Democrat candidate in district 82, but there was an Independent candidate who
received 40.96% of the vote.

*** In 2014, there was no Republican candidate in district 10, but there were three Independent

candidates who combined received 18.01% of the vote.

****|n 2016 there was no Democratic candidate in district 1, but there was an Independent candidate who
received 32.65% of the vote.

*****In 2016 there was no Democratic candidate in district 70, but there was an Independent candidate
who received 28.18% of the vote.




Only four out of ninety-nine districts -- a mere 4% -- elected a candidate of the
party not favored by the political index. In 2012, Democrats won in two districts
leaning toward the Republicans (including one district comprised of a single
county), and in 2014 Republicans won in three districts leaning toward the
Democrats. In each of the four cases in 2016, a Republican won in a district
identified as Democratic by the partisan district index. The current majority party
— Republican — candidates for the House received 2,836,624 (59%) of the total
votes statewide, and the current minority party — Democratic — candidates
received 1,961,329 (41%) of the total votes statewide. And yet, the majority party
won 66% of the seats. The difference of 7% represents disproportionality in the
level of representation versus the overall strength of candidates with the
statewide electorate.

2016

# of Votes

% of Votes

# of Seats

% of Seats

2016 Ohio House Republican 2016 Ohio House Republican
vs Democratic Votes vs Democratic Seats

® O
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African American Legislators and Packing®

Partisan gerrymandering (drawing lines to ensure a particular party wins) and
racial gerrymandering (drawing lines to favor or disfavor minority voters’ impact
on electing candidates of their choice) often utilize the same tactics.

A Citizen’s Guide to Redistricting,” produced by the Brennan Center for Justice at
NYU School of Law, explains:

The basic techniques of creating a partisan gerrymander are cracking,
packing, and tacking. The same tactics have been used to dilute the voting
strength of minority populations. Cracking is the act of dividing groups of
people with the same characteristics — in this case, voters likely to vote for
a particular party — into more than one district. With their voting strength
divided, the group is more likely to lose elections.

Packing is just the opposite — cramming as many people with the same
characteristic into as few districts as possible. In these few districts, the
“packed” group is more likely to win ... but this drains their voting strength
elsewhere.

Tacking is the process of reaching out from the bulk of a district to grab a
distant area with specific desired (usually partisan) demographics.

In looking at the Ohio House races, there are several districts that concentrate, or
pack, both a majority percentage of African American voters and a high
percentage of voters favoring a particular political party.

Thirteen African American legislators were elected to the Ohio House in 2016, 2
more than in 2014. Most of these legislators were elected in majority-minority®
districts with very strong partisan indexes. The two additional seats occupies by
African American legislators were in districts with lower percentages of African-
American voters, and weaker but still high partisan indexes.

6 “Packing” refers to the practice of concentrating as many minority party voters as possible into a few super-
concentrated districts, thus draining the minority party's voting power from anywhere else.

7 A Citizens Guide to Redistricting, Justin Levitt, Brennan Center for Justice at NYU School of Law (2010), p.57-
58.

8 “Majority-minority” district is a term used to describe a district whose population is predominantly African-
American or other identified racial minority as documented by the U.S. Census.

11



Black Voting Age

Dem Partisan

Percentage of

Legislator District .

g Population Index Vote
Janine Boyd HD 9 52.68% 83.80% 84.43%
Bill Patmon HD 10 52.35% 87.17% 100%
Stephanie Howse HD 11 62.27% 86.64% 85.72%
John Barnes, Jr. HD 12 59.02% 81.92% 100.00%
Bernadine

HD 25 54.70% 82.01% 70.79%
Kennedy Kent
Hearcel Craig HD 26 54.63% 77.74% 79.61%
Catherine C. HD 32 51.89% 73.79% 76.88%
Ingram
Alicia Reece HD 33 51.65% 72.37% 73.54%
Amelia Sykes HD 34 41.06% 75.09% 77.14%
Fred Strahorn HD 39 52.39% 81.03% 100%
Mike Ashford HD 44 46.76% 81.84% 82.10% ..
Thomas West HD 49 17.21% 62.54% 56.52%..
Glenn W. Holmes HD 63 4.01% 62.56% 59.76%..

Ohio Senate

The projected? winners based on partisan indexing won in all of the Ohio Senate

races in 2012 and 2014, and all but one race in 2016.

9 The Ohio Campaign for Accountable Redistricting provided the projections based on a partisan index using

the results from the following statewide races: 2008-President; 2010-Governor, Auditor, and Secretary of

State. The election results are available from the Ohio Secretary of State at www.sos.state.oh.us.
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Ohio Senate
Races
PROJECTED 2012 RESULTS 2014 RESULTS 2016 RESULTS
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The chart below shows that while 66.62% of the total votes statewide were cast
for majority Republican Party Senate candidates, that party won 14 of the 16
seats or 87.5% of those seats up for election in 2016.

2016

# of Votes

% of Votes

# of Seats

% of Seats
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33% Senate
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BETTER WAYS OF DRAWING DISTRICTS

Legislative districts do not have to be drawn to reach such disproportionate
results. Applying a few simple rules can yield districts that more fairly and
accurately reflect voter preferences.

In 2009, in conjunction with then-Ohio Secretary of State Jennifer Brunner and
several good government organizations, the League of Women Voters of Ohio
held a competition to determine if congressional districts drawn based on data
from the 2000 census could meet several “public interest” criteria:

Compactness. Sometimes referred to as the “look” of a district,
compactness assures that bizarrely-shaped legislative districts are
minimized.

Communities of Interest. Counties, municipalities, and other government
boundaries give Ohioans a sense of place and shared interests. This
measure seeks to minimize political subdivisions divided between districts.

Competitiveness. Our democracy thrives when the marketplace of ideas is
truly competitive, especially on Election Day. This measure seeks to
increase the number of legislative districts that could be won by either
party, providing Ohioans with a stronger voice in choosing their
representatives.

Representational Fairness. A redistricting plan does not unfairly bias one
party over another.
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The maps also needed to meet three basic legal thresholds:

e Population equality. Federal case law requires that districts be as equal in
population as possible.

e Contiguity. Every part of a district must be reachable from every other part
without crossing the district’s borders.

¢ National Voting Rights Act. All plans must provide for at least one majority-
minority congressional district, in keeping with federal law and case law.

Mathematical measurements were developed for each of the public interest map-
drawing criteria so maps could be easily compared. Maps submitted by members
of the public proved that it is possible to successfully balance those four criteria
and three legal requirements. Importantly, districts were drawn that were both
compact and competitive, countering the widely held belief that this could not be
accomplished. All maps submitted by the contestants far outscored the maps
approved by the Ohio General Assembly during the prior redistricting in 2001.

Based on the 2009 competition, the League, in its role as a member of the Ohio
Campaign for Accountable Redistricting, participated in sponsoring a “real time”
competition in 2011 to parallel the state’s official redrawing in 2011. Based on the
2010 census data, members of the public drew maps for Ohio General Assembly
districts, as well as congressional districts. The maps were judged on the same
basic criteria used in 2009. The competition occurred at the same time the
General Assembly and Apportionment Board were developing their maps for
congressional and General Assembly districts, and maps drawn by the public were
presented to those bodies. Based on the criteria used in the competition, the
public maps far outscored the maps approved by the General Assembly and the
Apportionment Board.

The two competitions prove that it is possible to draw maps that better satisfy
“public interest” criteria.

Voters would be better served if districts were drawn to take into account
representational fairness, competition, compactness, and preservation of political
subdivisions rather than the current majority-party-takes-all system.
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Sub. H.B. 369 Congressional Map
December 14, 2011
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