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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA

EQUAL GROUND EDUCATION FUND,
INC., MARCOS VILAR, BRANDON
NELSON, LISA  BARIKA, KISHA Case No. 2026 CA 000914
LINEBAUGH, ROCHELLE REBACK,
ELIZABETH WELLS, SUSAN WILSON,
ANDREA DAVNIE HILL, EMMA KURTZ,
LYNNELLE MAYS, STEVEN LICARI,
ANNE BLANFORD, SHARON LASCOLA,
JANET WECHTER, KERRY MARIE,
LINDA ROSENTHAL, DANIELLA
PIERRE, and PHILIP FORTMAN,

Plaintiffs,
V.
CORD BYRD, in his official capacity as
Florida Secretary of State, the FLORIDA
SENATE, and the FLORIDA HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES,

Defendants.

PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF FILING EXHIBITS IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFFS’ MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION - VOLUME 1

Plaintiffs hereby give notice of the filing of Exhibits 1 through 19, Exhibits 21 through 24
and Exhibits 26 through 72 to Plaintiffs’ Memorandum of Law in Support of Motion for

Temporary Injunction, as follows:

Exhibits - VOLUME 1

Exhibit 1 Affidavit of Christina Ford, dated May 5, 2026

Exhibit 2 Affidavit and Expert Report of Dr. Jonathan Rodden, dated May 5, 2026

Exhibit 3 Affidavit and Expert Report of Dr. Jowei Chen, dated May 5, 2026

Exhibit 4 Affidavit and Expert Report of Dr. Christopher Warshaw, dated May 5,
2026




Exhibit 5 Affidavit of Joe Scott, Broward Cnty. Supervisor of Elections

Exhibit 6 Ron DeSantis, Exec. Off. of the Governor of Fla., Proclamation (Jan. 7,
2026), https://perma.cc/WD3U-8FQY

Exhibit 7 Memorandum from Senate President Ben Albritton to All Senators (Apr.
15, 2026), https://perma.cc/E2TA-9YPX

Exhibit 8 Memorandum from Senate President Ben Albritton to All Senators (Apr.
24, 2026), https://perma.cc/YYQ4-WUCG

Exhibit 9 Memorandum from Senate President Ben Abritton to All Senators (Apr. 27,
2026), https://perma.cc/5QDJ-5ZVZ

Exhibit 10 Excerpts of Senate Rules Packet, available at https://perma.cc/YF92-ANJN

Exhibit 11 Tr. of Hr'’g on HB 1D Before the H. Select Comm. on Cong. Redistricting,
2026 Spec. Sess. D (Fla. Apr. 28, 2026)

Exhibit 12 Tr. of Hr'’g on HB 1D Before S. Comm. on Rules, 2026 Spec. Sess. D (Fla.
Apr. 28, 2026)

Exhibit 13 Tr. of Hr’g on HB 1D Before Fla. H.R., 2026 Spec. Sess. D (Fla. Apr. 29,
2026)

Exhibit 14 Tr. of Hr’g on HB 1D Before Fla. S., 2026 Spec. Sess. D (Fla. Apr. 29,
2026)

Exhibit 15 2026 Congressional Maps, Fla. Senate, available at
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Redistricting/Congressional

Exhibit 16 2026 Congressional, Special Session 2026-D, Fla. Senate,
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Redistricting/Congressional
[https://perma.cc/GS6N-6HOB] (last visited May 5, 2026)

Exhibit 17 Email from Ashley E. Davis, Gen. Counsel to the Fla. Sec’y of State, to Fla.
Supervisors of Elections (May 4, 2026 at 1:04 p.m. EST)

Exhibit 18 Tr. of Meeting of H. Redistricting Comm. (Fla. Jan. 13, 2022),
https://www.flhouse.gov/VideoPlayer.aspx?eventID=7654

Exhibit 19 Tr. of Meeting of H. Cong. Redistricting Subcomm. (Fla. Feb. 18, 2022),
https://www.flhouse.gov/VideoPlayer.aspx?eventID=7944

Exhibit 21 Tr. of Meeting of S. Comm. on Reapportionment (Fla. Apr. 19, 2022),
https://thefloridachannel.org/videos/4-19-22-senate-committee-on-
reapportionment

Exhibit 22 Tr. of Meeting of H. Cong. Redistricting Subcomm. (Fla. Apr. 19, 2022),
https://thefloridachannel.org/videos/4-19-22-house-congressional-
redistricting-subcommittee/

Exhibit 23 Apr. 19, 2022 Meeting Packet, H. Cong. Redistricting Subcomm., 2022

Spec. Sess. C (Fla. 2022), available at https://perma.cc/42TZ-2VGK




Exhibit 24 Plan 8015 Packet, H. Redistricting Comm., 2022 Spec. Sess. C (Fla. Feb.
25, 2022), available at https://perma.cc/83N5-5LEX

Exhibit 26 Redistricting 2022, Fla. Senate,
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Redistricting [https://perma.cc/J4ZQ-
NF32] (last visited May 5, 2026)

Exhibit 27 Florida Redistricting, Fla. House of Reps. & Fla. Senate,
www.floridaredistricting.gov [https://perma.cc/DL7X-R6JJ](last visited
May 5, 2026)

Exhibit 28 Trial Tr. Vol. IIl, Cubanos Pa’lante v. Fla. House of Reps., No. 1:24-cv-
21983-JB (S.D. Fla. Jan. 29, 2026), Dkt. No. 201

Exhibit 29 J. David Goodman & Shane Goldmacher, White House Pushes Texas to

Redistrict, Hoping to Blunt Democratic Gains, N.Y. TIMES (June 9, 2025),
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playbook&nid=0000014£-1646-d88f-alcf-5f46b4500000&nrid=0000014f-
88fb-d780-a9ef-9dtb14fe0000

Exhibit 39

Automated Tr. of WPLG Local 10, This Week In South Florida: Florida
House Speaker Daniel Perez (YouTube, Apr. 19, 2026), available at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r4GpbRH-omk

Exhibit 40

Matt Dixon, Ron DeSantis Releases New Congressional Map Creating
Four More GOP-Leaning Seats in Florida, NBC News (Apr. 27, 2026,
12:56 PM), https://perma.cc/P2ZK-PT8M

Exhibit 41

Preston Mizell, Ron DeSantis Unveils New Florida Congressional Map that
Would Give the GOP an Extra Four Seats, Fox News (Apr. 27, 2026, 10:00
AM), https://www.foxnews.com/politics/ron-desantis-unveils-new-florida-
congressional-map-would-give-gop-extra-four-seats

Exhibit 42

Mary Ellen Klas, Kirby WilsonW4/19ilson, and Lawrence Mower,
DeSantis continues redistricting feud with GOP lawmakers by vetoing
congressional map, Mia. Herald (Mar. 29, 2022), https://perma.cc/PCM9-
ESF2

Exhibit 43

Andrew Pantazi, Avery Lotz, & Marc Caputo, DeSantis unveils
gerrymandered Florida map as redistricting war rages, Axios (Apr. 27,
2026), https://www.axios.com/2026/04/27/desantis-florida-map-
gerrymandering-redistricting-war

Exhibit 44

Evan Axelbank, Florida special session: Governor’s congressional map
push sparks debate, Fox13 (Apr. 22, 2026), https://perma.cc/M8NJ-RL.Z6

Exhibit 45

Erin Geiger Smith, States Pass Constitutional Amendments on
Redistricting, Parental Rights, Water Preservation, and More, State Ct.
Rep. (Nov. 5, 2025),
https://statecourtreport.org/our-work/analysis-opinion/states-pass-
constitutional-amendments-redistricting-parental-rights-water
[https://perma.cc/WARK-VUSE]

Exhibit 46

Expert Report of Mary E. Adkins, dated September 9, 2024, filed in Nord
Hodges v. Passidomo, 796 F. Supp. 3d 1082 (M.D. Fla. 2025) (No. 8:24-cv-
00879-CEH-UAM)

Exhibit 47

Linda Honold & Adrien Schless-Meier, Case Studies of State Redistricting
Campaigns, Volume 3: FairDistrictsFlorida.org, Brennan Ctr. for Just.
(Oct. 2015), https://perma.cc/K52J-T6DY

Exhibit 48

About Election 2010 amendments, Fla. Today, Oct. 17, 2010, at 36

Exhibit 49

Voters to decide on 6 amendments to state constitution, Tallahassee
Democrat, Oct. 17, 2010, at 11

Exhibit 50

Scott Maxwell, Confused by those amendments? I’ll explain, Orlando
Sentinel, Oct. 10, 2010, at B1, B7

Exhibit 51

John Lantigua, Amendments’ goals: Curb tailor-made voting districts, Palm




Beach Post, Oct. 11, 2010, at 1A, 8A

Exhibit 52 Opinion, Know Your Amendments, Palm Beach Post, Oct. 17, 2010, at 5S

Exhibit 53 Fla. Dep’t of State, Nov. 2, 2010 General Election Results, available at
https://results.elections.myflorida.com/Index.asp?ElectionDate=11/2/2010&
DATAMODE=

Exhibit 54 Affidavit of Equal Ground Education Fund, Inc.

Exhibit 55 Affidavit of Andrea Davnie Hill

Exhibit 56 Affidavit of Lynnelle Mays

Exhibit 57 Affidavit of Anne Blanford

Exhibit 58 Affidavit of Philip Fortman

Exhibit 59 Affidavit of Marcos Vilar

Exhibit 60 Affidavit of Brandon Nelson

Exhibit 61 Affidavit of Lisa Barika

Exhibit 62 Affidavit of Kisha Linebaugh

Exhibit 63 Affidavit of Rochelle Reback

Exhibit 64 Affidavit of Elizabeth Wells

Exhibit 65 Affidavit of Susan Wilson

Exhibit 66 Affidavit of Steven Licari

Exhibit 67 Affidavit of Sharon Lascola

Exhibit 68 Affidavit of Janet Wechter

Exhibit 69 Affidavit of Linda Rosenthal

Exhibit 70 Affidavit of Daniella Pierre

Exhibit 71 Affidavit of Emma Kurtz

Exhibit 72 Affidavit of Kerry Marie

Dated: May 6, 2026

Abha Khanna*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP
1700 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2100
Seattle, Washington 98101
Telephone: (206) 656-0177
Facsimile: (206) 656-0180
akhanna@elias.law

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Frederick S. Wermuth

Frederick S. Wermuth

Florida Bar No. 0184111

Quinn B. Ritter

Florida Bar No. 1018135

KING, BLACKWELL, ZEHNDER &
WERMUTH, P.A.

25 E. Pine Street




Christina Ford

Florida Bar No. 1011634
Harleen K. Gambhir*

Julic Zuckerbrod*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP
250 Massachusetts Ave NW, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20001
Phone: (202) 968-4490
Facsimile: (202) 968-4498
cford@elias.law
hgambhir@elias.law
jzuckerbrod@elias.law

Counsel for Plaintiffs

* Pro hac vice application forthcoming

Orlando, Florida 32801
Telephone: (407) 422-2472
Facsimile: (407) 648-0161
fwermuth@kbzwlaw.com
qritter@kbzwlaw.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on May 6, 2026 I electronically filed the foregoing using the

State of Florida ePortal Filing System, which will serve an electronic copy to all counsel of record

and counsel in the Service List below, including counsel for the Florida Senate and Florida House

of Representatives by consent.

/s/ Frederick S. Wermuth
Frederick S. Wermuth
Florida Bar No. 0184111

Counsel for Plaintiffs



Mohammed O. Jazil

Holtzman Vogel Baran Torchinsky
& Josefiak, PLLC

119 S. Monroe Street, Suite 500

Tallahassee, FL 32301

mjazil@holtzmanvogel.com

Counsel for Florida Secretary of State

SERVICE LIST

Daniel E. Nordby
Shutts & Bowen LLP
215 S. Monroe Street
Suite 804
Tallahassee, FL 32301
ndordby@shutts.com

Counsel for Florida Senate

Andy Bardos, Esq.
GrayRobinson, P.A.

301 S. Bronough Street

Suite 600

Tallahassee, FL 32302
andy.bardos@gray-robinson.com

Counsel for Florida House of
Representatives



EXHIBIT 1



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA

EQUAL GROUND EDUCATION FUND,
INC., et al.,

Case No.: 2026 CA 000914
Plaintiffs,

V.
CORD BYRD, in his official capacity as
Florida Secretary of State, the FLORIDA

SENATE, and the FLORIDA HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES,

Defendants.

AFFIDAVIT OF CHRISTINA FORD IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR A
TEMPORARY INJUNCTION

STATE OF VIRGINIA
COUNTY OF ARLINGTON

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Christina Ford, who, after

first being duly sworn, deposes, and says:

I am an attorney with the law firm Elias Law Group LLP, and I am counsel for Plaintiffs. I submit
this affidavit to provide the Court with true and correct copies of documents submitted in support

of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Temporary Injunction.

1. Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit and Expert Report of Dr.
Jonathan Rodden, dated May 5, 2026.

2. Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit and Expert Report of Dr.
Jowei Chen, dated May 5, 2026.

3. Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit and Expert Report of Dr.

Chris Warshaw, dated May 5, 2026.



4. Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Joe Scott, Broward County
Supervisor of Elections, dated May 4, 2026.

5. Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of the Proclamation issued by Florida
Governor Ron DeSantis on January 7, 2026. The Proclamation is publicly available at

https://perma.cc/ WD3U-8FQY.

6. Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of a Memorandum from Florida Senate
President Ben Albritton to All Senators. The memorandum is dated April 15, 2026, and is

publicly available at https://perma.cc/E2TA-9YPX,

7. Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of a Memorandum from Florida Senate
President Ben Albritton to All Senators. The memorandum is dated April 24, 2026, and is

publicly available at https://perma.cc/E2TA-9YPX,

8. Exhibit 9 is a true and correct copy of a Memorandum from Florida Senate
President Ben Albritton to All Senators. The memorandum is dated April 27, 2026, and is

publicly available at https://perma.cc/SQDJ-5ZVZ.

9. Exhibit 10 is a true and correct copy of excerpts from the packet prepared for the
Florida Senate Rules Committee’s April 28, 2026 meeting, discussing the 2026 Plan. Exhibit 10
contains pages 118—131 and 215-218 of the original packet. The full packet is publicly available

at https://perma.cc/6F7B-XSC4.

10.  Exhibit 11 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the April 28, 2026
hearing before the Florida House Select Committee on Congressional Redistricting.
11.  Exhibit 12 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the April 28, 2026

hearing before the Florida Senate Rules Committee.



12.  Exhibit 13 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the April 29, 2026
proceeding before the Florida House of Representatives.

13.  Exhibit 14 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the April 29, 2026
proceeding before the Florida Senate.

14.  Exhibit 15 is a true and correct copy is a true and correct copy of maps provided
by the Florida Senate of Florida’s 2026 Congressional Plan. The maps are publicly available at

https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Redistricting/Congressional.

15.  Exhibit 16 is a true and correct copy of the webpage entitled “2026
Congressional — Special Session 2026-D” that appears on the Florida Senate website. The

webpage is publicly available at https://perma.cc/GS6N-6HOB.

16.  Exhibit 17 is a true and correct copy of an email sent by Ashley E. Davis,
General Counsel to the Florida Department of State, to Florida Supervisors of Elections, dated
May 4, 2026. This email was obtained via public records request on May 4, 2026.

17.  Exhibit 18 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the January 13,
2022 hearing before the Florida House Redistricting Committee. A recording of the meeting is

publicly available at https://www.flhouse.gov/VideoPlayer.aspx?eventID=7654.

18.  Exhibit 19 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the February 18,
2022 hearing before the Florida House Congressional Redistricting Subcommittee. A recording
of the meeting is publicly available at

https://www.flhouse.gov/VideoPlayer.aspx?event]D=7944.

19.  Exhibit 20 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the February 25,
2022 hearing before the Florida House Redistricting Committee. The transcript was originally

filed as trial exhibit JX0038 in Common Cause Florida v. Byrd, Case No. 4:22-cv-109 (N.D.



Fla.), Dkt. No. 201-38. A recording of the meeting is publicly available at

https://thefloridachannel.org/videos/2-25-22-house-redistricting-committee/.

20.  Exhibit 21 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the April 19, 2022
hearing before the Florida Senate Committee on Reapportionment. A recording of the meeting is

publicly available at https://thefloridachannel.org/videos/4-19-22-senate-committee-on-

reapportionment.

21.  Exhibit 22 is a true and correct copy of a certified transcript of the April 19, 2022
hearing before the Florida House Congressional Redistricting Subcommittee. A recording of the

meeting is publicly available at https://thefloridachannel.org/videos/4-19-22-house-

congressional-redistricting-subcommittee/.

22.  Exhibit 23 is a true and correct copy of the April 19, 2022 Meeting Packet
prepared for the Florida House Congressional Redistricting Subcommittee’s April 19, 2022

meeting. The meeting packet is publicly available at https://perma.cc/42TZ-2VGK.

23.  Exhibit 24 is a true and correct copy of the February 25, 2022 Meeting Packet

prepared for the Florida House Redistricting Committee’s February 25, 2022 meeting. The

meeting packet is publicly available at https://perma.cc/83NS-5SLEX.
24.  Exhibit 25 is a true and correct copy of maps provided by the Florida Senate of
Florida’s 2022 Congressional Plan. The maps are publicly available at

https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Redistricting/MapsAndStats.

25.  Exhibit 26 is a true and correct copy of the website entitled “Redistricting 2022.”

The website was published by the Florida Senate and is publicly available at

https://perma.cc/J4ZQ-NF32.




26.  Exhibit 27 is a true and correct copy of the website entitled “Florida
Redistricting.” The website was published by the Florida House of Representatives and the
Florida Senate to provide access to information about the 2022 redistricting cycle. The website is

publicly available at https:/perma.cc/DL7X-R6JJ.

27.  Exhibit 28 is a true and correct copy of Volume III of the trial transcript in
Cubanos Pa’lante v. Fla. House of Reps., No. 1:24-cv-21983-JB (M.D. Fla.), Dkt. No. 201.

28.  Exhibit 29 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “White House Pushes
Texas to Redistrict, Hoping to Blunt Democratic Gains.” The article was published by the New
York Times on June 9, 2025, and is publicly available at

https://www.nytimes.com/2025/06/09/us/politics/trump-texas-redistricting html.

29.  Exhibit 30 is a true and correct copy of the press release entitled “Governor
Abbott Announces Special Session Agenda.” The press release was published by the Office of

the Texas Governor on July 9, 2025, and is publicly available at https://perma.cc/QE6J-DK7E.

30.  Exhibit 31 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “A state-by-state look

at the narrowing redistricting battle for the U.S. House.” The article was published by PBS News

on April 22, 2026, and is publicly available at https://perma.cc/COHD-Q25X.
31.  Exhibit 32 is a true and correct copy of a social media post from Joe Gruters,

dated December 10, 2025. The post is publicly available at https://perma.cc/NPOV-BGSS.

32.  Exhibit 33 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Can Florida save
Trump’s plan to keep GOP in power?” The article was published by the Washington Post on
March 13, 2026, and is publicly available at

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2026/03/13/florida-trump-redistricting-midterms-

congress/.



33.  Exhibit 34 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Florida upset sparks
GOP redistricting concerns.” The article was published by PunchBowl News on April 14, 2026,

and is publicly available at https://perma.cc/N3MG-SPOT.

34.  Exhibit 35 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Donalds says FL
should counter Democrats by redistricting. That’s illegal here.” The article was published by the
Miami Herald on April 14, 2026, and is publicly available at

https://www.miamiherald.com/news/politics-government/article315392027 . html.

35.  Exhibit 36 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Virginia Passes
Gerrymandered House Map, Lifting Democrats’ Midterm Chances.” The article was published
by the New York Times on April 23,2026, and is publicly available at

https://www.nytimes.com/live/2026/04/21/us/virginia-redistricting-election.

36.  Exhibit 37 is a true and correct copy of a social media post from Washington Post
reporter Hannah Knowles on April 22, 2026. The post is publicly available at

https://perma.cc/C33S-CV5Q.

37.  Exhibit 38 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “‘All eyes are on Ron
DeSantis’: Florida could make or break the GOP’s redistricting edge.” The article was published
by Politico on April 23, 2026, and is publicly available at

https://www.politico.com/news/2026/04/23/florida-redistricting-desantis-republicans-maps-

trump-008871207nname=florida-playbook&nid=0000014f-1646-d88f-alcf-

5f46b4500000&nrid=0000014£-88fb-d780-a9¢f-9dfb14£fe0000.

38.  Exhibit 39 is a true and correct copy of an automated transcript of the video

entitled “This Week In South Florida: Florida House Speaker Daniel Perez.” The video was



published by WPLG Local 10 on April 19, 2026, and is publicly available at

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r4GpbRH-omk.

39.  Exhibit 40 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Ron DeSantis releases
new congressional map creating four more GOP-leaning seats in Florida.” The article was

published by NBC News on April 27, 2026, and is publicly available at https://perma.cc/P27ZK-

PTEM.

40.  Exhibit 41 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Ron DeSantis unveils
new Florida congressional map that would give the GOP an extra four seats.” The article was
published by Fox News on April 27, 2026, and is publicly available at

https://www.foxnews.com/politics/ron-desantis-unveils-new-florida-congressional-map-would-

give-gop-extra-four-seats.

41.  Exhibit 42 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “DeSantis continues
redistricting feud with GOP lawmakers by vetoing congressional map.” The article was
published by the Miami Herald on March 29, 2022, and is publicly available at

https://perma.cc/PCM9-ESF?2.

42.  Exhibit 43 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “DeSantis unveils
gerrymandered Florida map as redistricting war rages.” The article was published by Axios on

April 27, 2026, and is publicly available at https://www.axios.com/2026/04/27/desantis-florida-

map-gerrymandering-redistricting-war.

43.  Exhibit 44 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Florida special
session: Governor’s congressional map push sparks debate.” The article was published by Fox/3

on April 22, 2026, and is publicly available at https://perma.cc/M8NJ-RLZ6,




44.  Exhibit 45 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “States Pass
Constitutional Amendments on Redistricting, Parental Rights, Water Preservation, and More.”
The article was published by State Court Report on November 5, 2025, and is publicly available

at https://perma.cc/W4RK-VUSE.

45.  Exhibit 46 is a true and correct copy of the Expert Report of Mary E. Adkins,
dated September 9, 2024. This report was produced by the Secretary of State during discovery in
Nord Hodges v. Passidomo, Case No. 8:24-cv-00879 (M.D. Fla.).

46.  Exhibit 47 is a true and correct copy of a document titled “Case Studies of State
Redistricting Campaigns, Volume 3: FairDistrictsFlorida.org.” The document was published by
the Brennan Center for Justice in October 2015, and is publicly available at

https://perma.cc/K52J-T6DY.

47.  Exhibit 48 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “About Election 2010
amendments.” The article was published by Florida Today on October 17, 2010.

48.  Exhibit 49 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Voters to decide on 6
amendments to state constitution.” The article was published by the Tallahassee Democrat on
October 17, 2010.

49.  Exhibit 50 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Confused by those
amendments? I’ll explain.” The article was published by the Orlando Sentinel on October 10,
2010.

50.  Exhibit 51 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Amendments’ goals:
Curb tailor-made voting districts.” The article was published by the Pal/m Beach Post on October

11,2010.



51.  Exhibit 52 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Know Your
Amendments.” The article was published by the Pal/m Beach Post on October 17, 2010.

52.  Exhibit 53 is a true and correct copy of the website entitled “November 2, 2010
General Election Results,” published by the Florida Department of State. The website is publicly
available at

https://results.elections.myflorida.com/Index.asp?ElectionDate=11/2/2010&DATAMODE=.

53.  Exhibit 54 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Jasmine Burney, Founder
and Senior Advisor of Equal Ground Education Fund, Inc., a plaintiff in the above captioned
mater, dated May 4, 2026.

54.  Exhibit 55 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Andrea Davnie Hill, a
plaintiff in the above captioned matter, dated May 5, 2026.

55.  Exhibit 56 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Lynnelle Mays, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

56.  Exhibit 57 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Anne Blanford, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

57.  Exhibit 58 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Philip Fortman, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

58.  Exhibit 59 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Marcos Vilar, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

59.  Exhibit 60 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Brandon Nelson, a
plaintiff in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

60.  Exhibit 61 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Lisa Barika, plaintiff in

the above captioned matter, dated May 5, 2026.



61.  Exhibit 62 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Kisha Linebaugh, a
plaintiff in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

62.  Exhibit 63 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Rochelle Reback, a
plaintiff in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

63.  Exhibit 64 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Elizabeth Wells, plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

64.  Exhibit 65 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Susan Wilson, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

65.  Exhibit 66 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Steven Licari, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

66.  Exhibit 67 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Sharon Lascola, a
plaintiff in the above captioned matter, dated May 5, 2026.

67.  Exhibit 68 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Janet Wechter, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

68.  Exhibit 69 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Linda Rosenthal, a
plaintiff in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

69.  Exhibit 70 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Daniella Pierre, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 5, 2026.

70.  Exhibit 71 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Emma Kurtz, a plaintiff
in the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.

71.  Exhibit 72 is a true and correct copy of the Affidavit of Kerry Marie, a plaintiff in

the above captioned matter, dated May 4, 2026.
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FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

State of Texas

County of Harris

Jamal Jones

I NUMBER
132844180
COMMISSION EXPIRES
December 29, 2028

Christina Ford

/%_, Jamal Jones  12/29/2028

Sworn to and subscribed before me on 05/05/2026 by Christina Ford.

Electronically signed and notarized online using the Proof platform.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

EQUAL GROUND EDUCATION FUND,
INC., et al.,

Plaintiffs,

V.

CORD BYRD, in his official capacity as
Florida Secretary of State, the FLORIDA
SENATE, and the FLORIDA HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES,

Defendants.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA

being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1.

IN AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA

Case No. 2026 CA 000914

AFFIDAVIT OF DR. JONATHAN RODDEN

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Jonathan Rodden, who, after first

I was retained by Plaintiffs in Equal Ground Education Fund, Inc., et al. v. Byrd, et al.

2. Iprepared an expert report in support of Plaintiffs’ motion for a temporary injunction. The expert

3.

report is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

If called to testify under oath, my testimony would be consistent with this report.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Texas

Dallas

11/26/2028

@\\\mhumu«,@
\i-\d““ Py

L4
=] J’g“- "

TR

Wi,

Natoma Bah

1D NUMBER
132774381
COMMISSION EXPIRES
MNovamber 26, 2028

Jonathan Rodden 05/05/2026

Jonathan Rodden

Electronically signed and notarized online using the Proof platform.






IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA

EQUAL GROUND EDUCATION FUND,
INC., et al.,

Case No. 2026 CA 000914
Plaintiffs,

V.
CORD BYRD, in his official capacity as
Florida Secretary of State, the FLORIDA

SENATE, and the FLORIDA HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES,

Defendants.

EXPERT REPORT OF JONATHAN RODDEN, Ph.D.



I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

I have been asked to examine Florida’s 2026 Congressional Redistricting Plan (henceforth the

2026 Plan) to analyze the role of partisanship in the reconfiguration of the districts and assess the extent

to which the reconfigured plan abides by traditional redistricting criteria. Below is a summary of my

overall conclusions.

Statewide:

e The 2022 Plan included 3 overwhelmingly Democratic districts and 5 Democratic-leaning but more
competitive districts, for a total of 8 Democratic districts and 20 Republican districts. The 2026 Plan,
in contrast, was drawn to include 4 overwhelmingly Democratic districts but zero competitive
Democratic-leaning districts, leaving the remaining 24 districts as Republican-leaning districts.

e The most extensive changes in the 2026 Plan were made to reconfigure the 2022 Plan’s Democratic-
leaning districts into Republican-leaning districts. Changes made to Republican-leaning districts
were limited to bringing in Democratic neighborhoods that had been extracted from urban centers,
while still maintaining comfortable Republican majorities in those districts. The 2022 Plan’s districts
that had comfortable Republican majorities and were not proximate to targeted Democratic-leaning
districts were not changed at all.

e The 2026 Plan’s changes to district boundaries had nothing to do with recent population shifts in
Florida and cannot be explained by efforts to make the districts more compact or to respect political
subdivisions. On the contrary, the 2026 Plan’s reconfiguration resulted in less-compact districts and
an increase in the number of split counties and cities.

Regionally:

e In the Tampa Bay Area, the 2026 Plan divides the city of Tampa in a pinwheel configuration that
splits the urban core into 3 districts, thereby demolishing an urban-oriented district that has elected
Democrats since the 1960s and making the region’s districts less compact.

e In Orlando, the 2026 Plan packs Democrats to the maximum extent possible into a single Orlando
district and then spreads the substantial number of remaining Democratic voters evenly across other
districts in the area. The 2026 Plan effects a major reconfiguration of the formerly Democratic-
leaning District 9, which is now a sprawling non-compact district that extracts Democrats from
Orlando and combines them with residents on the shores of Lake Okeechobee.

e In Southeast Florida, the 2026 Plan did not significantly alter existing safe Republican districts in

and around Miami. However, the 2026 Plan radically reconfigured the rest of the area to obliterate
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2 Democratic-leaning districts. The 2026 Plan did so by packing Democrats into 3 districts and
drawing a non-compact, meandering coastal district, the new District 25, that closely follows lines
of partisan segregation and splits almost every incorporated city in its path.

II. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

I am currently a tenured Professor of Political Science at Stanford University and the founder
and director of the Stanford Spatial Social Science Lab—a center for research and teaching with a focus
on the analysis of geo-spatial data in the social sciences. I am engaged in a variety of research projects
involving large, fine-grained geo-spatial data sets including ballots and election results at the level of
polling places, individual records of registered voters, census data, and survey responses. | am also a
senior fellow at the Stanford Institute for Economic Policy Research and the Hoover Institution. Prior
to my employment at Stanford, I was the Ford Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology. I received my Ph.D. from Yale University and my B.A. from the University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, both in political science. A copy of my current C.V. is included as Exhibit A.

In my current academic work, I conduct research on voting, demographics, geography, and
aspects of election administration, including registration, the structure of precincts, redistricting, and
methods of voting. Recent papers and books focus on the relationship between the patterns of political
representation, geographic location of demographic and partisan groups, and the drawing of electoral
districts. I have published papers using statistical methods to assess political geography, balloting, and
representation in a variety of academic journals including Statistics and Public Policy, Proceedings of
the National Academy of Science, Science Advances, American Economic Review Papers and
Proceedings, the Journal of Economic Perspectives, the Virginia Law Review, the American Journal of
Political Science, the British Journal of Political Science, the Annual Review of Political Science, and
the Journal of Politics. One paper was selected by the American Political Science Association as the
winner of the Michael Wallerstein Award for the best paper on political economy, another received an
award from the American Political Science Association section on social networks, and another received
an award for the best paper published in the journal in the last year.

In 2025, T was selected as an Andrew Carnegie Fellow. In 2021, I received a John Simon
Guggenheim Memorial Foundation Fellowship, and, for my 2006 book Hamiltons Paradox: The
Promise and Peril of Fiscal Federalism, received the Martha Derthick Award of the American Political
Science Association for “the best book published at least ten years ago that has made a lasting

contribution to the study of federalism and intergovernmental relations.”
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I have written a series of papers, along with my co-authors, using automated redistricting
algorithms to assess partisan gerrymandering. This work has been published in the Quarterly Journal of
Political Science, Election Law Journal, and Political Analysis, and it has been featured in more popular
publications like the Wall Street Journal, the New York Times, and Boston Review. 1 authored a book
titled Why Cities Lose, published by Basic Books in June of 2019, on the relationship between political
districts, the residential geography of social groups, and their political representation in the United States
and other countries that use winner-take-all electoral districts. The book was reviewed in The New York
Times, The New York Review of Books, Wall Street Journal, The Economist, and The Atlantic, among
others.

I have expertise in the use of large data sets and geographic information systems (GIS) and
conduct research and teaching on applied statistics related to elections. I frequently work with geo-coded
voter files and other large administrative data sets, including in recent papers published in the Annals of
Internal Medicine and The New England Journal of Medicine. 1 have developed a national data set of
geo-coded precinct-level election results that has been used extensively in policy-oriented research
related to redistricting and representation.

I have been accepted and have testified as an expert witness in over a dozen election law and
redistricting cases, all of which are listed in my CV. Much of the testimony in these cases had to do with

geography, electoral districts, voting, ballots, and election administration.

III. DATA SOURCES CONSULTED

In preparing this report, I consulted data from a variety of sources. 1 obtained boundaries of
Florida congressional districts from the Florida Legislature’s website. I consulted population data as
well as corresponding geographic boundary files from the 2020 Decennial United States Census for
2020 U.S. census blocks. I also consulted population data and geographic boundary files for U.S. census
block groups from the 5-year American Community Survey (ACS) for 2020-2024. T also consulted
precinct-level election results for Florida statewide elections held in 2020 and 2024 at the level of
precincts, as well as data that were disaggregated from precincts to 2020 census blocks and made
available at the GitHub repository of Dave’s Redistricting App.! Throughout the report, I present data

on the partisanship of districts based on precinct-level outcomes of the following elections: 2020

! https://github.com/dra2020/block_data, accessed on April 16, 2026. This web page also describes the disaggregation
process in detail.




Presidential, 2022 Senate, 2022 Governor, 2022 Attorney General, 2022 Treasurer, 2024 Presidential,
and 2024 Senate. I report Democratic votes as a share of the two-party vote (Democrats plus
Republicans), which is to say, I do not examine votes for third-party candidates such as those from the
Libertarian Party or Green Party.

For information about city splits and geographic compactness associated with the 2026 Plan, I
consulted the Executive Report of the Governor for Plan EOGPCRP2026. For the 2022 Plan, I consulted
a similar report for Plan PO00C0109, dated April 13, 2022. In preparing maps presented in this report, |
also use geographic boundary files of census places, cities, and counties from the U.S. Census Bureau,

along with basemaps provided by the software company ESRI.

IV.  STATEWIDE ANALYSIS

As in other U.S. states, partisan voting behavior in Florida is highly correlated with population
density. Voters in urban centers vote overwhelmingly for Democratic candidates, as do voters in inner-
and middle-ring suburbs. The vote shares of Republican candidates increase as one moves to outer-ring
suburbs, and rural areas vote overwhelmingly for Republican candidates. Traditional redistricting
criteria in the United States involve the minimization of splits of counties, cities, and other municipalities
and the construction of geographically compact districts. As a result, if map drawers pay no attention to
partisanship and draw districts strictly according to traditional redistricting criteria, keeping cities
together to the extent possible, they will draw at least 1 Democratic district in each major metro area,
and in especially large metro areas, they will draw multiple Democratic districts. This has largely been
the case in Florida’s largest metropolitan areas in recent decades, including in the Tampa Bay, Orlando,
and Miami metropolitan areas.

A map drawer who wishes to minimize the number of Democratic seats has a clear playbook: If
a metro area is not very large, it is possible to reach into the core of the city and split it into multiple
fragments, like a pinwheel or pizza, connecting the urban core with far-off rural areas to create non-
compact districts that introduce unnecessary crossings of city and often county boundaries, so that
Republican voters outnumber Democratic voters in every fragment, thereby removing any Democratic-
leaning seats in the metro area. The 2026 Plan takes this approach in the cities of St. Petersburg and
Tampa, which are now split in ways that allow exurban and rural Republican voters to dominate

Democratic voters in the entire region.



In other instances, an urban concentration of Democrats is so large that it is not possible for a
partisan-motivated map drawer to avoid creating a Democratic district. Here, the playbook of a partisan-
motivated map drawer is to concentrate as many of the Democrats of the urban core as possible in a
single, overwhelmingly Democratic district, and then slice the remaining Democrats on the edges of the
city into small fragments that are combined in a district with and overwhelmed by exurban and rural
Republicans. The 2026 Plan takes this approach in the Orlando Area. While prior redistricting plans
created either 2 or 3 reliable Democratic districts in the Orlando Area, the 2026 Plan produces only 1.

Southeast Florida is a sprawling combination of several cities that spill into one another along
the coast. Here again, the concentrations of Democrats are too large and sprawling to avoid the
construction of a Democratic district. Given the area’s population and partisanship, it is necessary to
create at minimum 3 Democratic districts—in North Miami, Fort Lauderdale, and West Palm Beach.
The 2026 Plan packs Democrats in these districts and then carefully extracts beachfront Republican
areas, slicing through the boundaries of almost every single municipality along the way, and places those
areas in the new District 25, an elongated district along the coast. While Southeast Florida has produced
5 reliably Democratic districts in the past, it now has only 3 Democratic-leaning districts.

One indicator that a map drawer has pursued an intentional partisan strategy is the creation of
many districts that are below 45 percent vote share for the disfavored party, rather than 48 or 49 percent,
because the latter might elect candidates of the disfavored party in a wave election. A partisan map
drawer will also try to avoid creating too many districts that the favored party wins by overwhelming
majorities, opting instead to use those extra voters whenever possible to avoid possible wins by the
disfavored party in more competitive districts.

The 2026 Plan’s configuration is consistent with this partisan strategy. The plan appears designed
to minimize Democratic representation in Florida’s 3 metro areas where Democrats have typically been
represented in Congress. The 2026 Plan avoided making changes to districts where 1) Republican
candidates already enjoyed comfortable majorities and 2) the district was not in sufficient proximity to
1 of the 3 targeted metro areas as to require it to absorb extracted urban Democrats. For example, the
2026 Plan made no changes to North Florida, as the 2022 Plan had already split the heavily Democratic
city of Jacksonville in a way that allowed its 2 fragments to be overwhelmed by exurban and rural
Republicans.

A good way to quantify the extent to which a district has been altered is to identify the census

blocks that were contained in both the old and new districts, count the population residing in those
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census blocks, and divide by the total district population. In districts that have not been changed, like
those in Jacksonville and North Florida, 100 percent of the “district core” has been retained. In a district
that has been completely moved, with no overlap between the old and new district, as with District 23
in Southeast Florida, none of the district core has been retained.

Figure 1 plots this “core retention” statistic for the 2026 Plan’s districts on the vertical axis, and
the Democratic share of the two-party vote in the 2022 Plan’s version of the district (averaged over
statewide elections in 2020 and 2024) on the vertical axis. The data markers are colored orange for the
districts that make up the Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater area, blue for districts that make up the
Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford area, and pink for the districts that make up the Miami-Fort Lauderdale-

Pompano Beach area, with the remaining data markers colored black.
Figure 1: Core Retention and Democratic Vote Share
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Figure 1 shows that no changes were made in Districts 1 through 7 and almost no changes were
made in Districts 21, 27, and 28. In those areas, the Democratic vote share was already low enough that
Republican candidates had been elected under each of the elections held under the 2022 Plan, and
changes to the district were not necessary in order to facilitate the reorientation of 1 of the 3 targeted

metro areas. The most dramatic changes were made in the 3 targeted metro arecas, with the largest

changes in the Southeast Florida area, where the 2026 Plan eliminated 2 Democratic seats, in the Orlando



area, where the 2026 Plan eliminated 1 Democratic seat, and in the Tampa area, where the 2026 Plan
eliminated Democratic representation completely.

Figure 2 presents 1 panel with thin vertical lines representing the Democratic vote share of each
district in the 2022 Plan, above another panel with the same lines for the 2026 Plan. This comparison
shows the change in the distribution of partisanship across districts between the 2022 and 2026 Plans.
The 2022 Plan included 3 overwhelmingly Democratic districts and 5 Democratic-leaning but more
competitive districts. The 2026 Plan, in contrast, only has 4 overwhelmingly Democratic districts but

zero competitive Democratic-leaning districts.

Figure 2: Distribution of Partisanship Across Districts of the 2022 and 2026 Plans
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Figure 2 also reflects that the 2022 Plan included 11 districts in the range between 38 and 45
percent Democratic, in which Republicans could expect to win by comfortable but not overwhelming
margins. The 2026 Plan included 20 such districts. The 2022 Plan included 9 districts where the
Democratic vote share was very low—below 38 percent—while the 2026 Plan only includes 4 such
districts. This is because some of the most rural Republican districts now include a mix of geographically

distant urban and suburban Democrats, which moved these districts gently to the right in the second
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panel of Figure 2 (making them more Democratic) without putting the districts in danger of producing
Democratic victories.

The Governor’s Office, in a letter to Senator Gaetz and Representative Redondo, dated April 27,
2026, suggested that the 2026 Plan “attempts to account for . . . dramatic population changes” since the
2020 census, which has been unevenly distributed across Florida. This claim is difficult to understand,
since the same population data from the 2020 decennial Census were used in the 2022 and 2026 Plans,
and strict population equality was required in both plans, meaning that it is not possible for the 2026
Plan to account for either supposed undercounts in the 2020 Census or post-census population shifts.

Misguided as the logic might be, if population shifts since 2020 were a guiding principle in the
drawing of the 2026 Plan, we should expect to see more changes to districts in areas where Florida’s
population is growing or declining. Using 2020-2024 American Community Survey (ACS) data, Figure
3 depicts the percent changes in the population of each of the 2022 Plan’s districts between 2020 and

2024 on the horizontal axis, and the share of the 2022 Plan’s district core retained on the vertical axis.

Figure 3: Share of District Core Retained and Percent Change in Population Since the 2020
Census, 2022 Districts

1 ey wog 7 "1 w2t w3 L3

» 1?17

10

0rg
.5

) Outside major
4 o metros
) Tampa-
= Bt Petersburg-
Clearwater MSA
Qrlando-
2 s s Kissimmee-
vos Sanford MSA
Miami-
* Fort Lauderdale-
Pompano Beach MSA

Share of district core retained

0 s
0 .02 04 .08 .08
Popuiation increase/decrease since 2020 census

2 Memorandum to All  Senators from  Senate President Ben Albritton (Apr. 27, 2026),
https://flsenate.gov/PublishedContent/Offices/President/4 27 26_Combined PDF_Congressional Map Submission_by_G
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If the 2026 Plan were intended to respond to population shifts within Florida, we might expect
to see a negative relationship, such that growing areas were more likely to be more substantially altered
(that is, to retain a smaller share of their core), or perhaps an inverted U-shaped relationship, where
growing and declining places would be more substantially altered, with a large share of the district core
left untouched in areas without population change. But instead, Figure 3 is essentially a cloud of data,
with no discernable relationship. Some of the most rapidly growing areas, like Districts 5 and 6 in the
Jacksonville area, were left untouched, while others, like Districts 12 and 16 in the Tampa Bay area,
were substantially altered. In the Miami area, some urban districts experiencing population decline or
stasis, like Districts 27 and 28, were left untouched, while others, like Districts 22, 23, and 25, were
dismantled. A simple linear regression reveals that population change has nothing to do with the extent
to which the 2026 Plan altered a district.

As documented in greater detail below, the 2026 Plan also cannot be explained as an effort to

comply more successfully with traditional redistricting criteria:

- The 2022 Plan split 17 counties a total of 31 times, whereas the 2026 Plan split 19 counties
a total of 34 times.

- The 2022 Plan split 16 cities a total of 20 times, while the 2026 Plan split 30 cities a total of
36 times.

- On the Reock measure of geographic compactness, the 2026 Plan (.45) was slightly less
compact on average than the 2022 Plan (.47).

- On the Polsby-Popper measure of geographic compactness, the 2026 Plan (.41) was slightly
less compact on average than the 2022 Plan (.43).

- On the Convex-Hull measure of geographic compactness, the 2026 Plan (.81) was very

similar to the 2022 Plan (.81).

V. TAMPA-ST. PETERSBURG-CLEARWATER METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL
AREA
The Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater MSA (henceforth the Tampa Bay Area) includes the
counties of Hillsborough, Pinellas, Hernando, and Pasco, which are divided in the 2026 Plan into the
districts numbered 12 through 16. In the redistricting plan in place from 2016 to 2020 (henceforth the
2015 Plan), District 13 was a compact district that contained the whole city of St. Petersburg and was

entirely in Pinellas County, and District 14 was a compact district containing the whole city of Tampa
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and was entirely in Hillsborough County (see Figure 4). These compact districts that respected city and
county boundaries reliably elected Democratic members of Congress in 2016, 2018, and 2020.

The 2022 Plan created a different arrangement. St. Petersburg was split into 2 fragments. The
western part of St. Petersburg was placed in District 13, while the eastern part of the city was placed in
District 14, which reached across Tampa Bay to include much of the city of Tampa. Northern parts of
Tampa were placed in District 15 (see Figure 4). This arrangement produced a reliably Democratic
District 14, with a competitive but Republican-leaning District 13, and a compact, competitive but
Republican-leaning District 15 that included much of suburban Tampa. A single district composed
primarily of the population of the city of Tampa has existed and elected a Democratic member of
Congress in every single U.S. Congressional election since 1962,

The 2026 Plan deviates substantially from this pattern. The clear goal of the reconfiguration was
to turn District 14 from a comfortably Democratic to a comfortably Republican district, ending over 60
years of Democratic congressional representation of the city of Tampa and making the Tampa Bay Area
delegation entirely Republican for the first time since the 1960s, while also shoring up the more
competitive suburban District 15 for Republicans. To achieve this, the 2026 Plan implemented a
“pinwheel” approach to Tampa, dividing it into 3 segments, reaching out to the suburban and rural
periphery to overwhelm urban Democrats.

The third panel of Figure 4 depicts this pinwheel approach in a map of the entire region, while
Figure 5 zooms in on the cities of St. Petersburg and Tampa. In the 2015 Plan, neither city was split,
and neither city was in a district that extended beyond the county boundary. In the 2022 Plan, both cities
were split once, but neither city was combined with territory that extended more than a few miles beyond
the county boundary. In the 2026 Plan, Tampa is split into 3 districts, and 2 of the districts (District 15
and 12) extend far beyond the county boundary. District 15 reaches from downtown Tampa north to
includes Pasco, Hernando, and Citrus County, extending 70 miles beyond the Hillsborough County
boundary to include cities like Crystal River and Homosassa Springs. Similarly, the 2026 Plan’s District
16 has a much larger footprint than its 2022 counterpart. District 16 now extracts the urban core of St.
Petersburg from Pinellas and connects it with rural parts of 5 other counties, including counties as far

east as Hardee, Polk, and Desoto, which is well over 100 miles away.
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Figure 4: Tampa Bay Area Districts, 2015, 2022, and 2026 Plans
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Figure 5: 2026 Plan, Zoom in on Tampa and St. Petersburg
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Figure 6 displays precinct-level partisanship along with the boundaries of Tampa and St.
Petersburg and the boundaries of the 2026 Plan, focusing on the cities of Tampa and St. Petersburg,
while Figure 7 zooms out to the surrounding area. These figures illuminate the extraction of the most
urban and Democratic part of the core of St. Petersburg into sprawling, rural District 16, and the

extraction of the most urban and Democratic party of the core of Tampa into a very rural and sprawling

District 15.
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Figure 6: 2026 Plan, Zoom in on Tampa and St. Petersburg and Precinct-Level Partisan Data
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Figure 7: 2026 Plan Boundaries, Zoom out on Tampa and St. Petersburg Precinct-Level Partisan
Data
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Table 1 provides data that demonstrates exactly how the 2026 Plan’s district lines were drawn
to achieve partisan goals in the Tampa Bay Area. Each column is a district in the Tampa Bay Area. The
first line in the table, labeled “Share of core retained,” calculates how much of the corresponding 2022
Plan’s district population was retained in the 2026 Plan. For example, the number of people that were in
District 12 in the 2022 Plan and are still in District 12 in the 2026 Plan, divided by the number of people
in a congressional district (769,221) is 0.415, which corresponds to a 41.5% share of core retained. We
see that District 13 retained a relatively large share of its prior population: around 79 percent. District
16 kept a little over half of its prior population, and District 12 kept around 40 percent of its prior
population. The most altered districts were Districts 14, which kept only 31 percent of its prior
population, and District 15, which kept only 36 percent.

Table 1: Changes to Partisanship of Tampa Bay Area Congressional Districts
Comparing 2022 to 2026 Plans

D12 D13 D14 D15 D16
Share of core retained 41.5% 78.8% 31.5% 36.2% 52.0%

Dem share of district core 34.8% 42.1% 45.8% 48.8% 37.4%
Dem share area moved into district  48.8% 46.2% 43.0% 35.8% 48.9%
Dem share area moved out of district 30.8% 48.5% 59.1% 41.0% 45.5%

Dem share in minus out 18.0% -2.4% -16.0% -5.2% 3.4%
2022 Dem share 32.4% 43.5% 54.5% 43.8% 41.1%
2026 Dem share 42.3% 42.9% 43.9% 40.0% 42.9%
Partisan Change 9.8% -0.7% -10.6% -3.8% 1.8%

Districts 14 and 15 were also the districts whose partisanship changed most dramatically. The
rest of Table 1 documents these changes. The second line in the table tells us the Democratic vote share
of the district “core”—the area that was in the district in the 2022 Plan and remained in the district in
the 2026 Plan. To calculate this figure, I rely on an index that averages over the Democratic share of the
two-party vote in all statewide elections held from 2020 to 2024, using precinct-level election returns
that have been projected to the level of census blocks. The next line tells us the Democratic vote share
in the areas that were moved info the district, and the following line tells us the Democratic vote share
in the areas that were moved out of the district. The next two lines give us a sense of change, by tracking

the difference between the Democratic vote share in the places moved into the district and the places
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moved out of the district. A positive number means that the exchange of people made the district more
Democratic, and a negative number means it made the district more Republican. The bottom 3 lines tell
us the net effect of the changes.

Of the districts in the Tampa Bay Area, District 14 retained the smallest share of its core: just
31.5 percent. Under the 2022 Plan, the Democratic share of the two-party vote in District 14 was 54.5
percent. Under the 2026 Plan, the area retained in District 14—the district core—was substantially less
Democratic: 46 percent. In other words, the 2026 Plan moved heavily Democratic areas (with a 59
percent Democratic vote share) out of District 14. The 2026 Plan correspondingly moved heavily
Republican areas (with an approximately 57 percent Republican vote share) into District 14. The
difference between the Democratic vote share of places moved into the district and moved out of the
district was massive: 16 percentage points. The net effect of these moves was to make the district more
Republican by 11 percentage points overall.

The 2026 Plan also bolstered Republican support in District 15. The 2026 Plan added rural areas
with a Republican vote share of around 64 percent into District 15 and removed more competitive areas,
thereby making the district more Republican by around 4 percentage points. The 2026 Plan also made
District 13 slightly more Republican by removing some Democratic areas in St. Petersburg. In general,
the 2026 Plan added Democrats who had previously been in Tampa- and St. Petersburg-focused districts
to more suburban and rural districts that had higher Republican vote shares under the 2022 Plan. For
example, the 2026 Plan sliced urban Democrats out of Tampa and combined them with the Republican
population of District 12, which had been 68 percent Republican (32 percent Democratic) under the
2022 Plan and is 58 percent Republican (42 percent Democratic) under the 2026 Plan.

The cracking of Tampa and St. Petersburg and dispersion of their population into surrounding
suburban and rural districts was carried out in a way that led to an extreme compression of the
distribution of partisanship across districts in the area, suggesting that the map drawer may have aimed
for a Democratic vote share target of around 40 to 44 percent (of the two-party vote). Figure 8 presents
1 panel with thin lines representing the Democratic vote share of Districts 12 through 16 in the 2022
Plan, with another panel below showing the same for the 2026 Plan. While the 2022 Plan involved a
relatively wide spread of Democratic vote shares from 32 percent to 55 percent, all the districts in the

2026 Plan in the Tampa Bay Area now fall between 40 and 44 percent Democratic vote share.

19



Figure 8: Distribution of Partisanship across Tampa Bay Area Districts
Comparing 2022 and 2026 Plans
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The 2026 Plan’s extraction of Democratic neighborhoods from their respective cities required
extreme violations of traditional redistricting principles, including the creation of noncompact districts
and the excessive division of counties and cities.

Table 2 provides 3 commonly used compactness scores for the Tampa Bay Area districts in both
the 2022 and 2026 Plans. On average, the Tampa Bay Area districts became substantially less compact
on each measure. Districts 13, 14, and 15 became less compact on every measure, and District 16 became
less compact on 2 of the 3 measures. District 15 is especially noteworthy. It was one of the most compact

districts in Florida in the 2022 Plan, but it is one of the least compact districts in the 2026 Plan.
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Table 2: Compactness Scores for Tampa Bay Area Districts between 2022 and 2026 Plans

Polsby- Polsby- Convex Convex
Reock  Reock Poppper Popper Polsby- Hull Hull Convex
2022 2026 Reock 2022 2026  Popper 2022 2026 Hull
Dist.  Plan Plan Diff. Plan Plan Diff. Plan Plan Diff.

12 0.45 042 -0.03 0.38 041 0.03 0.75 0.77 0.02
13 0.51 0.50 -0.01 0.58 0.55 -0.03 0.93 0.89  -0.04
14 0.48 0.52  0.04 0.47 0.44 -0.03 0.83 081 -0.02
15 0.58 0.33 -0.25 0.58 0.26 -0.32 0.88 0.66 -0.22
16 0.45 0.39 -0.06 0.45 0.37 -0.08 0.73 0.79 0.06
Ave. 0.49 0.43 -0.06 0.49 0.41 -0.09 0.82 0.78  -0.04

The 2026 Plan also resulted in an excessive number of county and city splits. The population of
Hillsborough County can be divided into only 2 congressional districts, but the 2026 Plan divides it into
4 (Districts 12, 14, 15, and 16). Pasco County can easily be kept within a single congressional district,
but instead the 2026 Plan divides it into 3 (Districts 12, 13, and 15). Immediately to the east of the Tampa
Bay Area, Polk County can be contained entirely with a single congressional district, but the 2026 Plan
divides it into 3 (Districts 9, 16, and 18).

In addition to county boundaries, efforts to extract Democrats from urban areas also required the
map drawer to ignore municipal boundaries. In the 2020 Census, Tampa had a population of 384,959,
meaning that it can easily be kept in a single district, as it was in the 2015 Plan.? Instead, the 2026 Plan
divides Tampa’s population almost equally into thirds between District 12 (121,400 residents), which is
based in Pasco County but dips down into Tampa; District 15 (125,256 residents), which combines the
counties of Pasco, Hernando, and Citrus with part of Tampa; and District 14 (138,303 residents), which
is dominated by exurban parts of Hillsborough County. This is a substantial change from even the 2022
Plan. The largest fragment of Tampa in the 2022 Plan included 75 percent of the city’s population (in
District 14), whereas the largest fragment of Tampa in the 2026 Plan includes only 36 percent of the
city’s population (still District 14).

The population of St. Petersburg was 258,308 in the 2020 Census, which makes it very easy to
include the city in a single Pinellas County district, as it was in the 2015 Plan. Instead, the 2026 Plan
places 88,616 St. Petersburg residents in District 13, which extends beyond Pinellas County into Pasco

County, while extracting 169,692 St. Petersburg residents from Pinellas County and combining them in

? Indeed, Jacksonville is the only city in Florida that must be split between congressional districts because of its population.
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District 16 with residents of faraway areas including Manatee, Hardee, and DeSoto Counties along with
parts of Sarasota and Polk Counties, requiring an 80-mile drive from the center of St. Petersburg to the
southeast corner of the district.

The 2026 Plan’s effort to carve up Democratic enclaves also led to copious splits of smaller
suburban census designated places, in addition to larger cities like Tampa and St. Petersburg. The 2026
Map pays little attention to municipal boundaries and splits far more municipalities in the Tampa Bay
Area than is necessary. For example, the 2026 Plan splits Pinellas County via an east-west boundary
separating Districts 13 and 16. Along the way, this boundary slices through 2 cities—St. Petersburg (in
2 separate areas) and Seminole—as well as the census designated places of Lealman and West Lealman.
In Hillsborough County, in addition to the city of Tampa, the 2026 Plan splits 8 additional census
designated places, including Town ‘n’ Country, Egypt Lake-Leto, Palm River, Progress Village,

Brandon, Thonotosassa, Lutz, and University.
V1.  ORLANDO-KISSIMMEE-SANFORD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA

The Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford MSA (henceforth the Orlando Area) consists of the counties
of Orange (which contains the city of Orlando), Osceola, Lake, and Seminole, which are divided in both
the 2022 and 2026 Plans into the districts numbered 6 through 11. In the 2026 Plan, the MSA now also
includes a sliver of district 18, which reaches into Osceola County and extracts a few precincts along
the county boundary. Under the 2015 Plan, Democrats were elected in Districts 7, 9, and 10 in each
congressional election when the plan was in place (2016, 2018, and 2020). Under the 2022 Plan, Districts
9 and 10 elected Democratic candidates in each election when it was in place (2022 and 2024). In the
2022 Plan, District 9 is kept to Orange, Osceola, and Polk Counties.

The 2026 Plan creates a substantially different arrangement of this region to benefit Republicans.
Given the large number of Democratic voters in the region, it is not possible to avoid the construction
of a Democratic-leaning district. The 2026 Plan packs Democrats into District 10 and removes them
from District 9 by scattering those voters across several districts. The map drawer achieved this by
placing the southern portion of Orlando in a very rural, non-compact version of District 9 that reaches

120 miles away to the southwestern shore of Lake Okeechobee.
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Figure 9 displays the districts for these counties in the 2015 Plan, the 2022 Plan, and the 2026
Plan. Each of these plans splits Orange County into 4 districts.* The 2015 and 2022 Plans split the city
of Orlando into 3 districts, while the 2026 Plan splits Orlando into 4 districts. Because the 2026 version
of District 9 extends far away from the Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford MSA, it is necessary to provide a

wider zoom, presented in Figure 10, to see its full extent.

Figure 9: Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford Districts, 2015, 2022, and 2026 Plans
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4 The 2022 and 2026 Plans also include a small, unpopulated segment that extends into District 7. This seems to be a quirk
of a mismatch between the geography of counties and precincts rather than an intentional choice.
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Figure 10: Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford Districts, 2026 Plan

Alachua j ;
A o Putnam -
- =", Flagler
Levy B Daylone
ocdarion Beach .
6 Port Orange” .
Volusia E
- ) ) ) |
Celton:
Citrus 7
Homosassa Lake I - —_
Springs ] 1 R
-- Sumter Seminole
. 1 1 Ty Titusville
Hernando Orlanloo
- Crange
B Brevard
Pasco
7 : 8
! 1 Qscevia telbourne
. Lakeland
alm Ba
Polk P ¥
3
eerwater Tamphorough
Pinellas :
St " - - N
Petershurg .
i 9 Indian River
Manates: Hardee
Okaechobee
- ) ) : St. Lucie
Sarasota Highlands
Ty Port St
. Luries™™ —
Sarasota DeSoto N
Martin
port” N
Chatlotte Glades
Charlotte
) B a asL Palm
‘ County Boundary . “"
. Capa-Coral Uniggssity-gf South Floridal FDEP, Esri, To Orlandc BoundaryGs, EPA,
) NPS, USFWS
Collier

The specific way the 2026 Plan splits Orange County and the city of Orlando has important
implications for the partisanship of the districts. Figure 11 displays the districts of the 2026 Plan in the
Orlando Area with precinct-level data on partisanship from the statewide elections from 2020 to 2024.
Figure 12 provides a wider zoom of the same map. They show that the 2026 Plan places the most
Democratic parts of Orlando in District 10. The 2026 Plan then splits the remaining Democratic-leaning

parts of Orlando and its surrounding suburbs into Districts 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, and 18. The 2026 Plan
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distributes Democratic neighborhoods that had formerly been in District 9, such as those in Orange and
Osceola Counties, between Districts 8, 10, 11, and 18 in a way that reduces the Democratic vote share
of District 9. Instead of using the county boundary between Polk and Osceola Counties as the boundary
between Districts 9 and 18, the 2026 Plan carves off heavily Democratic census blocks along the county
boundary out of District 9 and moves them into District 18 (see Figure 11). This maneuver allowed
Democrats to be most efficiently distributed between Districts 18 and 9. Notably, the districts around
District 10 were drawn to have near-identical vote shares. District 8 ended up with a Democratic vote
share of 40.7 percent, District 9 with 40.6 percent, District 11 with 40.5 percent, and District 18 with
40.5 percent. District 6 was not altered, but its Democratic vote share was already 43 percent under the

2022 Plan.

Figure 11: Orlando Area Districts, 2026 Plan, with Precinct-Level Partisanship
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Figure 12: Orlando Area Districts, 2026 Plan, with Precinct-Level Partisanship, Zoom to
Broader Region
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Table 3 summarizes how the 2026 Plan changed the partisanship of the main districts in the
Orlando Area. It does not include Districts 6 or 7, which were unaltered. The 2026 Plan changed the
population of District 9 dramatically, as it retained only 57.8% of the population of the 2022 Plan’s
District 9. Under the 2022 Plan, District 9 was a Democratic-leaning district. The 2026 Plan retained a
slightly Republican-leaning part of the former District 9 and added overwhelmingly Republican areas
(with a 69 percent Republican vote share) and moved out Democratic areas (with a 56 percent
Democratic vote share). The partisan difference between the areas moved in and out of District 9 by the

2026 Plan was a full 25 percentage points.
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The Democrats removed from District 9 had to go somewhere, and Table 3 indicates where many
of them went. Districts 8, 10, and 11 all became more Democratic in the 2026 Plan. For example, the
2026 Plan moved areas into District 8 that had a 19 percent higher Democratic vote share than the areas
moved out (represented in the “Dem share in minus out” row). District 18 is not included in Table 3,
because only a very small part of it dips into the Orlando Area, but it also became substantially more

Democratic, reaching almost exactly the same partisanship as Districts 8, 9, and 11.

Table 3: Changes to Partisanship of Orlando Area Districts Between 2022 and 2026 Plans

D8 D9 D10 D11
Share of core retained 79.2% 57.8% 76.9% 84.6%

Dem share of district core 383% 49.7% 64.0% 38.6%
Dem share area moved into district 54.4% 31.5% 56.2% 57.1%
Dem share area moved out of district  35.1% 56.3% 53.6% 51.7%

Dem share in minus out 19.3% -24.8% 2.5% 5.4%

2022 Dem share 37.6% 52.4% 61.4% 40.1%
2026 Dem share 40.7% 40.6% 62.0% 40.5%
Partisan Change 3.1% -11.8% 0.7% 0.4%

As in the Tampa Bay Area, these moves led to a striking change in the distribution of partisanship
across districts in the region. Recall that in Tampa Bay, the 2026 Plan’s map drawer ensured that all the
districts ended up in a narrow band between a Democratic vote share of 40 percent and 44 percent. In
the Orlando Area, it was not possible to avoid the retention of a Democratic district, but as described
above, the remainder of the districts ended up with virtually identical Democratic vote shares around
40.5 percent, as can be seen in Figure 13. All of the districts to which Democrats were moved in
effecting the destruction of a Democratic-leaning District 9 remain safe Republican districts in the 2026

Plan.
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Figure 13: Distribution of Partisanship across Orlando Area Districts
Comparing 2022 and 2026 Plans
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As in the Tampa Bay Area, the districts in the Orlando Area contradict traditional redistricting
criteria. Most strikingly, the 2026 Plan violates county boundaries more than is necessary in the Orlando
Area. The population of Orange County was around 1.4 million in the 2020 Census, meaning that it
could contain one whole congressional district and a large part of a second district. In the 2026 Plan,
District 10 is contained within Orange County, but the remainder of the county is divided between 3
additional districts: 8, 9, and 11. Since Lake County has around 384,000 residents, it can easily be kept
whole, but the 2026 Plan divides it into 2 districts (6 and 11) in the 2026 Plan. Likewise, Osceola County,
with a population of 389,000, can easily be kept whole, but the 2026 Plan divides it between Districts 9
and 18. Taken together, the population of the Orlando Area is around 2.7 million, meaning that it can
contain 3 whole districts and part of a 4th. In the 2026 Plan, however, the Orlando Area is divided into
7 districts.

The 2026 Plan similarly violates municipal boundaries in the Orlando Area more than is
necessary. The population of the city of Orlando is 307,573 according to the 2020 Census, far below the

population of a congressional district. Yet the 2026 Plan splits Orlando between 4 different districts: 8,
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9,10, and 11. Considering the Orlando Area more broadly, the 2022 Plan split just a single incorporated
city in the area—Orlando. The 2026 Plan, in addition to splitting Orlando, also splits the cities of Apopka
and Ocoee. The 2026 Plan’s district lines also pay very little attention to the boundaries of census
designated places, including splitting Alafaya, University, Paradise Heights, Gotha, Sky Lake, Pine
Castle, and Taft.

The 2026 Plan’s changes also reduce the compactness of the districts in the Orlando Area on 2
of the 3 measures cited by the Florida Legislature as compared to the 2022 Plan. Table 4 provides
compactness metrics for the districts in the Orlando Area that were altered between the 2022 and 2026
Plans. Notably, District 9 became less compact on all 3 measures, especially Polsby-Popper and Convex
Hull, by reaching into Orange County, extracting part of Orlando, and connecting it with faraway rural
counties to the south and east. District 11 also became less compact on each measure. District 8 became
more compact on the Reock score because it dropped Indian River County and thus became somewhat
less elongated. While the 2022 and 2026 Plans are roughly similar in terms of the Reock score when
averaged across districts because of that change, the 2026 Plan in the Orlando Area is less compact

according to the Polsby-Popper and Convex Hull scores.

Table 4: Compactness Scores for Districts of the Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford MSA Comparing
2022 Plan and 2026 Plan

Polsby- Polsby- Convex Convex
Reock  Reock Poppper Popper Polsby- Hull Hull Convex
2022 2026 Reock 2022 2026  Popper 2022 2026 Hull
Dist.  Plan Plan Diff. Plan Plan Diff. Plan Plan Diff.

6 0.74 0.74 0.00 0.48 0.48 0.00 0.92 0.92 0.00

7 0.47 0.47 0.00 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.83 0.83 0.00

8 0.32 044 0.12 0.45 0.44 -0.01 0.78 074  -0.04

9 0.49 0.47 -0.02 0.47 036 -0.11 0.86 0.78  -0.08

10 0.41 045 0.04 0.37 0.37 0.00 0.75 0.79 0.04

11 0.52 041 -0.11 0.36 0.33 -0.03 0.82 0.77  -0.05
Ave. 0.49 0.50 0.00 0.42 0.40 -0.03 0.83 0.81 -0.02
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VII. MIAMI-FORT LAUDERDALE-POMPANO BEACH METROPOLITAN

STATISTICAL AREA

The Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach MSA (henceforth Southeast Florida) is composed

of the counties of Palm Beach, Broward, and Miami-Dade. The region has been divided into 9

congressional districts since at least the 2015 Plan, though the numbering of the districts changed after

Florida gained an additional congressional seat in the 2020 Census (see Figure 14). Under both the 2015

and 2022 Plans, Democratic candidates consistently won at least 5 seats in Southeast Florida. In the

2016 general election, Democratic candidates won Districts 20 through 24. In the 2018 general election,

Democratic candidates won those same 5 districts and also picked up 2 more (Districts 26 and 27) but

then lost them narrowly in the 2020 congressional election. After the 2022 Plan was implemented,

Democratic continued to consistently win the same 5 districts, numbered Districts 20, 22, 23, 24, and

25 in the 2022 Plan.

Figure 14: Congressional Districts in Southeast Florida, 2015, 2022, and 2026 Plans
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The 2026 Plan eliminates 2 of the 5 Democratic seats in Southeast Florida by packing as many
of the region’s Democratic voters as possible into 3 overwhelmingly Democratic districts, now
numbered Districts 20, 23, and 24. The 2026 Plan accomplishes this packing by dramatically
reconfiguring each of the districts in Southeast Florida other than Districts 27 and 28, where Republican
candidates already enjoyed comfortable wins.

The 2026 Plan’s District 23 is largely in the West Palm Beach area that had previously been
numbered as District 22 (see Figure 14). The 2026 Plan’s District 22 is now a sprawling rural district
that extracts Democrats from suburban coastal areas, snipping off bits of communities like Royal Palm
Springs from Palm Beach County, and communities like Coral Springs, Coconut Creek, Sunrise, and
Plantation in Broward County, all near the Atlantic coast, and combining them with distant rural voters,
reaching all the way to the Gulf Coast and Marco Island. It is not possible to see the full span of District
22 in Figure 14, so Figure 15 zooms out to the district’s full extent.

District 25, once a compact district in the Hollywood area that reliably elected Democratic
candidates, is now an extremely non-compact district that meanders along the coast from Delray Beach
in the north to southern tip of Miami Beach, excluding Democratic neighborhoods and including the
most Republican coastal areas along the way. In an otherwise very Democratic area, this coast-hugging
maneuver made it possible to carve out a Republican-leaning district by forgoing compactness and

respect for political subdivision boundaries.

Figure 15: The Full Extent of District 22 in the 2026 Plan
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Figures 16 and 17 superimpose the boundaries of the 2026 Plan on precinct-level data on

partisanship from statewide elections from 2020 to 2024.

These figures demonstrate how the districts in Southeast Florida were drawn to pack Democrats
residing in more densely populated areas into Districts 20, 23, and 24, while scattering suburban
Democrats across more exurban and rural-oriented inland Districts 21, 22, 26, and 28. These figures also
demonstrate how District 25 was drawn to connect coastal Republican communities and exclude

Democratic neighborhoods to the extent possible.

Figure 16: Precinct-Level Partisanship of 2026 Plan’s Districts in Southeast Florida®
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5 Areas in Figures 16 and 17 portrayed in white are precincts that include places like Lake Okeechobee and parts of the
Everglades and other wildlife management areas where population is very low or zero and no votes are reported.
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Figure 17: Precinct-Level Partisanship of 2026 Plan’s Districts in Southeast Florida, Detailed
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Through the changes described above, the 2026 Plan advantages Republicans in Southeast
Florida by packing and cracking Democrats. Table 5 details how the 2026 Plan achieved this result.
Table 5 is somewhat more difficult to interpret than the prior similar tables in this report because of the
extremity of the 2026 Plan’s reconfiguration in South Florida. For example, the 2022 Plan’s version of
District 23 contains no territory associated with the 2026 Plan’s version of District 23, which means that

the core retention of District 23 is zero. An alternate method of analysis could involve comparing each
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district of the 2026 Plan to the corresponding district in the 2022 Plan that has the highest core retention.
For the sake of consistency, I approach the analysis in the region in the same way as the Tampa and
Orlando Areas. The basic facts of the 2026 Plan’s reconfiguration of the Southeast Florida Area are clear
in Table 5 regardless.

Other than District 23, the 2 districts with the lowest core retention are Districts 22 and 25—the
2 districts from which the 2026 Plan most aggressively extracted Democrats. The 2026 Plan’s District
22 retains only 12.8 percent of its 2022 core, and the 2026 Plan’s District 25 retains only 16.3 percent.
Both districts had been Democratic-leaning under the 2022 Plan. The 2026 Plan moved areas into
District 22 that had a Democratic vote share of 45 percent and moved out areas that had a Democratic
vote share of 55 percent (a 10 percentage-point difference). Likewise, the 2026 Plan moved areas into
District 25 that had a Democratic vote share of 47 percent and moved out areas with a Democratic vote
share of 56 percent (a 9 percentage-point difference). The net effect of these exchanges, taking into
account the partisan vote share of the small core retained in each district, was that the 2026 Plan made
District 22 around 55 percent Republican, and District 25 around 57 percent Republican.

Table S: Changes to Partisanship of Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach Congressional

Districts, 2022 to 2026 Plans
D20 D21 D22 D23 D24 D25 D26 D27 D28

Share of core retained 65.9% 95.4% 12.8% 0.0% 69.6% 16.3% 61.4% 98.4% 98.4%

Dem share of district core 75.7% 68.0% 46.9% NA 789% 48.4% 31.6% 44.2% 39.3%
Dem share area moved into district 62.0% 57.4% 44.9% 58.2% 60.4% 47.2% 55.6% 35.3% 34.2%
Dem share area moved out of district 64.1% 49.5% 55.0% 52.0% 49.7% 56.0% 34.7% 34.2% 35.3%

Dem share in minus out 2.1% 79% -10.1% 6.1% 10.7% -8.8% 20.9% 1.1% -1.1%
2022 Dem share 72.0% 40.8% 53.8% 52.0% 69.1% 54.9% 33.0% 44.0% 39.2%
2026 Dem share 70.5% 41.0% 452% 58.2% 73.6% 47.4% 42.8% 44.1% 39.2%
Partisan Change -1.5% 02% -8.6% 6.1% 4.5% -7.5% 9.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Figure 18 provides a visualization of how the 2026 Plan changed the partisanship of the districts
in Southeast Florida. Both the 2022 Plan and the 2026 Plan include 2 very Democratic districts (Districts
20 and 24). But whereas the 2022 Plan had previously included 3 additional competitive but Democratic-
leaning districts (Districts 22, 23, and 25), the 2026 Plan now has just 3 Democratic districts total
(Districts 20, 23, and 24). The 2026 Plan includes 6 districts in Southeast Florida with a Democratic
vote share in the range of 38 to 47 percent, whereas the 2022 Plan had only 3 districts in this range.

34



Figure 18: Distribution of Partisanship across Districts in the Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano
Beach MSA, 2022 and 2026 Plans
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Achieving the 2026 Plan’s partisan results in Southeast Florida required disregarding traditional
redistricting principles. The 2026 Plan divides Broward and Miami-Dade Counties into more districts
than the 2022 Plan. The 2026 Plan divides Palm Beach County, which leans slightly Democratic (51
percent), into 4 districts, only 1 of which leans Democratic (District 23). The 2026 Plan also divides
Broward County, which is strongly Democratic (60 percent), into 5 districts, only 1 of which leans
Democratic (District 20). In contrast, previous district plans divided Broward County into just 4 districts.
Similarly, the 2026 Plan divides Miami-Dade County, which is around 47 percent Democratic, into 5
districts, only 1 of which leans Democratic (District 24). In contrast, previous district plans divided
Miami-Dade County into 4 districts.

The 2026 Plan also demonstrates greater disregard for cities compared to the 2022 Plan. For
example, the 2026 Plan’s coast-hugging District 25 radically alters the structure of districts in Southeast
Florida and splits a very large number of cities (and unincorporated municipalities) as it moves from

north to south. Many of these split cities are displayed in Figure 19, which focuses on the Palm Beach
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Area, Figure 20, which focuses on Pompano Beach-Fort Lauderdale Area, and Figure 21, which focuses
on areas further to the South.

In the Palm Beach Area, the 2026 Plan split the cities of West Palm Beach, Riviera Beach, and
Royal Palm Beach. In the Fort Lauderdale Area, the 2026 Plan split the cities of Deerfield Beach,
Coconut Creek, Coral Springs, Pompano Beach, Fort Lauderdale, Plantation (split into 3 districts), and
Sunrise. In Broward County, 37 percent of the population lives in a split municipality. Further to the
south, the 2026 Plan split the cities of Davie (split into 3 districts), Dania Beach, Hollywood (split into
3 districts), Pembroke Pines, Miramar, Hallandale Beach, North Miami Beach, North Miami, and
Miami. In Miami-Dade County, around 29 percent of the population lives in a split municipality.

All told, in just Southeast Florida, the 2026 Plan splits 19 cities a total of 22 times. In comparison,
the 2022 Plan split 10 cities a total of 13 times in the same counties in Southeast Florida. Some of the
2026 Plan’s districts remarkably split almost as many or more cities than they keep whole. For example,
the 2026 Plan’s District 24 splits 8 cities and keeps 7 whole, and the 2026 Plan’s District 25 splits 11
cities and keeps 15 whole. Districts 22 and 25 alone in the 2026 Plan split 15 cities, just one less than

the 16 cities split across the entire state in the 2022 Plan.
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Figure 19: Split Cities in the Palm Beach Area
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Figure 20: Split Cities in the Pompano Beach-Fort Lauderdale Area
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Figure 21: Split Cities in the Miami Area
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Table 6 demonstrates that even districts that appear relatively compact in the 2026 Plan, such as

CD 24, are less compact on every measure as compared to the 2022 Plan. In

the region as a whole, the

Southeast Florida districts became somewhat less compact in the 2026 Plan than in the 2022 Plan on the

Reock measure, while staying largely the same on the Polsby-Popper and Convex Hull metrics.

The non-compactness of District 25 in the 2026 Plan truly stands out. On both the Reock and

Polsby-Popper measures, it is easily the least compact district in the state, and it is less compact than

any of the districts in the 2022 Plan.
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Table 6: Compactness Scores for Southeast Florida Districts
Comparing 2022 Plan and 2026 Plan

Polsby- Polsby- Convex Convex
Reock  Reock Poppper Popper Polsby- Hull Hull Convex
2022 2026  Reock 2022 2026  Popper 2022 2026 Hull
Dist.  Plan Plan Diff. Plan Plan Diff. Plan Plan Diff.

20 0.50 0.48 -0.02 0.28 041 0.13 0.77 0.81 0.04
21 0.50 0.49 -0.01 0.49 0.51 0.02 0.82 0.82 0.00
22 0.44 048 0.04 0.42 0.40 -0.02 0.74 0.80 0.06
23 0.50 0.49 -0.01 0.29 046 0.17 0.79 0.90 0.11
24 0.48 0.38 -0.10 0.48 032 -0.16 0.90 0.80 -0.10
25 0.42 0.17 -0.25 0.38 0.16 -0.22 0.81 069 -0.12
26 0.29 0.53 024 0.33 0.55 0.22 0.77 0.90 0.13
27 0.71 0.67 -0.04 0.73 0.69 -0.04 0.95 0.95 0.00
28 0.22 0.22  0.00 0.24 0.24  0.00 0.55 0.55 0.00
Ave. 0.45 0.43 -0.03 0.40 042 0.0l 0.79 0.80 0.00

In an April 27, 2026 letter to Senator Gaetz and Representative Redondo, Governor DeSantis’s
team justified the reconfiguration of the districts in Southeast Florida on the grounds that the 2022
Plan’s District 20 was insufficiently compact.® However, by one measure, the 2026 Plan’s District 20 is
less compact than its predecessor, and neither the Reock nor Polsby-Popper scores of the 2022 Plan’s
District 20 are especially low when compared overall with the districts of the 2022 or 2026 Plans.
Districts 15 and 25 in the 2026 Plan, for instance, are less compact than District 20 in the 2022 Plan on
all 3 of the measures of geographic compactness considered in this report.

Out of the 28 districts in the 2026 Plan, the 2022 Plan’s CD 20 would have been ranked the 8th
most compact according to its Reock score (0.5). Other Southeast Florida districts in the 2026 Plan are
far less compact, including District 25 (the coast-hugging district), with a Reock Score of 0.17. In fact,
District 20 in the 2026 Plan is /ess compact on the Reock Score than District 20 in the 2022 Plan.
Similarly, on the Convex-Hull Score, 8 districts in the 2026 Plan are less compact than the 2022 Plan’s
District 20. District 25 in the 2026 Plan is far less compact on the Convex-Hull measure (0.69) than was
District 20 in the 2022 Plan (0.77). And finally, on the Polsby-Popper measure, the 2026 Plan’s District
25 is also much less compact (with a score of 0.16), as compared to the 2022 Plan’s District 20 (0.28).

6 Supra note 2.
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VIII. CONCLUSION

The 2026 Plan reflects partisan goals, rather than an effort to respond to population shifts or to
improve traditional redistricting criteria as compared to the 2022 Plan. The plan severely altered metro-
area districts that had reliably elected Democratic representatives in the past, by splitting Democratic
cities in highly unusual ways and combining their fragments with faraway rural areas to create 4 new
Republican-leaning districts. These changes resulted in a very large number of comfortably Republican
districts but very few overwhelmingly Republican districts. The 2026 Plan packed as many Democratic
voters as possible into the remaining 4 Democratic districts, while leaving untouched Republican
districts far away from major metro arcas. These changes are consistent with and likely reflect an

intentional effort to benefit the Republican Party.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA

EQUAL GROUND EDUCATION FUND,
INC., et al.,

Case No. 2026 CA 000914
Plaintiffs,

V.

CORD BYRD, in his official capacity as
Florida Secretary of State, the FLORIDA
SENATE, and the FLORIDA HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES,

Defendants.

EXPERT REPORT OF JOWEI CHEN, Ph.D.

1. My name is Dr. Jowei Chen. I am an Associate Professor in the Department of
Political Science at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, and I have significant experience in
fields of redistricting, political geography, statistical measures of partisan favoritism, and
redistricting simulation analysis. I have been retained by Plaintiffs in the above-captioned matter.
My background and qualifications are set forth below.

2. Questions Addressed: Plaintiffs’ counsel asked me to analyze Florida’s 2026
congressional map (the “2026 Plan”) by conducting a redistricting simulation analysis.
Specifically, I generated a large number of both race-blind and partisan-blind computer-
simulated congressional districting plans that follow the redistricting criteria in Article 111,
Section 20 of the Florida Constitution (the “Fair Districts Amendment”)—population equality,
contiguity, geographic compactness, and respect for county boundaries, where feasible.

Plaintiffs’ counsel then asked me to address the following questions:



A) Can the 2026 Plan’s partisan characteristics be explained by a race-neutral plan, by a
desire to prioritize the traditional redistricting criteria in the Fair Districts Amendment, or
by Florida’s political geography?

B) To what extent does the 2026 Plan and any individual districts favor or disfavor a
political party, and is there evidence it was drawn with that purpose?

3. Summary of Findings: 1 found that the 2026 Plan creates a significant pro-
Republican electoral bias compared to the 5,000 computer-simulated plans produced by a race-
blind and partisan-blind algorithm that adheres to the traditional redistricting criteria set out by
the Fair Districts Amendment. On every measure I analyze, the 2026 Plan creates more
Republican-favoring districts than all 5,000 of the computer-simulated plans.

4. The partisan bias in the 2026 Plan is extreme. In an election in which Democrats
and Republicans each take 50% of the vote, Democrats would win between 11 and 14 seats
under most of the 5,000 simulated plans. Under the 2026 Plan, however, Democrats would win
only 8 seats.

5. This pro-Republican partisan bias in the 2026 Plan is not the result of a race-
neutral plan, by an attempt to prioritize the traditional redistricting criteria in the Fair Districts
Amendment, or by Florida’s political geography. Analysis of the 5,000 computer-simulated
plans reveals that a race-blind and partisan-blind map-drawing process adhering to the traditional
redistricting criteria set out in the Fair Districts Amendment never once produces a congressional
plan that is as favorable to the Republican Party as the 2026 Plan.

6. Additionally, I found that the 2026 Plan divided significantly more counties than
necessary and does not reflect a reasonable attempt to draw geographically compact districts.

The 2026 Plan not only splits more counties than all of the computer-simulated plans, it also



divides these counties significantly more times. Moreover, using all three measures of
geographic compactness that Florida employs — Reock, Polsby-Popper, and Convex Hull — the
2026 Plan is significantly less compact than all 5,000 of the computer-simulated plans. Hence, it
is clear that the 2026 Plan does not reflect a reasonable effort to draw geographically compact
districts.

7. Overall, these findings demonstrate that the 2026 Plan’s pro-Republican bias is
not the result of a race-neutral plan, adherence to the Fair Districts Amendment, or Florida’s
political geography. Instead, I found that partisan considerations predominated in the drawing of
the 2026 Plan as a whole and in many individual districts, including districts that my analysis
shows to be extreme partisan outliers, and that the partisan-neutral redistricting criteria of
geographic compactness and adhering to political boundaries were subordinated to this partisan
goal.

8. Qualifications. 1 am also a Research Associate Professor at the Center for
Political Studies of the Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan and a
Research Associate at the Spatial Social Science Laboratory at Stanford University. In 2004, 1
received a B.A. in Ethics, Politics, and Economics from Yale University. In 2007, I received a
M.S. in Statistics from Stanford University, and in 2009, I received a Ph.D. in Political Science
from Stanford University.

9. I have published academic papers on legislative districting and political
geography in several political science journals, including Yale Law Journal, California Law
Review, The American Journal of Political Science, The American Political Science Review, and
Election Law Journal. My academic areas of expertise include legislative elections, spatial

statistics, geographic information systems (GIS) data, redistricting, racial politics, legislatures,



and political geography. I have expertise in the use of computer simulations of legislative
districting and in analyzing political geography, elections, and redistricting. My full CV is
attached to the end of this report.

10. I have authored expert reports in the following redistricting court cases: The
League of Women Voters of Florida v. Detzner (Fla. 2d Jud. Cir., Leon Cnty. 2012); Romo v.
Detzner (Fla. 2d Jud. Cir., Leon Cnty. 2013); Missouri National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People v. Ferguson-Florissant School District & St. Louis County
Board of Election Commissioners (E.D. Mo. 2014); Raleigh Wake Citizens Association v. Wake
County Board of Elections (E.D.N.C. 2015); Brown v. Detzner (N.D. Fla. 2015); City of
Greensboro v. Guilford County Board of Elections (M.D.N.C. 2015); Common Cause v. Rucho
(M.D.N.C 2016); The League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania v. Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (No. 261 M.D. 2017); Georgia State Conference of the NAACP v. The State of
Georgia (N.D. Ga. 2017); The League of Women Voters of Michigan v. Johnson (E.D. Mich.
2017); Whitford v. Gill (W.D. Wis. 2018); Common Cause v. Lewis (N.C. Super. 2018); Harper
v. Lewis (N.C. Super. 2019); Baroody v. City of Quincy, Florida (N.D. Fla. 2020); McConchie v.
Hllinois State Board of Elections (N.D. 111. 2021); Harper v. Hall (N.C. Super. 2021); Adams v.
DeWine, 195 N.E.3d 74, 86-87 (Ohio 2022); Rivera v. Schwab and Abbott (Wyandotte Cnty.
Dist. Ct., Kan. 2022); Norelli v. David Scanlan (Hillsborough County Super. Ct. 2022);
Republican Party of New Mexico v. Oliver et al. (Lea Cnty. D. Ct. N.M. 2023); Tony McCombie
v. lllinois State Board of Elections et al. (11l. 2025); League of Women Voters of Utah et al. v.
Utah State Legislature et al. (3d Jud. Dist. Ct., Salt Lake Cnty., Utah 2025). I have testified at
deposition or at trial in the following cases: Romo v. Detzner (Fla. 2d Jud. Cir., Leon Cnty.

2013); Missouri National Association for the Advancement of Colored People v. Ferguson-



Florissant School District & St. Louis County Board of Election Commissioners (E.D. Mo.
2014); Raleigh Wake Citizens Association v. Wake County Board of Elections (E.D.N.C. 2015);
City of Greensboro v. Guilford County Board of Elections (M.D.N.C. 2015); Common Cause v.
Rucho (M.D.N.C. 2016); The League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania v. Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (No. 261 M.D. 2017); Georgia State Conference of the NAACP v. The State of
Georgia (N.D. Ga. 2017); The League of Women Voters of Michigan v. Johnson (E.D. Mich.
2017); Whitford v. Gill (W.D. Wis. 2018); Common Cause v. Lewis (N.C. Super. Ct. 2018);
Baroody v. City of Quincy, Florida (N.D. Fla. 2020); McConchie v. Illlinois State Board of
Elections (N.D. 111. 2021); Harper v. Hall (N.C. Super. Ct. 2021); Rivera v. Schwab and Abbott
(Wyandotte Cnty. Dist. Ct., Kan. 2022); Republican Party of New Mexico v. Oliver et al. (Lea
Cnty. D. Ct. N.M. 2023); League of Women Voters of Utah et al. v. Utah State Legislature et al.
(3d Jud. Dist. Ct., Salt Lake Cnty., Utah 2025).

1. I am being compensated $600 per hour for my work in this case. My

compensation is in no way contingent upon the conclusions I reach in this case.



The Computer-Simulated Districting Algorithm

12. The Use of Computer-Simulated Districting Plans: In conducting my academic
research on legislative and congressional districting, partisan and racial gerrymandering, and
electoral bias, I have developed computer simulation programming techniques that allow me to
produce a large number of nonpartisan, race-neutral districting plans that adhere to various
districting criteria using US Census geographies as building blocks. This simulation process
ignores all partisan and racial considerations when drawing districts. Instead, the computer
simulations are programmed to draw districting plans that adhere to neutral districting goals,
such as equalizing population, minimizing the division of political jurisdictions across multiple
districts, pursuing geographic compactness, and contiguity.

13. These computer simulation methods are widely used by academic scholars to
analyze districting maps. For over a decade, political scientists have used such computer-
simulated districting techniques to analyze the racial and partisan intent of legislative map-
drawers." In recent years, several courts have also relied upon computer simulations to assess
partisan bias in enacted districting plans.’

14. The value of simulations like these is that it allows us to account for the precise
level of electoral bias in districting caused by a state’s unique political geography. In other

words, districting simulations like these allow me to identify how much of the electoral bias in

' E.g., Carmen Cirincione, Thomas A. Darling, Timothy G. O’Rourke. “Assessing South Carolina’s 1990s
Congressional Districting,” Political Geography 19 (2000) 189-211; Jowei Chen, “The Impact of Political
Geography on Wisconsin Redistricting: An Analysis of Wisconsin’s Act 43 Assembly Districting Plan.” Election
Law Journal.

* See, e.g., League of Women Voters of Pa. v. Commonwealth, 178 A. 3d 737, 818-21 (Pa. 2018); Raleigh Wake
Citizens Association v. Wake County Board of Elections, 827 F.3d 333, 344-45 (4th Cir. 2016); City of Greensboro
v. Guilford County Board of Elections, No. 1:15-CV-599, 2017 WL 1229736 (M.D.N.C. Apr 3, 2017); Common
Cause v. Rucho, No. 1:16-CV-1164 (M.D.N.C. Jan 11, 2018); The League of Women Voters of Michigan v. Johnson
(E.D. Mich. 2017); Common Cause v. David Lewis (N.C. Super. 2018); Harper v. Hall (N.C. Feb 14, 2022); Adams
v. DeWine, 195 N.E.3d 74, 86-87 (Ohio 2022); League of Women Voters of Utah et al. v. Utah State Legislature et
al. (3d Jud. Dist. Ct., Salt Lake Cnty., Utah 2025).



the 2026 Plan is caused by Florida’s political geography and how much is caused by the map-
drawer’s intentional efforts to favor one political party over the other.

15.  Ibegan by using a computer algorithm programmed to produce 5,000 random
congressional redistricting plans that follow the neutral districting criteria outlined in the Fair
Districts Amendments, creating districts that (a) consist of contiguous territory; (b) are as nearly
equal in population as is practicable; (c) are geographically compact; and (d) follow county
boundaries. My algorithm does not consider race, partisanship, or incumbent residence in any
way in constructing districts. By randomly drawing districting plans that adhere to neutral
traditional redistricting criteria, the computer simulation process gives us an indication of the
range of districting plans that plausibly and likely emerge when map-drawers are not motivated
primarily by partisan goals.

a. Geographic Contiguity: The simulation algorithm required each congressional
district to “consist of contiguous territory” (Fla. Const. art. 111, § 20(a)), which means
that no part of the district is isolated from other territory. Because many parts of
Florida are connected only by water (such as the Keys), I do not consider water
boundaries to break contiguity, which is the approach I understand Florida has taken.

b. Population Equality: The simulation algorithm required each congressional district
to be “as nearly equal in population as practicable” (Fla. Const. art. III, § 20(b)).
Because Florida’s 2020 Census population was 21,538,187, the algorithm populated
each districting plan such that 27 districts have a population of precisely 769,221, and
one district has a population of 769,220. All 5,000 of the computer-simulated plans

satisfy this population equality requirement with no deviations.



C.

d.

Geographic Compactness: The Fair District Amendment requires that “districts shall
be compact” (Fla. Const. art. I1I, § 20(b)). Hence, the simulation algorithm prioritized
the drawing of geographically compact districts. In considering geographic
compactness, the algorithm used the same three quantitative measures of compactness
that Florida used during the 2022 and 2026 congressional redistricting process: the
Reock Score, the Convex Hull Score, and the Polsby-Popper Score. I explain these
three compactness measures in the following section of this report.

Political and Geographic Boundaries: The Fair District Amendment requires that
“districts shall, where feasible, utilize existing political and geographical boundaries”
(Fla. Const. art. I1I, § 20(b)). In my redistricting work, I find that the most important
boundary is typically county boundaries. Florida contains a total of 67 counties. The
computer-simulation algorithm thus attempts to avoid splitting counties into multiple
districts. Even when splitting a county is necessary because the county’s population is
too large for one district, the algorithm avoids splitting the county into an excessive
number of districts. In addition, I use the 2022 Plan as a maximum limit for the
number of counties that the computer-simulated plans are permitted to split. The 2022
Plan preserves 50 counties intact and splits the remaining 17 counties. The 2022 Plan
splits these 17 counties a total of 31 times. My algorithm similarly guarantees that
each simulated plans splits 17 or fewer counties and that the total number of county

splits does not exceed 31 total county splits.
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Evaluation of the 2026 Plan Against Traditional Redistricting Criteria

16.  In this section, I evaluate the extent to which the 2026 Plan complies with the Fair
Districts Amendment’s Tier Il criteria by comparing the 2026 Plan to my 5,000 computer-
simulated plans. I find that the 2026 Plan is significantly less geographically compact than is
reasonably possible, splits more counties than is necessary, and fails to minimize splits within
those counties that are divided into multiple districts. I explain each of these findings below:

17.  Measuring the Geographic Compactness of the 2026 Plan: The Fair Districts
Amendment mandates that Florida’s congressional districts “shall be compact.” To measure the
geographic compactness of its congressional districting plans in 2022 and 2026, Florida has
employed three measures of geographic compactness: Reock, Convex Hull, and Polsby-Popper.
Each of these three measures assigns a quantitative score, ranging from 0 to 1. A higher score
indicates a more compact district. For each measure, the plan-wide score is calculated as the
average of the scores of the individual 28 districts.

18. Compactness Measured Using the Reock Score: The Reock score for each
individual district is calculated as the ratio of the district’s area to the area of the smallest
bounding circle that can be drawn to completely contain the district. Under this metric, a district
that is a perfect circle would be very compact, while a district in the shape of a star would be less
compact. Higher Reock scores indicate more geographically compact districts.

19.  Figure 1 is a histogram reporting the statewide Reock score for the 2026 Plan as
well as for every computer-simulated plan. This Figure illustrates that the 5,000 computer-
simulated plans have Reock scores ranging from 0.48 to 0.56. By contrast, the 2026 Plan has a
Reock score of only 0.46. Therefore, the 2026 Plan is a statistical outlier, exhibiting a lower

Reock score than 100% of the computer-simulated plans.
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Frequency Among
5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans

Figure 1: Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans on Geographic Compactness
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20. Compactness Measured Using the Convex Hull Score: The Convex Hull score
for each individual district is calculated as the ratio of the district’s area to the area of the
district’s smallest convex polygon that completely encloses the entirety of the district. A circle,
square, or any other shape with only convex angles would have a high Convex Hull score.
Higher Convex Hull scores indicate more geographically compact districts.

21. Figure 2 is a histogram reporting the Convex Hull score for the 2026 Plan as
well as for every computer-simulated plan. This Figure illustrates that the 5,000 computer-
simulated plans have Convex Hull scores ranging from 0.809 to 0.865, and the vast majority of
the simulated plans have Convex Hull scores between 0.83 and 0.85. By contrast, the 2026 Plan
has a Convex Hull score of only 0.807. Therefore, the 2026 Plan is a statistical outlier,
exhibiting a lower Convex Hull score than 100% of the computer-simulated plans.

22. Compactness Measured Using Polsby-Popper Score: The Polsby-Popper
score for each individual district is calculated as the ratio of the district’s area to the area of a
hypothetical circle whose circumference is identical to the length of the district’s perimeter. A
district with jagged edges will have a lower Polsby-Popper score as compared to a district with
smooth edges. Higher Polsby-Popper scores indicate greater district compactness.

23. Figure 3 is a histogram reporting the Polsby-Popper score for the 2026 Plan as
well as for every computer-simulated plan. This Figure illustrates that the 5,000 computer-
simulated plans have Polsby-Popper scores ranging from 0.37 to 0.48, but the vast majority of
the simulated plans have Polsby-Popper scores between 0.42 and 0.46. By contrast, the 2026
Plan has a Polsby-Popper score of only 0.41. The 2026 Plan is a statistical outlier, exhibiting a
lower Polsby-Popper score than 98.14% of the computer-simulated plans.

24. Compactness Measured Using All Three Measures: Because the Governor’s

13
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5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans

Figure 2: Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans on Geographic Compactness
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Frequency Among
5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans

Figure 3: Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans on Geographic Compactness
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Office and Legislature used all three measures of compactness to evaluate its congressional
plans in 2022 and 2026, I evaluate the 2026 Plan and each of the 5,000 simulated plans by
considering all three, calculating the sum of the plan’s Reock, Convex Hull, and Polsby-Popper
scores. Because each of these three measures ranges from 0 to 1, the combined sum of all three
measures for a single plan therefore ranges from 0 to 3.

25. Figure 4 is a histogram reporting the combined sum of the Reock, Convex
Hull, and Polsby-Popper scores for the 2026 Plan and for each of the 5,000 simulated plans.
This Figure illustrates that the 5,000 computer-simulated plans exhibit a combined sum of their
respective compactness scores ranging from 1.72 to 1.89, and the vast majority of the simulated
plans have combined scores between 1.77 and 1.84. By contrast, the 2026 Plan has a combined
score of only 1.67. Therefore, the 2026 Plan is a statistical outlier, exhibiting a lower combined
compactness score than 100% of the computer-simulated plans.

26. Figure 5 is a plot that compares the 2026 Plan to the 5,000 simulated plans
with respect to the plans’ Convex Hull scores and Reock scores. Similarly, Figure 6 is a plot
that compares the 2026 Plan to the 5,000 simulated plans with respect to the plans’ Polsby-
Popper scores and Reock scores. These two plots illustrate the very significant degree to which
the 2026 Plan is less geographically compact than virtually all of the computer-simulated plans,
using any of the three measures of compactness.

27. Based on these comparisons, I conclude that 2026 Plan is less compact than
what could reasonably have been expected to occur from a districting process that was designed
to draw compact districts. It is therefore clear that the 2026 Plan was the product of a
mapdrawing process that did not adhere to the Fair District Amendment’s mandate that

Florida’s congressional districts “shall be compact.”
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Figure 4: Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans on Geographic Compactness
Using Reock, Polsby—-Popper, and Convex Hull
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Reock Score
(Higher Score Indicates Greater Geographic Compactness)

Figure 5: Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans
on Convex Hull and Reock Compactness Scores
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Reock Score
(Higher Score Indicates Greater Geographic Compactness)

Figure 6: Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
on Polsby-Popper and Reock Compactness Scores
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28. Measuring County Splits in the 2026 Plan: There are two ways to measure
county splits. One way is to count up the total number of counties that are kept whole in a
redistricting plan. Another way is to count the total number of times a county is split into more
than one district in each plan. A county fully contained within a single district counts as zero
splits. A county that is split into two districts counts as one split. And a county split into three
districts counts as two splits. And so on.

29. The 2026 Plan keeps 48 counties whole, meaning that it splits 19 of Florida’s
67 counties into two or more districts. These 19 split counties contain a combined total of 34
county splits, meaning that once a county is split, it is often split more than once. Table 1

details these 34 county splits.
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Table 1: County Splits in the 2026 Plan

County: Congressional Districts: Total Number of County Splits:
1 | Broward (CD-20, 22, 24, 25, 26) 4
2 | Collier (CD-19, 22) 1
3 | Duval (CD+4, 5) 1
4 | Hillsborough (CD-12, 14, 15, 16) 3
5 | Lafayette (CD-2,3) 1
6 | Lake (CD-6, 11) 1
7 | Lee (CD-17,19) 1
8 | Marion (CD-3, 6) 1
9 | Miami-Dade (CD-24, 25, 26, 27, 28) 4
10 | Orange (CD-7,8,9,10, 11) 4
11 | Osceola (CD-9, 18) 1
12 | Palm Beach (CD-21, 22, 23, 25) 3
13 | Pasco (CD-12, 13, 15) 2
14 | Pinellas (CD-13, 16) 1
15 | Polk (CD-9, 16, 18) 2
16 | St. Johns (CD-5, 6) 1
17 | Sarasota (CD-16, 17) 1
18 | Volusia (CD-6, 7) 1
19 | Walton (CD-1,2) 1
Total Number of County Splits in the 2026 Plan: 34
30. Figure 7 reports the number of counties split into two or more districts in the

2026 Plan as well as in the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. As the Figure illustrates, every one
of the computer-simulated plans splits only 15 to 17 counties. By contrast, the 2026 Plan’s splits
19 counties, more than in 100% of the computer-simulated plans. The 2026 Plan accordingly
does not keep counties whole where feasible.

31. I next evaluate the number of total county splits. A congressional plan in Florida
can contain as few as 27 total county splits (i.c., one fewer than the total number of 28 districts)
if the mapdrawer is attempting to minimize the splitting of counties, where feasible. The 2026
Plan’s 34 county splits is therefore seven more splits than is necessary.

32. Figure 8 reports the number of county splits in the 2026 Plan as well as in the
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5,000 computer-simulated plans. As the Figure illustrates, every one of the computer-simulated
plans has from 27 to 31 total county splits. By contrast, the 2026 Plan’s 34 total county splits is
more than in 100% of the computer-simulated plans. The 2026 Plan accordingly does not
minimize the total number of county splits where feasible.

33. In summary, the results in Figure 7 and Figure 8 make clear that the 2026 Plan
was not the result of an attempt to avoid splitting counties. The 2026 Plan contains significantly
more total county splits and more split counties than would have normally emerged under a

mapdrawing process attempting to minimize county splits, where feasible.
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Examining Whether the 2026 Plan Favors or Disfavors a Political Party

34. Plaintiffs’ counsel asked me to determine whether and to what extent the 2026
Plan favors either of the two major political parties in Florida.

35. To assess the partisan performance of the 2026 Plan as compared to the
computer-simulated plans, I use the actual precinct-level election results from recent, statewide
election contests in Florida. Past voting history in federal and statewide elections is a strong
predictor of future voting history, and is commonly used to assess the partisan performance of
districts. Using such recent election results is the standard way that redistricting scholars
typically assess the partisanship of electoral districts in a proposed or hypothetical districting
map. Overlaying these past election results onto a districting plan enables me to calculate the
Republican or Democratic share of the votes cast from within each district in the 2026 Plan and
the computer-simulated plans.

36. The 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite: To measure the partisanship of
all districts in the computer-simulated plans and in the 2026 Plan, I calculated the percentage of
votes from each district favoring Republican or Democratic candidates in every contested
general election contest for a political (non-judicial) office held in Florida from 2020-2024 in
which a Democratic candidate and a Republican candidate both appeared on the ballot. In other
words, I used the results of the following eight elections: 2020 U.S. President, 2022 U.S.
Senator, 2022 Governor, 2022 Attorney General, 2022 Chief Financial Officer, 2022
Commissioner of Agriculture, 2024 U.S. President, and 2024 U.S. Senator. I used elections from
these years because mapdrawers and redistricting scholars typically evaluate redistricting plans
using results from recent elections, and voting behavior from recent elections are generally the

most accurate indication of the current partisanship of a congressional district. When summed
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across all 8 of these election contests, Republican candidates received 57.4% of the two-party
votes (i.e., votes cast for Republican and Democratic candidates) cast statewide in these contests.

37. I then obtained precinct-level results for these elections, and I disaggregated
these election results down to the census block level. I then aggregated these block-level election
results to the district level for each computer-simulated plan and the 2026 Plan. For each district,
the Statewide Election Composite is a percentage, ranging from 0% to 100%, indicating the
percentage of two-party votes that favored Republican candidates. A percentage above 50%
indicates a district that favored Republican candidates over Democrats, while a percentage below
50% indicates a district that favored Democrats over Republicans.

38. I refer to the aggregated election results from these eight statewide elections as
the “2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite.” For the 2026 Plan and each of the 5,000
computer-simulated plans, I then calculated the number of districts within each plan that favored
Republican candidates over Democratic candidates and the total number of districts Democrats
or Republicans would have won under that particular redistricting plan.

39. The 2016-2024 Statewide Election Composite. In addition to the composite
above, throughout this section I also provide results using a broader composite of elections by
using the results from every contested statewide general election contest for a political (non-
judicial) office held in Florida during 2016-2024. Although recent elections are typically most
probative, there is value in examining results against a composite which reflects a wider variety
of trends in election results, including elections that might be more favorable to the Democratic
Party. Florida held a total of 15 statewide election contests from 2016-2024. In addition to the
eight election contests that occurred during November 2020, 2022, and 2024, which I analyzed

above, I included contests for the following elections: 2016 U.S. President, 2016 U.S. Senator,
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2018 U.S. Senator, 2018 Governor, 2018 Attorney General, 2018 Chief Financial Officer, and
2018 Commissioner of Agriculture. When summed across all 15 of these election contests,
Republican candidates received 54.68% of the two-party votes (i.e., votes cast for Republican

and Democratic candidates) cast statewide in these contests.
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Plan-Wide and District Level Partisan Comparisons
of the 2026 Plan and the Computer-Simulated Plans

40. In this section, I present partisan comparisons of the 2026 Plan to the computer-
simulated plans at both a plan-wide level and a district-by-district level using several common
measures of districting plan partisanship.

41. Overall, I find that at the plan-wide level, the 2026 Plan creates a degree of
partisan bias favoring Republicans that is more extreme than in all 5,000 of the computer-
simulated plans. I also find that many individual districts in the 2026 Plan are statistical outliers,
exhibiting extreme partisan characteristics that are rarely or never observed in the race-blind and
partisan-blind computer-simulated plan districts that are drawn to comply with the Fair Districts
Amendment. And finally, I find that using common measures of partisan bias, the 2026 Plan
displays more extreme bias than any one of the computer-simulated plans. In other words, I find
that the 2026 Plan favors Republicans and disfavors Democrats, and that it does so to an extreme
degree that cannot be explained by a race-neutral plan, by a desire to prioritize the traditional
redistricting criteria in the Fair Districts Amendment, or by Florida’s political geography. |
describe these findings in detail below.

42. Plan-wide Total Number of Democratic and Republican Districts (2020-2024
Statewide Election Composite): Figure 9 compares the partisan breakdown of the computer-
simulated plans to the partisanship of the 2026 Plan. Specifically, Figure 9 uses the 2020-2024
Statewide Election Composite to measure the number of Republican-favoring districts created in
each of the 5,000 simulated plans. Across the entire state, Republican candidates collectively
won a 57.4% share of the votes in the eight elections in the 2020-2024 Statewide Election
Composite. But within the 28 districts in the 2026 Plan, Republicans have over a 50% vote share

in 24 of the 28 districts (or in 86% of the districts).
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43. In other words, the 2026 Plan created 24 Republican-favoring districts, as
measured using the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite. By contrast, not one of the 5,000
computer-simulated plans create 24 or more Republican-favoring districts. The 2026 Plan’s
creation of 24 such Republican districts is entirely outside of the range of the simulated plans.

44. Hence, in terms of the total number of Republican-favoring districts created by
each plan, the 2026 Plan is a statistical partisan outlier when compared to the 5,000 computer-
simulated plans.

45. Plan-wide Total Number of Safe Republican Districts: Figure 10 compares the
computer-simulated plans and the 2026 Plan with respect to the number of safe Republican

districts with over 55% Republican vote share within each plan. Once again, I use the 2020-2024

Statewide Election Composite to measure the partisanship of each district. Within the 28 districts

in the 2026 Plan, Republicans have over a 55% vote share in 23 of the 28 districts. In other
words, the 2026 Plan created 23 safe Republican districts, as measured using the 2020-2024
Statewide Election Composite. By contrast, none of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans create
23 or more Republican-favoring districts. Instead, the majority of the simulations created a plan
with either 17 or 18 safe Republican districts, and the middle 95% of the simulated plans
contained from 15 to 19 safe Republican districts.

46. Hence, in terms of the total number of safe Republican districts created by each
plan, the 2026 Plan is a statistical partisan outlier when compared to the 5,000 computer-
simulated plans. The 2026 Plan creates more safe Republican districts than all 100% of the
computer-simulated plans.

47. Plan-wide Total Number of Electorally Close Districts: The 2026 Plan’s

maximization of safe Republican districts necessarily comes at the expense of creating more
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electorally close districts.

48. I label districts with a Republican vote share from 47.5% to 52.5% as “close”
districts to reflect the fact that such districts have a nearly even share of Republican and
Democratic voters, and election outcomes in the district could therefore swing in favor of either
party.

49, As Figure 11 reports, the 2026 Plan contains zero districts whose Republican
vote share is between 47.5% to 52.5%, as measured using the 2020-2024 Statewide Election
Composite. The 2026 Plan contains no “close” districts.

50. Figure 11 illustrates that the 2026 Plan’s creation of zero “close” districts is a
statistical outlier: Only 1.38% of the 5,000 simulated plans similarly fail to have a single “close”
district. In contrast to the 2026 Plan, the vast majority of the computer-simulated plans contain
two to five “close” districts. Over 98% of the computer-simulated plans create more “close”
districts than the 2026 Plan does.

51. Plan-wide Total Number of Electorally Competitive Districts: 1s the 2026 Plan
still a statistical outlier compared to the simulated plans if we use a broader definition of
electorally competitive districts? Figure 12 focuses on the number of districts in each plan
whose Republican vote share is between 45% to 55%. As Figure 12 illustrates, the 2026 Plan
contains only one district (CD-25) whose Republican vote share is between 45% to 55%, as
measured using the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite. In particular, CD-25’s Republican
vote-share using a 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite is 52.8%, indicating that in most
elections, it would elect a Republican.

52. As Figure 12 illustrates, the 2026 Plan’s creation of only one “competitive”

district is an extreme statistical outlier: All 5,000 of the simulated plans have more than one
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“competitive” district. The vast majority of the computer-simulated plans contain five to eight
“competitive” districts, and some contain as many as ten “competitive” districts. Thus, the 2026
Plan is a statistical outlier in terms of its lack of “competitive” districts. One hundred percent of
the computer-simulated plans create more “competitive” districts than the 2026 Plan does.

53. Plan-wide Number of Democratic and Republican Districts (2016-2024
Statewide Election Composite): My conclusions regarding the Republican bias of the 2026 Plan
are only reinforced and strengthened when partisanship is measured using a longer range of
Florida statewide election results from the past decade. Figure 13 compares the partisan
breakdown of the computer-simulated plans to the partisanship of the 2026 Plan using the 2016-
2024 Statewide Election Composite to measure the number of Republican-favoring districts
created in each plan. Across the entire state, Republican candidates collectively won a 54.7%
share of the votes in the 15 elections in the 2026-2024 Statewide Election Composite. But within
the 28 districts in the 2026 Plan, Republicans have over a 50% vote share in 23 of the 28
districts. By contrast, none of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans create 23 or more districts
where Republicans have over a 50% vote share, and none create such 22 districts. The majority
of the simulated plans create 17 to 20 Republican districts, and the 2026 Plan’s creation of 23
such Republican districts is entirely outside of the range of the simulated plans. In other words,
under a 2016-2024 Statewide Election Composite, the 2026 Plan creates only 5 Democratic
districts, whereas the majority of the simulated plans would create 9 or 10 Democratic districts.

54. Hence, in terms of the total number of Republican districts created by each plan,
the 2026 Plan is a statistical outlier when compared to the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. The
2026 Plan creates more Republican districts than all 100% of the computer-simulated plans,

meaning that the 2026 Plan’s Republican bias cannot be explained by a race-neutral plan, by

35



Frequency Among
5,000 Computer—Simulated Plans

Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans on Number of Republican-Favoring Districts

1900
1800 —
1700
1600 —
1500
1400 —
1300
1200
1100
1000
900
800 —
700 —
600 —
500
400 —
300
200 —
100

Figure 13:

2026
Enacted Plan

Number of Districts With Over 50% Republican Vote Share Using the 2016-2024 Statewide Election Composite

0.44% 8.24% 31.9% 38.3% 18.2% 2.82% 0.06%
I I I I I I I I
16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

(54.68% Statewide Republican 2—-Party Vote Share)

36



attempted adherence to the Fair Districts Amendment, or by Florida’s political geography.

55. Next, I consider individual-level districts in the 2026 Plan as compared to the
5,000 computer-simulated plans.

56. Partisan Outlier Districts in the 2026 Plan (2020-2024 Composite): In Figure
14, 1 directly compare the partisan distribution of districts in the 2026 Plan to the partisan
distribution of districts in the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. I first order the 2026 Plan’s
districts from the most to the least-Republican, as measured by Republican vote share using the
2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite. The most-Republican district appears on the top row,
and the least-Republican district appears on the bottom row. Next, I analyze each of the 5,000
computer-simulated plans and similarly order each simulated plan’s districts from the most- to
the least-Republican. I then directly compare the most-Republican 2026 Plan district (CD-1) to
the most-Republican simulated district from each of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. I then
directly compare the second-most-Republican district in the 2026 Plan (CD-19) to the second-
most-Republican district from each of the 5,000 simulated plans. And so on.

57. In each row of this Figure, the 2026 Plan’s district is depicted with a red star and
labeled in red with its district number; meanwhile, the 5,000 computer-simulated districts are
depicted with 5,000 gray circles on each row.

58. The two percentages (in parentheses) in the right margin of this Figure report the
percentage of these 5,000 simulated districts that are less Republican than, and more Republican
than, the 2026 Plan district.

59. Overall, the results reveal a dramatic contrast between the partisanship of the
5,000 computer-simulated districts drawn using neutral redistricting criteria and the partisanship

of the 2026 Plan districts.
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Figure 14:
Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan Districts to 5,000 Computer—Simulated Plans’ Districts
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60. Outliers in Safe Democratic Districts. As the bottom row of Figure 14
illustrates, the most-Democratic district in the 2026 Plan (CD-24) is more heavily Democratic
than 100% of the most-Democratic districts in each of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans.
Every single one of the computer-simulated counterpart districts would have been more
politically moderate than CD-24 in terms of partisanship. It is thus clear that CD-24 packs
together Democratic voters to a more extreme extent than the most-Democratic district in 100%
of the computer-simulated plans. I therefore identify CD-24 as an extreme partisan outlier when
compared to its 5,000 computer-simulated counterparts, using a standard threshold test of 95%
for statistical significance.

61. The next-to-bottom row of Figure 14 reveals a similar finding regarding CD-20
in the 2026 Plan. This row illustrates that the second-most-Democratic district in the 2026 Plan
(CD-20) is more heavily Democratic than 100% of the second-most-Democratic districts in each
of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. Every single one of its computer-simulated counterpart
districts would have been more politically moderate than CD-20 in its partisanship. In other
words, CD-20 packs together Democratic voters to a more extreme extent than the second-most-
Democratic district in 100% of the computer-simulated plans. I therefore identify CD-20 as an
extreme partisan outlier when compared to its 5,000 computer-simulated counterparts.

62. The third-from-bottom row of Figure 14 reveals a similar finding regarding
CD-10 in the 2026 Plan. This row illustrates that the third-most-Democratic district in the 2026
Plan (CD-10) is more heavily Democratic than 98.2% of the third-most-Democratic districts in
each of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. Virtually all of its computer-simulated counterpart
districts would have been more politically moderate than CD-10 in its partisanship. In other
words, CD-10 packs together Democratic voters to a more extreme extent than the third-most-

Democratic district in nearly all of the computer-simulated plans. I therefore identify CD-10 as
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an extreme partisan outlier when compared to its 5,000 computer-simulated counterparts.

63. Outliers in Safe Republican Districts. Meanwhile, the third to tenth rows from
the top of Figure 14 reveal a similar finding, but this time for safe Republican districts. These
eight rows collectively depict the third-most Republican to the tenth-most Republican districts
within each plan. In any congressional plan in Florida, including in my simulations, these eight
districts are always safe Republican districts. However, the 2026 Plan’s district in each of these
districts is less heavily Republican than 98.9% or more of the computer-simulated districts in its
respective row. Hence, these eight districts in the 2026 Plan — CD-2, 3, 5, 6, 11, 15, 17, and 28 —
are statistical outliers in terms of their partisanship.

64. Considering the partisan outliers in both safe Democratic and safe Republican
districts together, this Figure reveals that a total of 11 districts in the 2026 Plan were drawn to
include more Democratic voters than virtually all of their counterpart districts in the 5,000
computer-simulated plans. It is notable that among these 11 districts, three (CD-10, 20, and 24)
are the most extreme Democratic districts in the 2026 Plan, while the remaining eight (CD-2, 3,
5,6, 11,15, 17, and 28) are among the ten most heavily Republican districts in the 2026 Plan.
This fact is notable because adding “extra” Democratic voters to these 11 lopsided districts is
unlikely to ever change the partisan outcome of a general election contest in these 11 districts.
The first three districts (CD-10, 20, and 24) will still always favor Democratic candidates, while
the remaining eight districts (CD-2, 3, 5, 6, 11, 15, 17, and 28) will still always favor Republican
candidates. Hence, adding “extra” Democratic voters to these 11 lopsided districts does not
affect which party wins each district.

65. However, these “extra” Democratic voters in 11 of the most partisan-extreme

districts in the 2026 Plan had to come from the remaining districts in the 2026 Plan. Having
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fewer Democratic voters in these more moderate districts enhances Republican performance in
these (relatively) more moderate districts, thus swinging these districts into becoming safer, more
Republican-favoring districts than the simulated plans would otherwise produce.

66. Outliers in Republican-leaning Districts. The 17" to 24™ rows in Figure 14
confirm this precise effect. Within most of these eight rows, the simulated plans’ districts are
generally politically moderate and electorally competitive, with Republican vote shares mostly in
the 45% to 55% range. However, within all eight of these rows, the 2026 Plan district is a
partisan outlier. In each of these eight rows, the 2026 Plan’s district is more heavily Republican
than over 98% of its counterpart districts in the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. In fact, six of
these eight rows contain 2026 Plan districts that are more heavily Republican than over 100% of
their counterpart districts in the computer-simulated plans. In summary, the eight 2026 Plan
districts in the 17" through 24th rows (CD-7, 13, 14, 16, 22, 25, 26, and 27) of Figure 14 are
partisan statistical outliers.

67. Thus, in total, Figure 14 illustrates that 19 of the 28 districts in the 2026 Plan are
statistical partisan outliers.

68. Altogether, these findings demonstrate that the 19 partisan outlier districts in the
2026 Plan collectively increase the number of districts that are designed to structurally favor
Republican candidates as compared to the computer-simulated plans.

69. The simulation results in Figure 14 demonstrate that the unusually large number
of partisan outliers at the district level found in the 2026 Plan are not explained by a race-neutral
plan, by an attempt to prioritize the traditional redistricting criteria in the Fair Districts

Amendment, or by Florida’s political geography.
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70, Partisan Outlier Districts in the 2026 Plan (2016-2024 Statewide Election
Composite): In Figure 15, I directly compare the partisan distribution of districts in the 2026
Plan to the partisan distribution of districts in the 5,000 computer-simulated plans using the
2016-2024 Statewide Election Composite. As before, I order the 2026 Plan’s districts from the

most to the least-Republican district. Next, I analyze each of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans

and similarly order each simulated plan’s districts from the most- to the least-Republican district.

71. This Figure reveals largely the same patterns as illustrated by Figure 14, which
used the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite. In Figure 15, a total of 11 districts in the
2026 Plan were drawn to include more Democratic voters than virtually all of their counterpart
districts in the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. Just as in my prior analysis, all of these districts
are in districts that are already safe Democratic seats or safe Republican seats, meaning that
Democratic votes are wasted in these districts.

72. However, these “extra” Democratic voters in 11 of the most partisan-extreme
districts in the 2026 Plan had to come from the remaining more moderate districts in the 2026
Plan. Having fewer Democratic voters in these more moderate districts enhances Republican
candidate performance in these relatively more moderate districts, thus swinging these districts
into becoming safer, more Republican-favoring districts.

73. Just as in my prior analysis, the 18" to 24" rows in Figure 15 (i.e., rows 18
through 24) confirm this precise effect. The districts within these seven rows are relatively more
politically moderate, and the 2026 Plan district in each of these seven rows (CD-14, 16, 22, 25,
26, 27, 28) is more favorable for Republicans than virtually all of the simulated districts in its
respective row. In summary, the seven 2026 Plan districts in the 18" through 24th rows (CD-14,

16,22, 25, 26, 27, 28) of Figure 15 are partisan statistical outliers.
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Figure 15: 2016-2024 Statewide Election Composite
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74. Altogether, these findings demonstrate that using the 2016-2024 Statewide
Election Composite, there are 18 partisan outlier districts in the 2026 Plan as compared to the
computer-simulated plans.

75. I am also able to analyze my computer-simulated plans against the 2026 Plan on
a number of common measures of partisan bias.

76. The Efficiency Gap: A commonly used measure of a districting plan’s partisan
bias is the efficiency gap.’ To calculate the efficiency gap of the 2026 Plan and every computer-
simulated plan, I first measure the number of Republican and Democratic votes within each 2026
Plan district and each computer-simulated district, as measured using the 2020-2024 Statewide
Election Composite. Using this measure of district-level partisanship, I then calculate each
districting plan’s efficiency gap using the method outlined in Partisan Gerrymandering and the
Efficiency Gap.*

77. The efficiency gap tells us the degree to which more Democratic or Republican
votes are wasted across an entire districting plan. A significantly positive efficiency gap indicates
far more Democratic wasted votes, while a significantly negative efficiency gap indicates far
more Republican wasted votes.

78. The results in Figure 16 illustrate that the 2026 Plan exhibits an efficiency gap

of +24.0%, indicating that the plan results in far more wasted Democratic votes than wasted

? Eric McGhee, “Measuring Partisan Bias in Single-Member District Electoral Systems.” Legislative Studies
Quarterly Vol. 39, No. 1: 55-85 (2014).

* Nicholas O. Stephanopoulos & Eric M. McGhee, Partisan Gerrymandering and the Efficiency Gap, 82 University
of Chicago Law Review 831 (2015). To calculate the efficiency gap, I use the following process: Specifically,
districts are classified as Democratic victories if, using the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite, the sum total
of Democratic votes in the district during these elections exceeds the sum total of Republican votes; otherwise, the
district is classified as Republican. For each party, I then calculate the total sum of surplus votes in districts the party
won and lost votes in districts where the party lost. Specifically, in a district lost by a given party, all of the party’s
votes are considered lost votes; in a district won by a party, only the party’s votes exceeding the 50% threshold
necessary for victory are considered surplus votes. A party’s total wasted votes for an entire districting plan is the
sum of its surplus votes in districts won by the party and its lost votes in districts lost by the party. The efficiency
gap is then calculated as total wasted Democratic votes minus total wasted Republican votes, divided by the total
number of two-party votes cast statewide across all eight elections.
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Republican votes. The 2026 Plan’s efficiency gap is larger, by a significant margin, than the
efficiency gaps exhibited by 100% of the computer-simulated plans. This comparison reveals
that the significant level of Republican bias exhibited by the 2026 Plan cannot be explained as
the result of a race-neutral plan, by an attempt to prioritize the traditional redistricting criteria in
the Fair Districts Amendment, or by Florida’s political geography.

79. The Lopsided Margins Measure: Another measure of partisan bias in districting
plans is the “lopsided margins” test. The basic premise captured by this measure is that a
partisan-motivated map-drawer may attempt to pack the opposing party’s voters into a small
number of extreme districts that are won by a lopsided margin.

80. The lopsided margins test is performed by calculating the difference between the
average margin of victory in Republican-favoring districts and the average margin of victory in
Democratic-favoring districts.

81. The 2026 Plan contains four Democratic-favoring districts (CD-10, 20, 23, and
24), and these four districts have an average Democratic vote share of 65.88%, as measured
using the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite. By contrast, the 2026 Plan contains 24
Republican-favoring districts, and these 24 districts have an average Republican vote share of
60.14%.

82. The difference between the average Democratic margin of victory in
Democratic-favoring districts and the average Republican margin of victory in Republican-
favoring districts is +5.7%. I refer to this calculation of +5.7% as the 2026 Plan’s lopsided
margins measure. Substantively, this +5.7% lopsided margins measure indicates that in the 2026
Plan, Democratic voters are concentrated in Democratic-favoring districts to a more extreme

extent than Republican voters are concentrated in Republican-favoring districts. This asymmetric
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concentration of Democratic voters enables the 2026 Plan to create relatively more Republican-
favoring districts, as Republican voters are spread out more efficiently across a relatively larger
number of districts.

83. Figure 17 compares the average vote shares for all Democratic-favoring districts
and for all Republican-favoring districts within the 2026 Plan and all 5,000 computer-simulated
plans. The results in this Figure illustrate that the 2026 Plan is a statistical outlier with respect to
how it concentrates Democratic voters into extremely Democratic-heavy districts: The simulated
plans exhibit an average Democratic vote share ranging from 54% to 60% in its Democratic-
favoring districts, far less than the 65.88% average Democratic voter share observed in the
comparable 2026 Plan districts, indicating that Democratic voters are significantly less
concentrated in extreme Democratic districts under the computer-simulated plans.

84. As Figure 18 illustrates, the 2026 Plan is a statistical outlier with respect to its
+5.7% lopsided margins measure. This Figure illustrates that the 2026 Plan’s lopsided margins
measure of +5.7% is significantly more favorable to the Republicans than all 5,000 of the
computer-simulated plans, which exhibit a lopsided margins measure ranging from -9% to 0%.
The finding that all 5,000 simulated plans have a lopsided margins measure that is less biased in
favor of Republicans indicates that the 2026 Plan’s extreme concentration of Democrats into
Democratic-favoring districts was not simply the result of Florida’s political geography, or an
attempt to draw a race-neutral plan that adhered to traditional redistricting criteria.

85. The vertical axis of Figure 18 illustrates that the 2026 Plan achieved this extreme
partisan outcome by drawing districts that are significantly less geographically compact than all
5,000 computer-simulated plans, as measured by their average Reock scores. By subordinating

the geographic compactness of the 2026 Plan’s districts, the 2026 Plan mapdrawer was able to
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Average Republican Vote Share in Republican—-Favoring Districts

(Measured Using the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite)

Figure 17:

Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans
on Vote Margins in Democratic versus Republican-Favoring Districts
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Reock Score
(Higher Score Indicates Greater Geographic Compactness)

Figure 18:
Comparisons of 2026 Enacted Plan to 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans
on Lopsided Margins Measure and Compactness
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instead achieve a more extreme partisan outcome favoring Republicans than was exhibited by
any of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans.

86. Partisan Symmetry Based on Uniform Swing: Finally, another common
measure of partisan bias is based on the concept of partisan symmetry and asks the following
question: Under a given districting plan and given a particular election-based measure of district
partisanship, what share of seats would each party win in a hypothetical tied election (i.e., 50%
vote share for each of two parties)?’

87. Specifically, I use the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite to calculate the
Partisan Symmetry measure for both the 2026 Plan and for the computer-simulated plans. The
2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite produces a statewide Republican vote share of
57.39%. Therefore, I use a uniform swing of -7.39% in order to estimate the partisanship of
districts under a hypothetical tied election in which each party wins exactly 50% of the statewide
vote. | then compare the number of Republican-favoring districts in the 2026 Plan and the
simulated plans.

88. Under the 2026 Plan, 71.4% of the districts (20 out of 28) are Republican-
favoring, even if Republicans receive only 50% of the vote. By contrast, under the 5,000
simulated plans, if Republicans receive only 50% of the vote, Republicans would win between
14 to 17 seats under the vast majority of the simulated plans, as Figure 19 reports.

89. Stated another way, Figure 19 reveals that under the 5,000 simulated plans, in an
election in which Democrats and Republicans each take 50% of the vote, Democrats would win

between 11 and 14 seats under most plans. Under the 2026 Plan, however, in an election in

> To approximate the district-level outcomes in a hypothetical tied election, one normally uses a uniform swing in
order to simulate a tied statewide election. We then calculate whether each party would receive more than or less
than 50% of the seats under this hypothetical tied election in a given districting plan. This particular measure is often
referred to in the academic literature as “partisan bias.” In order to avoid confusion with other measures of partisan
bias described in this report, [ will refer to this measure as “Partisan Symmetry Based on Uniform Swing.”
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which Democrats and Republicans each take 50% of the vote, Democrats will win only 8 seats.
90. Accordingly, Figure 19 reveals the 2026 Plan’s partisan symmetry measure is
more favorable to Republicans than all 100% of the simulated plans. Substantively, the 2026
Plan’s 71.4% partisan symmetry measure reflects the 2026 Plan’s creation of a durable
Republican majority for Florida’s congressional delegation, such that even when Democrats win
50% of the statewide vote, Republicans would still be favored in 20 out of 28 (71.4%) of the
congressional districts, while Democrats would only be favored in only 8 out of the 28 (28.6%)

districts.
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Regional Comparisons of 2026 Plan and Simulated Plan Districts

91. In this section, I analyze the extent to which the 2026 Plan creates extreme
partisan outcomes by subordinating Tier II redistricting criteria in specific cities and counties in
Florida. In particular, I analyze the 2026 Plan’s districts around Orlando, Tampa Bay, and
Miami, and I find that the 2026 Plan’s individual districts in all of these regions exhibit extreme
political bias when compared to the computer-simulated districts in the same regions. Below, 1
describe my findings within each region:

92. Tampa: The 2026 Plan divides Tampa into three districts (CD-12, 14, and 15),
each containing nearly one-third of Tampa’s total population. Consequently, although CD-14
contains the largest amount of Tampa’s population, there is not a single district in the 2026 Plan
that contains a majority of Tampa’s population. In Figure 20, I compare these Tampa-based
districts in the 2026 Plan to the comparable Tampa-based districts in the 5,000 computer-
simulated plans to determine how statistically anomalous the 2026 Plan’s Tampa-based districts
are.’

93. Overall, Figure 20 reveals that the 2026 Plan fractures Tampa’s population to a
significantly greater extent than 100% of the simulated plans. Nearly all of the simulated plans
produce a single district containing over half of Tampa’s population, and most simulated plans
contain a district containing over 60% of Tampa’s population. Hence, the 2026 Plan is a
statistical outlier in the extent to which it fractures Tampa’s population into multiple districts.

94. The horizontal axis of this Figure reveals that fracturing Tampa’s population in

%I created Figure 20 by identifying the district that contains the largest share of Tampa’s population. This
district in the 2026 Plan is CD-14, which contains 35.9% of Tampa’s residents. The horizontal axis of
Figure 20 reports the Republican vote share, as measured by the 2020-2024 Statewide Election
Composite, of this largest Tampa-based district in the 2026 Plan and in the 5,000 computer-simulated
plans. The vertical axis of this Figure reports the percent of Tampa’s population that resides within this
largest Tampa-based district within each plan.
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Percent of Tampa's Population Assigned to the Largest Tampa-Based District in Each Plan

Figure 20: Comparison of Tampa—-Based District
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this manner also enabled the 2026 Plan to create a safer Republican district in Tampa. The 2026
Plan’s CD-14 has a higher Republican vote share than 99.64% of the simulated plan’s largest
Tampa-based district. Thus, CD-14 is a partisan outlier when compared to the simulated plans’
largest Tampa-based districts, and Figure 20 illustrates that the extreme degree to which the 2026
Plan fractured Tampa’s population enabled the mapdrawer to create an anomalously safe
Republican district in Tampa.

95. Figure 21 illustrates that the 2026 Plan’s mapdrawer also sacrificed the
geographic compactness of the three Tampa-based districts in order to create a more safely
Republican district for Tampa. This Figure reveals that when compared to the computer-
simulated plans, the 2026 Plan’s Tampa-based districts are a statistical outlier both in terms of
their partisanship and their lack of geographic compactness: The 2026 Plan is less geographically
compact than 99.64% of the simulated plans in terms of each plan’s Tampa-based districts. In
other words, the 2026 Plan achieves its statistically anomalous partisan outcome by drawing
significantly less compact districts than the Tampa-based districts in nearly all of the simulated
plans.

96. Together, these findings suggest an important relationship between the pro-
Republican bias of the 2026 Plan’s Tampa-based districts and these districts’ lack of geographic
compactness. By subordinating the Fair Districts Amendment’s mandate of drawing
geographically compact districts, the 2026 Plan created a Tampa-based district that is more
favorable to the Republicans than in nearly all of the simulated plans.

97. Next, Figure 22 analyzes the unique combination of counties combined together
by the 2026 Plan’s CD-15, which combines Northeast Tampa (Hillsborough County) together

with Citrus County, which is much further north. How statistically rare is a Florida congressional
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Average Compactness Score of all Tampa—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 21: Comparison of Tampa—-Based District
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Figure 22: Percentage of Simulated Plans in which Each Pair of Counties Shares the Same District
(Counties in CD-15 in the 2026 Enacted Plan)

Citlrus Hernlando HiIIsb(?rough Palsco

Citrus— 100% 81.6% 0.3% 19%
Hernando— 81.6% 100% 47% 84.1%
Hillsborough— 0.3% 47% 100% 79.5%
Pasco— 19% 84.1% 79.5% 100%




district that combines Hillsborough County together with the Citrus County?

98. The 2026 Plan’s CD-15 contains a total of four counties. Figure 22 contains a
grid that lists each of these four counties both horizontally and vertically. Each square in this grid
reports, for any pair of counties, the percentage of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans that
contains at least one congressional district combining the pair of counties.

99. Figure 22 reports that among the 5,000 simulated plans, Hillsborough County is
paired with Citrus County in the same district in only 0.3% of the simulated plans. This finding
indicates that the particular geographic combination of counties assigned to CD-15 is a statistical
outlier and not likely to arise in a redistricting plan that otherwise attempts to draw compact
districts.

100. St Petersburg: The 2026 Plan divides St. Petersburg into two districts (CD-13
and 16). Most of St. Petersburg’s population is assigned to CD-16. In Figure 23, I compare the
St. Petersburg-based districts in the 2026 Plan to the comparable St. Petersburg-based districts in
the 5,000 computer-simulated plans.’

101. This Figure reveals that when compared to the computer-simulated plans, the
2026 Plan’s St. Petersburg-based districts are a statistical outlier both in terms of their
partisanship and their lack of geographic compactness. The 2026 Plan is less geographically
compact than 99.06% of the simulated plans in terms of each plan’s St. Petersburg-based
districts. Not surprisingly, drawing relatively non-compact district lines around St. Petersburg

allowed the 2026 Plan to create an extreme partisan outlier with its largest St. Petersburg-based

7 To create Figure 23, I first identify the district that contains the largest share of St. Petersburg’s
population. In the 2026 plan, CD-16 contains the largest share of St. Petersburg’s residents. The
horizontal axis of Figure 23 reports the Republican vote share, as measured by the 2020-2024 Statewide
Election Composite, of this largest St. Petersburg-based district in the 2026 Plan and in the 5,000
computer-simulated plans. The vertical axis of this Figure reports the average compactness score of all of
the St. Petersburg-based districts in each plan.

58



Average Compactness Score of all St. Petersburg—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 23: Comparison of St. Petersburg—Based District
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district: The 2026 Plan’s largest St. Petersburg-based district (CD-16) has a Republican vote
share of 57.6% and is therefore more safely Republican than the largest St. Petersburg-based
district in all 100% of the computer-simulated plans.

102. Together, these findings suggest an important relationship between the pro-
Republican bias of the 2026 Plan’s St. Petersburg-based districts and these districts’ lack of
geographic compactness. By subordinating the Fair Districts Amendment’s mandate of drawing
geographically compact district boundaries, the 2026 Plan manages to flip the largest St.
Petersburg-based district from either a competitive or a Democratic-favoring district into a safe
Republican district. By sacrificing the compactness of the St. Petersburg-area districts, the 2026
Plan created a St. Petersburg-based district that is more favorable to Republicans than in nearly
all of the simulated plans.

103. Figure 24 analyzes the unique combination of counties combined together by
the 2026 Plan’s CD-16, which combines Pinellas County together with Hillsborough, Manatee,
Sarasota, Polk, Hardee, and DeSoto Counties. How statistically rare is a Florida congressional
district that combines Pinellas County together with the other counties assigned to CD-16?

104. The 2026 Plan’s CD-16 contains a total of seven counties. Figure 24 contains a
grid that lists each of these seven counties both horizontally and vertically. Each square in this
grid reports, for any pair of counties, the percentage of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans that
contains at least one congressional district combining the pair of counties. For example, this
Figure reports that 95.4% of the simulated plans contain at least one district that combines parts
of Sarasota County and Manatee County. Given the geographic proximity of these counties, the
fact that almost all simulated plans combine these counties is not surprising.

105.  However, Figure 24 also reveals that four pairs of counties found in the 2026
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Figure 24: Percentage of Simulated Plans in which Each Pair of Counties Shares the Same District
(Counties in CD-16 in the 2026 Enacted Plan)

DeS|oto Harldee HiIIsb(I)rough Manlatee Pinelllas P(?Ik Saralsota
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Hardee— 77.7% 100% 17.7% 9.3% 0% 58.4% 35.7%
Hillsborough— 7% 17.7% 100% 78.4% 96% 68.6% 20.3%
Manatee— 12.9% 9.3% 78.4% 100% 39.4% 1.8% 95.9%
Pinellas— 0% 0% 96% 39.4% 100% 0.6% 0.4%
Polk— 36.6% 58.4% 68.6% 1.8% 0.6% 100% 12.8%
Sarasota— 53.7% 35.7% 20.3% 95.9% 0.4% 12.8% 100%
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Plan’s CD-16 are statistically anomalous. Among the 5,000 simulated plans, Pinellas County is
paired with Polk County in the same district in only 0.6% of the simulations. Similarly, Pinellas
County is paired with Sarasota County in the same district in only 0.4% of the simulations, and
Pinellas County is never paired with DeSoto or Hardee Counties in the same district in any of the
5,000 simulations. Altogether, these findings indicate that the particular geographic combination
of counties assigned to CD-16 is a statistical outlier.

106. Orlando: The 2026 Plan divides Orlando into four districts (CD-8, 9, 10, and
11), and most of Orlando’s population is assigned to CD-10. In Figure 25, I compare these
Orlando-based districts in the 2026 Plan to the comparable Orlando-based districts in the 5,000
computer-simulated plans.®

107. This Figure reveals that when compared to the computer-simulated plans, the
2026 Plan’s Orlando-based districts are a statistical outlier both in terms of their partisanship and
their lack of geographic compactness. The 2026 Plan is less geographically compact than 97.2%
of the simulated plans in terms of each plan’s Orlando-based districts. Not surprisingly, drawing
relatively non-compact district lines around Orlando allowed the 2026 Plan to create an extreme
partisan outlier with its largest Orlando-based district: The 2026 Plan’s largest Orlando-based
district (CD-10) is more extremely Democratic than the largest Orlando-based district in 99.94%
of the computer-simulated plans.

108. Together, these findings suggest an important relationship between the partisan

extremity of the 2026 Plan’s Orlando-based districts and these districts’ lack of geographic

® To create Figure 25, I first identify the district that contains the largest share of Orlando’s population. In
the 2026 plan, CD-10 contains the largest share of Orlando’s residents. The horizontal axis of Figure 25
reports the Republican vote share, as measured by the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite, of this
largest Orlando-based district in the 2026 Plan and in the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. The vertical
axis of this Figure reports the average compactness score of all of the Orlando-based districts in each
plan.
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Average Compactness Score of all Orlando—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 25: Comparison of Orlando—Based District
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compactness. By subordinating the Fair Districts Amendment’s mandate of drawing
geographically compact districts, the 2026 Plan created a set of Orlando-based districts that was
more favorable to the Republicans than nearly all of the simulated plans. In particular, the 2026
Plan’s extreme concentration of Democratic voters in CD-10 allowed for the surrounding
districts to favor Republicans.

109. Figure 26 analyzes the unique combination of counties combined together by
the 2026 Plan’s CD-9, which combines Orange County together with Polk, Osceola, Indian
River, Highlands, Glades, and Okeechobee Counties. How statistically rare is a Florida
congressional district that combines Orange County together with the other counties assigned to
CD-9?

110. The 2026 Plan’s CD-9 contains a total of seven counties. Figure 26 contains a
grid that lists each of these seven counties both horizontally and vertically. Each square in this
grid reports, for any pair of counties, the percentage of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans that
contains at least one congressional district combining the pair of counties. For example, this
Figure reports that 90.7% of the simulated plans contain at least one district that combines parts
of Orange County and Osceola County. Given the geographic proximity of Orange and Osceola
Counties, the fact that almost all simulated plans combine these counties is not surprising.

111.  However, Figure 26 also reveals that three pairs of counties found in the 2026
Plan’s CD-9 are statistically anomalous. Among the 5,000 simulated plans, Orange County is
paired with Glades County in the same district in only 1.6% of the simulations. Similarly,
Orange County is paired with Okeechobee County in the same district in only 3% of the
simulations, and Orange County is paired with Highlands County in the same district in only

4.3% of the simulations. Altogether, these findings indicate that the particular geographic
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Figure 26: Percentage of Simulated Plans in which Each Pair of Counties Shares the Same District
(Counties in CD-9 in the 2026 Enacted Plan)

Glaldes Highllands IndianI River Okeeclhobee Oralnge Oscleola P(I)Ik
Glades— 100% 89.3% 35.4% 75.8% 1.6% 8.6% 28.8%
Highlands—| 89.3% 100% 41.5% 82.4% 4.3% 14.9% 47.9%
Indian River— 35.4% 41.5% 100% 62.8% 15.9% 10.2% 11.6%
Okeechobee— 75.8% 82.4% 62.8% 100% 3% 11.8% 29%
Orange— 1.6% 4.3% 15.9% 3% 100% 90.7% 53.7%
Osceola— 8.6% 14.9% 10.2% 11.8% 90.7% 100% 88.8%
Polk— 28.8% 47.9% 11.6% 29% 53.7% 88.8% 100%
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combination of counties assigned to CD-9 is a statistical outlier.

112. South Florida: Among the least compact districts in the 2026 Plan is CD-25,
which combines a long, narrow strip of the South Florida coastline in Miami-Dade, Broward,
and Palm Beach Counties. CD-25 contains portions of 11 municipalities in Miami-Dade County
and three municipalities in Palm Beach County. These two counties are connected by a narrow
coastal strip of Broward County.

113.  Because of the unusual geographic shape of CD-25, I systematically analyze and
compare how each of these municipalities in Miami-Dade and Palm Beach Counties are
districted under the 2026 Plan and the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. I compare the districts to
which these various municipalities are assigned, in terms of both the geographic compactness
and the partisanship of their districts under the 2026 Plan and under the simulated plans. I find
three striking patterns regarding how these municipalities are affected by the 2026 Plan:

A) First, a mapdrawing process adhering to redistricting criteria mandated by the Fair
Districts Amendments would virtually never assign these Miami-Dade municipalities
(e.g., Miami Beach, North Miami, etc.) to the same district as Boca Raton and other
portions of Palm Beach County. Such a districting configuration is statistically
anomalous and virtually never occurs in the 5,000 partisan-blind computer-simulated
plans.

B) Second, virtually all of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans would have placed each of
these Miami-Dade and Palm Beach municipalities into a significantly more
geographically compact district than CD-25 of the 2026 Plan.

C) Third, the computer-simulated districts that each of these Miami-Dade and Palm Beach

municipalities would have been assigned to are almost always Democratic-favoring
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districts. By contrast, the 2026 Plan’s CD-25 is a Republican-favoring district, as

measured by the 2020-2024 Statewide Election Composite.

114.  Below, I describe my analysis regarding the municipalities in CD-25 and how 1
arrived at these three conclusions:

115. I first analyzed the 11 municipalities in Miami-Dade County (CD-25s
southernmost county) and the three municipalities in Palm Beach County (CD 25°s northernmost
county) that are fully or partially assigned to CD-25 in the 2026 Plan. These 14 municipalities
are listed in Figure 27. For each possible pair of municipalities (e.g., North Miami Beach and
Boca Raton), I calculate the percentage of the computer-simulated plans that also happened to
assign the two municipalities to the same congressional district. For example, North Miami
Beach and Boca Raton are assigned to the same district in only 3 of the 5,000 computer-
simulated plans, or 0.1%. Figure 27 reports this percentage for every possible pair of
municipalities in CD-25. The results in this Figure illustrate that the 2026 Plan’s CD-25 is very
statistically anomalous in how it combines portions of Palm Beach with the coastal portions of
Miami-Dade County. For example, among the 5,000 computer-simulated plans, Boca Raton is
virtually never assigned to the same district as any of the municipalities in Miami-Dade (e.g.,
Miami Beach, Surfside, etc.). The fact that the 2026 Plan combines these municipalities into the
same district thus suggests that CD-25 was drawn in a manner that is extremely unlikely to result
from a mapdrawing process adhering to the redistricting criteria mandated by the Fair Districts
Amendments.

116.  Next, I analyzed each of the municipalities in Miami-Dade and Palm Beach
Counties that are mostly or fully assigned to CD-25 in the Enacted Plan. CD-25 contains portions

of 11 municipalities in Miami-Dade, but only 10 of these municipalities have at least half of their
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Figure 27: Percentage of Simulated Plans in which Each Pair of Cities Shares the Same District
(Includes Municipalities Assigned to CD-25 in the 2026 Enacted Plan)
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Bal Harbour— 98.6% 100% 100% 0% 0% 986% 0% 987% 90.8% 87.8% 99.9% 994% 98.6% 98.6%
Bay Harbor Islands—{ 95.3% 100% 100% 0% 0% 952% 0% 99.9% 921% 89.1% 100% 97.5% 95.3% 99.6%
Boca Raton-{ 0.1% 0% 0% 100% 97.9% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 0% 0%
Delray Beach— 0% 0% 0% 97.9% 100% 0% 968% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Golden Beach—| 100% 98.6% 952% 0% 0% 100% 0% 94% 86% 83% 99.9% 100% 100% 93.9%
Highland Beach—| 0.1% 0% 0% 100% 96.8% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 0% 0%
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Sunny Isles Beach—-{ 100% 98.6% 953% 0% 0% 100% 0% 94.1% 86.2% 831% 99.9% 100% 100% 94%
Surfsideq{ 93.9% 98.6% 996% 0% 0% 93.9% 0% 100% 93.4% 904% 99.3% 96.1% 94% 100%
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population in CD-25. Similarly, CD-25 contains portions of three municipalities in Palm Beach
County, but only two of these municipalities have at least half of their population in CD-25.
Thus, I focus on these 10 Miami-Dade municipalities and two Palm Beach municipalities.

117.  For each of these 12 municipalities that are mostly assigned to CD-25, 1
compared the partisan and geographic characteristics of CD-25 to the partisan and geographic
characteristics of the computer-simulated districts that each municipality was assigned to under
each of the 5,000 computer-simulated plans. Specifically, I compared CD-25 to the computer-
simulated districts with respect to each district’s Republican vote share, using the 2020-2024
Statewide Election Composite, as well as the district’s geographic compactness.

118.  For example, Figure 28 presents these comparisons for the city of Aventura

(Miami-Dade County). This Figure depicts each district that Aventura is assigned to under the

5,000 computer-simulated plans and under the 2026 Plan. The results in this Figure illustrate that

although Aventura was placed into a Republican-favoring district (CD-25) under the 2026 Plan,
Aventura would have been placed into a Democratic-favoring district under 99.9% of the 5,000
computer-simulated plans. Furthermore, 99.9% of Aventura’s computer-simulated districts have
higher geographic compactness scores than CD-25, and Figure 28 illustrates that CD-25s
compactness score is lower than most of these simulated districts’ compactness scores by an
extremely wide margin.

119.  In summary, it is clear that the 2026 Plan’s mapdrawer sacrificed geographic
compactness when assigning Aventura to CD-25; assigning Aventura to a much more compact
district would have been quite straightforward. By subordinating the consideration of
compactness, the 2026 Plan’s mapdrawer was instead able to pursue a statistically anomalous

partisan outcome of assigning Aventura to a Republican-favoring district. This partisan outcome
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Average Compactness Score of the Aventura-Based Districts in Each Plan
{Compactness measured using the cambined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Canvex Hull scores)

Figure 28: Comparison of the Aventura-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans
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virtually never occurred in the 5,000 computer-simulated plans, suggesting that the 2026 Plan’s
mapdrawer had to deviate significantly from the redistricting criteria mandated by the Fair
Districts Amendments in order to create a Republican-favoring district in this part of Miami-
Dade County.

120.  For each of the remaining 11 municipalities, Figures 29 to 39 present a similar
analysis and reveal nearly identical conclusions. For each of these 12 municipalities in the CD-
25 portions of Miami-Dade and Palm Beach Counties, I reach the same conclusion that the
municipality would have been assigned to a Democratic-favoring district under virtually every
computer-plan, and the municipality’s district under the simulated plans are virtually always
much more geographically compact than CD-25 of the 2026 Plan. Thus, it is clear that each of
these 12 municipalities was affected by the 2026 Plan in the same manner as Aventura: The 2026
Plan’s mapdrawer deviated significantly from the redistricting criteria mandated by the Fair
Districts Amendments and sacrificed the consideration of geographic compactness in order to

assign the municipality to a Republican-favoring district.
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Average Compactness Score of the Bal Harbour—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 29: Comparison of the Bal Harbour-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the Bay Harbor Islands—-Based Districts in Each Pian
{Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scorss)

Figure 30: Comparison of the Bay Harbor Islands-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the Boca Raton—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 31: Comparison of the Boca Raton—-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the Golden Beach—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 32: Comparison of the Golden Beach—-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the Highland Beach—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 33: Comparison of the Highland Beach—-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the Indian Creek—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 34: Comparison of the Indian Creek—-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the Miami Beach—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 35: Comparison of the Miami Beach—Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the North Bay Village-Based Districts in Each Plan
{Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Canvex Hull scores)

Figure 36: Comparison of the North Bay Village-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the North Miami Beach—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 37: Comparison of the North Miami Beach—Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the Sunny Isles Beach-Based Districts in Each Plan
{Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby-Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 38: Comparison of the Sunny Isles Beach-Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer-Simulated Plans
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Average Compactness Score of the Surfside—Based Districts in Each Plan
(Compactness measured using the combined Reock, Polsby—Popper, and Convex Hull scores)

Figure 39: Comparison of the Surfside—Based District
in the 2026 Enacted Plan and the 5,000 Computer—-Simulated Plans
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The Predominance of Partisan Considerations in the Drawing of the 2026 Plan

121. My results leave no question that the 2026 Plan’s was drawn with partisan intent.
But Plaintiffs’ counsel also asked me to consider whether there was evidence that partisanship
was the predominant consideration in drawing the 2026 Plan. I undertake that analysis below,
and I conclude that it was.

122, The Methodology for Evaluating the Predominance of Partisan
Considerations in Redistricting: To analyze whether partisan considerations predominated in the
drawing of an enacted districting plan, I normally proceed by asking three related questions:

A) First, does the 2026 Plan exhibit partisan characteristics that would not have arisen under
a partisan-blind mapdrawing process?

B) Second, does the 2026 Plan perform significantly worse on one or more traditional
redistricting considerations (e.g., geographic compactness, avoiding county splits, etc.),
compared to computer-simulated plans drawn by a partisan-blind algorithm?

C) Third, did the 2026 Plan’s mapdrawer necessarily have to sacrifice adherence to one or
more of these traditional districting criteria in order to achieve the 2026 Plan’s partisan
characteristics?

123, Here, all three of these questions are answered squarely in the affirmative.

124, The 2026 Plan and the Predominance of Partisan Considerations: The
analyses described thus far in this report led me to reach two main findings: First, with respect to
the redistricting criteria mandated by the Fair Districts Amendment, the 2026 Plan fails to create
geographically compact districts. The 2026 Plan also fails to utilize county boundaries where
feasible, as the 2026 Plan splits more counties than is necessary, and these counties are split into

significantly more districts than is necessary.
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125. Second, I also found that the 2026 Plan is an extreme partisan outlier when
compared to 5,000 race-blind and partisan-blind computer-simulated plans that are designed to
prioritize redistricting criteria mandated by the Fair Districts Amendment. Using the 2020-2024
Statewide Election Composite, the 2026 Plan contains 19 districts that are partisan outliers when
compared to the simulated plans’ districts, and using several different common measures of
partisan bias, the 2026 Plan creates a level of pro-Republican bias more extreme than in all 5,000
of the computer-simulated plans. In particular, the 2026 Plan creates more safe Republican
districts, fewer Democratic districts, and fewer electorally close and competitive districts than
are created in 100% of the computer-simulated plans.

126.  Based on these two main findings, I conclude that partisanship predominated in
the drawing of the 2026 Plan and the partisan-neutral redistricting criteria of drawing
geographically compact districts and adhering to county boundaries were subordinated in pursuit
of this predominant pro-Republican partisan goal.

127.  Because the 2026 Plan fails to follow these two partisan-neutral redistricting
principles mandated by the Fair Districts Amendments while simultaneously creating a level of
pro-Republican partisan bias more extreme than all 5,000 of the computer-simulated plans, |
conclude that the partisan bias of the 2026 Plan did not naturally arise by chance. By
subordinating partisan-neutral redistricting criteria mandated by the Fair Districts Amendment,
the 2026 Plan achieves partisan goals that could not otherwise have been achieved by prioritizing

the redistricting criteria mandated by the Fair Districts Amendment.
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1 Introduction

My name is Christopher Warshaw. I am a Professor at the McCourt School of Pub-
lic Policy at Georgetown University. Previously, I was a Professor of Political Science
at George Washington University from 2017-2025, an Associate Professor at the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) from 2016-2017, and an Assistant Professor at
MIT from 2012-2016.

I have been asked by counsel for the plaintiffs in this case to analyze relevant data and
provide my expert opinions about whether Florida’s 2026 congressional districting plan
has a bias in favor of a particular political party.

Overall, my analysis indicates that the 2026 congressional plan has a historically ex-
treme level of pro-Republican bias. Indeed, it has a larger pro-Republican bias than any
other congressional plan in any state with 15 or more seats over the past fifty years. It
has a much larger pro-Republican bias than Florida’s 2022 congressional plan, and even
the 2012 congressional plan that was struck down by the Florida Supreme Court as a
partisan gerrymander. This leads to the strong conclusion that the map was intentionally

drawn to benefit candidates from the Republican Party.

2 Qualifications, Publications and Compensation

My Ph.D. is in Political Science, from Stanford University, where my graduate training
included courses in political science and statistics. I also have a J.D. from Stanford Law
School. My academic research focuses on public opinion, representation, elections, and
polarization in American Politics. T have written over 25 peer reviewed papers on these
topics. Moreover, I have written multiple papers that focus on elections and several
articles that focus specifically on redistricting. I also have written a book that includes
an extensive analysis on the causes and consequences of partisan gerrymandering in state
governments.

My curriculum vitae is attached to this report. All publications that I have authored
and published appear in my curriculum vitae. My work is published or forthcoming
in peer-reviewed journals such as: the American Political Science Review, Nature Com-
munications, the American Journal of Political Science, the Journal of Politics, Political
Analysis, Political Science Research and Methods, the British Journal of Political Science,
the Annual Review of Political Science, Political Behavior, Legislative Studies Quarterly,
Science Advances, the Election Law Journal, Nature Energy, Public Choice, and edited
volumes from Cambridge University Press and Oxford University Press. My book entitled



Dynamic Democracy in the American States was published by the University of Chicago
Press in 2022. It won the American Political Science Association’s Virginia Gray Best
Book Award in 2024 for the best political science book published on the subject of U.S.
state politics or policy in the preceding three calendar years. My non-academic writing
has been published in the New York Times and the Washington Post. My work has also
been discussed in the Fconomist and many other prominent media outlets.

I have previously provided expert reports in over ten redistricting-related cases. My
expert testimony was extensively cited by the judges in many of their decisions. Between
2017 and 2019, I provided reports for League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania v. Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania, No. 159 MM 2017, League of Women Voters of Michigan v.
Johnson, 17-14148 (E.D. Mich), and APRI et al. v. Smith et al., No. 18-¢v-357 (S.D.
Ohio). Between 2021 and 2025, I provided reports in League of Women Voters v. Ohio
Redistricting Commission, No. 2021-1193 (Ohio 2022); League of Women Voters v. Kent
County Apportionment Commission, No. 163952 (Mich. 2021); League of Women Vot-
ers of Ohio v. Ohio Redistricting Commission, No. 2021-144 (Ohio 2021-22); League of
Women Voters of Michigan v. Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission,
No. 164022 (Mich. 2022); Rivera et al. v. Schwab, No. 2022-CV-000089 (Kan. Dist.
Ct. Wyandotte Cnty. 2022); Benninghoff v. 2021 Legislative Reapportionment Com-
mission, No. 11 MM 2022 (Pa. 2022); BVM (Black Voters Matter) Capacity Building
Institute, Inc., et al. v. Cord Byrd, in his official capacity as Florida Secretary of State,
et. al., No. 2022-ca-000666 (Fla. 2d Cir. 2023); Republican Party of New Mezico v.
Oliver, No. S-1-SC-40146 (N.M. 2023); Clarke v. Wisconsin Elections Commission, No.
2023AP1399 (Wi. 2023); and League of Women Voters of Utah v. Utah State Legislature,
No. 220901712.

I also provided testimony to Pennsylvania’s Bipartisan Reapportionment Commission
about the partisan fairness of its proposed State House plan. In addition, I have provided
expert testimony and reports in several cases related to the U.S. Census: State of New
York et al. v. United States Department of Commerce, No. 18-cv-2921 (S.D.N.Y. 2019);
New York v. Trump, No. 20-CV-5770 (S.D.N.Y 2020); Common Cause v. Trump, No.
1:20-¢v-02023 (D.D.C. 2020); and La Union Del Pueblo Entero (LUPE) v. Ross, No.
GJH-19-2710 (D. Md. 2019).

I am being compensated at a rate of $475 per hour. My compensation is no way
contingent on the conclusions I reach in this report. The opinions in this report are my

own, and do not represent the views of Georgetown University.



3 Background on Partisan Gerrymandering

Partisan favoritism in a redistricting plan occurs when one party’s voters are “packed”
into a small number of districts in larger numbers than needed to elect their preferred
candidates, or “cracked” across multiple districts so that they cannot elect a candidate
of their choice anywhere (Stephanopoulos and McGhee 2015). Political scientists have
developed a variety of methods to determine whether a map unduly favors or disfavors a
party. A guiding principle for some of these methods is partisan symmetry, or the idea
that parties should be treated equally in how votes convert to seats.

Scholars have proposed multiple measures of partisan bias in districting plans. Differ-
ent measures are more or less appropriate depending on a state’s political conditions and
the type of plan being assessed, and some measures do not yield reliable results in certain
contexts. Courts and scholars recognize that no single measure or approach is perfect;
best practice is to apply all measures appropriate to the given state and context to ensure
robust conclusions (Stephanopoulos and McGhee 2018, 1556-1557; Stephanopoulos and
Warshaw 2020, 619; Ratliff, Somersille, and Veomett 2025, 764).

For my main analysis, I focus on three metrics, which I will discuss in more detail
below, to analyze whether Florida’s congressional plan favors a particular party: the
efficiency gap, the declination, and the geography and election outcomes (GEO) metric.
Buzas and Warrington (2021) shows that the efficiency gap and the declination capture
the packing and cracking that characterize partisan gerrymandering extremely well. In a
more recent study, Ratliff, Somersille, and Veomett (2025) show that the efficiency gap,
declination, and GEO metrics all perform well at detecting partisan gerrymandering in
a wide variety of situations, especially in states such as Florida that rarely have tied

statewide elections.!

In conjunction with these measures, political scientists may also
compare the relevant redistricting maps being assessed with large computer-generated
ensembles of neutrally drawn simulated maps, which can help show whether a map’s
partisan outcome could be explained by adherence to neutral criteria (Chen and Rodden

2015).

1. In contrast, other metrics perform less well, especially in states such as Florida. Buzas and War-
rington (2021) finds that “partisan [GK-] bias and mean-median difference are unable to consistently
record simulated packing and cracking... As a result, we recommend that neither partisan bias nor the
mean-median difference be used for the ‘outlier’ or ‘ensemble’ method, where it is crucial that more ex-
treme values of the measure indicate more extreme levels of partisan gerrymandering.” Moreover, McGhee
(2017, 9) shows that the assumptions of the symmetry and mean-median measures become progressively
less plausible as the statewide vote shares in a plan move away from 50% (9). Ratliff, Somersille, and
Veomett (2025) shows that the mean-median difference performs particularly poorly at detecting partisan
gerrymandering, “as it cannot distinguish more extreme maps from less extreme maps.”



3.1 Efficiency Gap

The efficiency gap (EG) mathematically captures the packing and cracking that are
at the heart of partisan gerrymanders (Buzas and Warrington 2021). It measures the
extra seats one party wins over and above what would be expected if neither party were
advantaged in the translation of votes to seats (i.e., if they had the same number of
“wasted” votes). All of the losing party’s votes are wasted if they lose the election. When
a party wins an election, the wasted votes are those above the 50%+1 vote margin needed
to win. The efficiency gap is defined as “the difference between the parties’ respective
wasted votes, divided by the total number of votes cast in the election” (Stephanopoulos
and McGhee 2015, 831; see also McGhee 2014, 2017). A key advantage of the efficiency
gap over other measures of partisan bias is that it can be calculated directly from observed
election returns even when the parties’ statewide vote shares are not equal.

Table 1 provides a simple example of how to calculate the efficiency gap with five dis-
tricts where the same number of people vote in each district. In this example, Democrats
win 45% of the statewide vote and 40% of the seats.

In the first district, Democrats win the district with 66/101 votes. This means that
they wasted the 15 votes that were unnecessary to win a majority of the vote in this
district. In the second district, they win 56 of 101 votes and only waste 5 votes. But they
lose the other three districts and thus waste all 105 of their votes in those districts. In all,
Democrats waste 125 votes. Republicans, on the other hand, waste all 35 of their votes
in the first district and all 45 votes in the second district. But they only waste the 10
votes unnecessary to win a majority in the third district, 15 votes in the fourth district,
and 20 votes in the fifth district. In all, they too waste 125 votes. This implies a neutral
efficiency gap that does not favor either party.

Table 1: Hlustrative Example of a Fair Efficiency Gap

District  Democratic Votes Republican Votes

1 66 35
2 56 45
3 40 61
4 35 66
5 30 71
Total 227 (45%) 278 (55%)
Wasted 125 125

Under this analysis, Florida’s 2026 congressional plan has a pro-Republican efficiency

gap of approximately 21.4% using the votes from the 2024 congressional election re-



aggregated onto the plan.? This is a larger absolute efficiency gap than 97% of previous
congressional plans with more than 3 seats in the entire country over the past 50 years,?
and a larger pro-Republican efliciency gap than 98% of previous plans across the country.
It is also the largest efficiency gap in the past fifty years among large states with at least
15 congressional districts. I provide further analysis of the 2026 plan’s efficiency gap

relative to other maps in Section 4 below.

3.2 Declination

Another measure of asymmetries in redistricting plans is called declination (Warring-
ton 2018b, 2018a). The declination metric treats asymmetry in the vote distribution as
indicative of partisan bias in a districting plan (Warrington 2018a). In a fair plan, if all
the districts in a plan are lined up from the least Democratic to the most Democratic,
the mid-point of the line formed by one party’s seats should be about as far from the
50 percent threshold for victory on average as the other party’s (McGhee 2018). This
distribution is illustrated in the top panel of Figure 1.

Florida’s 2026 congressional plan, by contrast, demonstrates a stark asymmetry on
this metric, as illustrated in the bottom panel of Figure 1. Districts won by Republicans
(below the 0.5 line) are much closer to 50 percent than the ones won by Democrats (above
the 0.5 line).* This distribution helps Republicans win more seats in part by packing the
Democratic voters into a handful of seats.

The declination produces a number between -1 and 1. As calculated here and shown
in the bottom panel of Figure 1, positive values favor Democrats and negative values
favor Republicans. The declination metric indicates that the 2026 congressional plan has
a pro-Republican bias of -.975 (based on re-running the 2024 congressional election). This
is the largest absolute value of the declination of any congressional plan in any state since
1972 (when the whole country first had equipopulous congressional districts). I provide

further analysis of the 2026 plan’s declination relative to other maps in Section 4 below.

2. I use the 2024 congressional election throughout this section to illustrate the various metrics in the
context of Florida. The results are extremely similar based on the 2024 presidential election.

3. I focus on the 1972-2024 period for the historical comparisons in this report since 1972 is the first
year where there were equipopulous districts throughout the country.

4. District numbers are shown for each result.
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Figure 1: Plot illustrating declination based on (a) a hypothetical neutral plan, and (b)

votes in 2024 congressional election re-aggregated to new plan.

3.3 Geography and Election Outcomes (GEO) Metric

A team of mathematicians recently proposed another technique to evaluate the fairness
of districting plans (Campisi et al. 2022). This approach uses both geographic information

about a districting plan as well as district-level election data, rather than just one or the



other. It provides a mathematical count of the number of previously lost districts which
that party potentially could have had a 50% chance of winning, without risking any
currently won districts, by making small changes to the input map.®

This metric has been found to be reliable (Ratliff, Somersille, and Veomett 2025).
First, it properly identifies maps widely viewed as partisan gerrymanderers (Campisi
et al. 2022, 207-211). For instance, it flags that the 2022 Illinois congressional plan is
heavily biased toward the Democratic Party,? while it also flags that the 2012 Pennsylvania
congressional plan was heavily biased toward the Republican Party.” Second, the metric
is generally highly correlated with the efficiency gap and declination metrics (Ratliff,
Somersille, and Veomett 2025), which previous work finds do well at identifying packing
and cracking (e.g., Buzas and Warrington 2021).

The Geography and Election Outcomes (GEQO) metric indicates that the 2026 plan is
heavily biased toward the Republican Party: it could be altered with modest modifications
to create 9 additional competitive Democratic-leaning districts, but there are no likely
permutations that would create additional Republican-leaning districts.® The fact that
the 2026 plan can be easily modified to add 9 additional Democratic-leaning districts, but
no additional Republican-leaning districts suggests that the plan was drawn to advantage
the Republican party. I do not show the GEO metric in the analyses below because I
lack enough historical benchmark data on this metric. However, I was able to obtain data
from Campisi et al. (2022), and this is a more skewed advantage for a political party than

any other congressional plan in the 2022 cycle.®

4 Partisan Bias in Florida’s 2026 Congressional Map

In this section, I will provide a comprehensive evaluation of the partisan fairness of
Florida’s 2026 congressional districting plan. In order to evaluate the 2026 plan, we need
to predict future election results held under this map. Here, I use two complementary
methodologies to predict future congressional elections in Florida. First, I use the actual

2024 congressional election results in Florida—the same data I used to illustrate the

5. The algorithm only draws alternative districts from adjacent existing districts to show likely per-
mutations. It does not consider totally different maps that bear no relationship to the existing plan.

6. The Illinois plan is widely seen as a pro-Democratic gerrymander. See https://gerrymander.
princeton.edu/redistricting-report-card?planld=rece Au6OJuYEkxKjG.

7. This plan was struck down by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court as an unconstitutional partisan
gerrymander. See League of Women Volers of Pennsylvania v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, No. 159
MM 2017.

8. This analysis is based on running the code at https://github.com/stem-redistricting/ GEOmetric
based on the 2026 map and the re-aggregated 2024 congressional election results on this plan.

9. See https://www.the-geometric.com/congressional-plans-table.
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partisan bias metrics in the previous section of this report. Next, I use a composite of the
statewide elections over the past decade. For each set of elections, I calculate the partisan
bias metrics. I then compare both the absolute level of bias and the pro-Republican skew

to the universe of previous congressional plans over the past fifty years.'®

4.1 Congressional election results

First, I use Florida’s previous congressional election results to estimate various par-
tisan bias metrics with recent Florida congressional plans. I use actual congressional
results conducted under each plan to benchmark them. For the 2026 plan, I use the 2024
congressional election results re-aggregated onto the new plan. The results are discussed
below and in Table 2.

e The 2002 plan was widely seen at the time as a pro-Republican gerrymander.(Beachler
2004). On this plan, Republicans won 69% of the seats (17 out of 25) with 55% of
the statewide vote. The plan had a pro-Republican efficiency gap of about 9% and

an extremely pro-Republican declination value.

e The 2012 plan also had a pro-Republican skew. Indeed, it was later struck down
by the Florida Supreme Court in part for intentionally favoring the Republican
party.! On this plan, Republicans won 63% of the seats (17 out of 27) with 53%
of the statewide vote. The plan had a pro-Republican efficiency gap of 7% and a

pro-Republican declination value.

e Like the earlier plans, the 2022 plan had a pro-Republican bias. On this plan,
Republicans won 71% of the seats (20 out of 28) with 57% of the statewide vote. The
plan had a pro-Republican efficiency gap of 6% and a pro-Republican declination

value.

e The 2026 plan has a much larger pro-Republican skew than the earlier Florida plans.
On this plan, Republicans would have won 86% of the congressional seats in 2024
(24 out of 28) with 57% of the vote. In other words, Republicans would have won
29 percentage points more seats than votes, and they would have won 4 additional
seats compared with the 2022 plan. The plan had a pro-Republican efficiency gap

of 21% based on the 2024 congressional results. The declination also shows that

10. Specifically, I focus on previous plans a) in all states with more than 3 seats and b) in large states
with more than 14 seats. The dataset includes all congressional elections since every district followed
one-person-one-vote in 1972.

11. See League of Women Voters of Fla. v. Detzner, 172 So. 3d 363 (Fla. 2015)



Florida’s 2026 congressional plan has a historically extreme level of bias. Both the
efficiency gap and declination metrics of the 2026 plan using the 2024 congressional
elections are larger than any previous congressional plan in Florida, or, in fact,
any congressional plan since 1972 among large states (i.e., states with at least 15
congressional districts). The declination is larger than any state plan in the last

fifty years.

Compared to all states Compared to big states
Metric Value > Biased than > Pro-Rep. than > Biased than > Pro-Rep. than
this % Plans this % Plans this % Plans this % Plans

2002-2010 Plan (2002-10 congressional elections)

Republican Vote Share  55%
Republican Seat Share  69%

Efficiency Gap -8.7% 68.7% 87.0% 78.3% 95.0%
Declination -.555 94.1% 96.8% 86.7% 95.0%
Average 81% 92% 83% 95%

2012-2014 Plan (struck down as partisan gerrymander) (2012-14 congressional elections)

Republican Vote Share  53%
Republican Seat Share  63%

Efficiency Gap -7.1% 57.8% 80.4% 71.7% 90.0%
Declination -.375 85.8% 91.8% 76.7% 88.3%
Average 72% 86% 74% 89%

2022 Plan (2022-24 congressional election results)

Republican Vote Share  57%
Republican Seat Share 71%

Efficiency Gap -6.4% 53.5% 77.4% 68.3% 86.7%
Declination -.267 69.4% 80.8% 58.3% 75.0%
Average 61% 79% 63% 81%

Proposed 2026 Plan (2024 congressional election results)

Republican Vote Share  57%
Republican Seat Share  86%

Efficiency Gap -21.4% 97.0% 98.3% 100% 100%
Declination -.975 100% 100% 100% 100%
Average 99% 99% 100% 100%

Table 2: Partisan bias metrics for 2026 Plan and prior Florida congressional plans com-
pared to other congressional plans around the country from 1972-2024.

4.2 Composite of previous statewide elections

Next, I use a composite of previous statewide election results over the past five election

cycles (2016-2024) re-aggregated to the 2026 map.*? For each year, I estimate each party’s

12. These include the following elections: 2016 Presidential, 2016 Senate, 2018 Senate, 2018 guber-
natorial, 2018 Attorney General, 2018 Chief Financial Officer, 2018 Agricultural Commissioner, 2020



vote share, seat share, and the average of the partisan bias metrics across races. I then
average them together to produce a composite result.

This composite index has a number of advantages over focusing on a single election
to evaluate the new map. The composite index averages across 5 election cycles, which
reduces variation due to electoral cycles. It also averages across 15 individual races, which
reduces idiosyncratic variation due to incumbency (Jacobson 2015), variation in the local
economy (Benedictis-Kessner and Warshaw 2020), and campaign effects (Sides, Vavreck,
and Warshaw 2022). Due to the growing nationalization of elections, these statewide races
are an excellent predictor of congressional races. Indeed, presidential election results are
nearly perfectly correlated with congressional results in recent years (see, for instance,
Table 3 in Jacobson 2021). So too in Florida. The correlation coefficient between a
composite index of statewide results in Florida’s congressional districts and contested

2022 congressional election results was 0.96.

Compared to all states Compared to big states
Metric Value > Biased than > Pro-Rep. than | > Biased than > Pro-Rep. than
this % Plans this % Plans this % Plans this % Plans

2022 Plan (composite index)

Republican Vote Share  54%
Republican Seat Share  70%

Efficiency Gap -11.1% 78.7% 91.7% 83.3% 96.7%
Declination -.383 86.8% 92.7% 80.0% 91.7%

Average 83% 92% ‘ 82% 94%

2026 Plan (composite index)

Republican Vote Share  54%
Republican Seat Share  78%

Efficiency Gap -19.7% 95.2% 97.4% 98.3% 100.0%
Declination -.776 99.5% 100.0% 98.3% 100.0%
Average 97% 99% 98% 100%

Table 3: Composite bias metrics for 2026 Plan compared with 2022 Plan and other
congressional plans across the country from 1972-2024. I refer to this range of historical
plans as “previous plans” throughout the report.

In Table 3 above, I calculate partisan bias metrics for the 2026 congressional plan
using the 2016-2024 composite index. I also compare it with the 2022 plan. For each
of these plans, I compare their partisan bias to other plans around the country over the
past 50 years in all states (middle panel) and in large states with at least 15 seats that
are more directly comparable to Florida (right panel). The results can be summarized as
follows:

Presidential, 2022 gubernatorial, 2022 Senate, 2022 Attorney General, 2022 Chief Financial Officer, 2022
Agricultural Commissioner, 2024 Senate, and 2024 Presidential. 1 weight the elections so that each year
is given equal weight in the composite.
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e Under the 2022 plan, Republicans won 70% of the seats using the composite index.
The average efficiency gap of the 2022 plan based on these previous election results
is a 11.1% pro-Republican advantage. This is more extreme (in favor of either
party) than 83% of previous plans in states with at least 15 seats and more pro-
Republican than 97% of previous plans in these states. The declination is .38 in
a pro-Republican direction, which is more extreme (in favor of either party) than
80% of previous plans in states with at least 15 seats and more pro-Republican than
92% of previous plans in these states. Across both metrics, it is more extreme than
83% of all previous congressional plans, 82% of previous congressional plans in large

states, and more pro-Republican than 94% of congressional plans in large states.

e Under the 2026 plan, Republicans won 78% of the seats using the composite index.
The average efficiency gap of the 2026 plan based on these previous election results
is a 19.7% pro-Republican advantage. This is more extreme (in favor of either party)
than 98% of previous plans in large states (only Illinois’s 2022 plan is larger) and
more pro-Republican than 100% of previous plans in large states. The declination
is .78 in a pro-Republican direction, which is more extreme (in favor of either party)
than 98% of previous plans in states with at least 15 seats and more pro-Republican
than 100% of previous plans in these states. Across both metrics, it is more extreme
than 97% of all previous congressional plans, 98% of previous congressional in large
states, and more pro-Republican than every single previous congressional plan in

large states.

Overall, this analysis indicates that the 2026 congressional plan favors the Republican
party more than the 2022 plan. It also shows an extreme level of partisan bias relative to
previous congressional plans around the country.

Lastly, Figure 2 graphically compares the bias in the 2026 congressional plan with
Florida’s 2022 plan, the 2012-2014 plan, and other plans in states around the country over
the past 50 years. It indicates that the 2026 congressional plan has a large pro-Republican
bias compared to other plans around the country on both partisan bias metrics. It is also
more biased than the 2012 and 2022 plans on both metrics.
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Figure 2: Partisan fairness metrics for 2026 congressional plan and other proposed plans.
Densities are based on other plans around the country from 1972-2024.

5 Conclusion

Looking at all the available data, I find that there is a substantial pro-Republican bias
in the translation of votes to seats in the 2026 congressional plan in Florida. Based on
a variety of metrics, the pro-Republican bias in Florida’s congressional districting plan is
historically extreme relative to other states over the past 50 years. Based on some metrics,
it is the most extreme map in history among large states. It is also much larger than the
2022 plan, as well as the 2002-2010 plan and the 2012-2014 plan that was struck down
as a partisan gerrymander by the Florida Supreme Court. Together, all of this evidence
leads to the conclusion that the map was intentionally drawn to benefit candidates from

the Republican party.
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Appendix

A Data Sources

My opinions in this case are based on the knowledge I have amassed over my education,
training and experience, including a detailed review of the relevant academic literature.

They also follow from statistical analysis of the following data.

e GIS Files of the 2012-14 plan, the 2022 plan, and the 2026 plan: I obtained the
2026 plan from counsel, the 2022 plan from the Florida Senate’s website, https:

/ /redistrictingplans.flsenate.gov, and the 2012 plan from the U.S. Census website.

e Precinct-level data on recent statewide Florida elections: I use shapefiles of precinct-
level results from 2016-2024 in my analysis. I obtained files containing the 2016-2020
data from the Voting and Election Science Team (University of Florida, Wichita

State University) via the Harvard Dataverse.'® I obtained files containing precinct-
level results from the 2022 elections from Professor Michael McDonald, who leads
the Voting and Election Science Team. Finally, I obtained precinct-level results
from the 2024 election from the Redistricting Data Hub.

e Estimates of the partisan bias in previous congressional elections: As part of my

peer reviewed academic research, I have estimated the partisan bias of districting
plans used in previous congressional elections around the country from 1972-2020
(Stephanopoulos and Warshaw 2020). For this report, I extended these estimates
through 2024. T used data from:

— Alarge data set on candidacies and results in congressional elections: I obtained
results from 1972-2020 collected by the Constituency-Level Elections Archive
(CLEA) (Kollman et al. 2017). The results from 1972-1990 are based on data
collected and maintained by the Inter-university Consortium for Political and
Social Research (ICPSR) and adjusted by CLEA. The data from 1992-2020 are
based on data collected by CLEA from the Office of the Clerk at the House of

the Representatives. I supplemented these data with readily available data on

congressional returns from 2022 and 2024.

— Data on presidential election returns and incumbency status in Congressional

elections. I used data on elections in congressional districts from 1972-2022

13. See https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataverse/electionscience.
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collected by Professor Gary Jacobson (University of California, San Diego).
This dataset has been used in many Political Science studies and has canonical
status in the political science profession (Jacobson 2015). I obtained data on
incumbency and presidential voting in 2024 from Lakshya Jain at the Split
Ticket (https://split-ticket.org/).

— Information on who controlled each redistricting plan in Congressional elections

(e.g., Democrats, Republicans, or a Commission) from 1972-2012 assembled by
the Brennan Center (Brennan Center 2017), and updated these data through
2024 for my academic research (Warshaw, McGhee, and Migurski 2022).

B Mathematical Details on Primary Partisan Bias

Metrics

This section describes the mathematical details of the efficiency gap and declination

metrics.

B.1 Efficiency Gap

If we adopt the convention that positive values of the efficiency gap imply a Democratic
advantage in the districting process and negative ones imply a Republican advantage, the
efficiency gap can be written mathematically as:

po - oW 0
n n
where Wx are wasted votes for Republicans, Wp are wasted votes for Democrats, and n
is the total number of votes in each state.
In order to account for unequal population or turnout across districts, the efficiency

gap formula in equation 1 can be rewritten as:

EG = ngrgin — 9% Vgnargin (2)

where SPH*9" is the Democratic Party’s seat margin (the seat share minus 0.5) and
V349" is the Democratic Party’s vote margin. V7“9 is calculated by aggregating the
raw votes for Democratic candidates across all districts, dividing by the total raw vote
cast across all districts, and subtracting 0.5 (McGhee 2017, 11-12). In the example in the
main text above, this equation also provides a neutral efficiency gap of 0%. But it could

lead to a slightly different estimate of the efficiency gap if districts are malapportioned
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or there is unequal turnout across districts.'* To account for these potential differences,

I use equation 2 to calculate the efficiency gap in my report.

B.2 Declination

The declination metric suggests that in a fair map, the angles of the lines (6p and 0g)
between the mean across all districts and the point on the 50% line between the mass
of points representing each party will be roughly equal. When they deviate from each
other, the smaller angle (g in the case of Florida) will generally identify the favored
party. To capture this idea, declination takes the difference between those two angles
(0p and 0g) and divides by 7/2 to convert the result from radians to fractions of 90
degrees.'® Warrington (2018b) suggests a further adjustment to account for differences

in the number of seats across legislative chambers. This adjustment uses this equation: &

=0 * In(seats) / 2. I use this adjusted declination estimate in the analysis in this report.

C Additional Bias and Competitiveness Metrics

In this section, I describe several additional partisan fairness and competitiveness met-
rics. First, I describe the partisan symmetry metric. Second, I describe the mean-median
difference. These measures are widely used in the empirical literature, but they both have
some conceptual and empirical weaknesses compared with the measures I discuss in the
main body of my report (see footnote 1 above). Nonetheless, they also indicate that the
2026 congressional plan favors the Republican party. Finally, I describe how to measure
the responsiveness of a plan to changes in the statewide vote. This analysis indicates that

the 2026 plan is remarkably unresponsive to changes in voters’ preferences.

C.1 Symmetry in the Vote-Seat Curve Across Parties

Scholars also evaluate a plan’s “vote-seat curve” to assess partisan bias. Basic fairness
suggests that in a two-party system each party should receive the same share of seats for
identical shares of votes. The symmetry idea is easiest to understand at an aggregate vote
share of 0.5—a party that receives half the vote ought to receive half the seats—but a

similar logic can apply across the vote-seat curve that traces out how seat shares change

14. In general, the two formulations of the efficiency gap formula yield very similar results. Because
Democrats tend to win lower-turnout districts, however, the turnout adjusted version of the efficiency
gap in equation 2 tends to produce results that suggest about a 2% smaller disadvantage for Democrats
than the version in Equation 1 (see McGhee 2018).

15. This equation is: § = 2* (0r - 0p) / 7.
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as vote shares rise and fall. For example, if a party receives a vote share of 0.57 and a
seat share of 0.64, the opposing party should also expect to receive a seat share of 0.64 if
it were to receive a vote share of 0.57. An unbiased system means that for V' share of the
votes a party should receive S share of the seats, and this should be true for all parties
and vote percentages (Niemi and Deegan 1978; Gelman and King 1994; McGhee 2014;
Katz, King, and Rosenblatt 2020).

Gelman and King (1994, 536) propose two ways to measure partisan bias in the sym-
metry of the vote-seat curve. First, it can be measured using counter-factual election
results in a range of statewide vote shares between .45 and .55. Across this range of vote
shares, each party should receive the same number of seats. Symmetry captures any de-
partures from the standard that each party should receive the same seat share across this
range of plausible vote shares. For example, if the symmetry bias is -0.05, this means that
Democrats receive 5% fewer seats in the legislature than they should under the symmetry
standard (and Republicans receive 5% more seats than they should).

Second, symmetry can be measured based on the seat share that each party receives
when they split the statewide vote 50-50. In an unbiased system, each party should receive
50% of the seats in a tied statewide election. Here, the Gelman-King bias (henceforth
called “GK-bias”) statistic is the “expected proportion of the seats over 0.5 that the
Democrats receive when they receive exactly half the average district vote.” The GK-
bias metric is closely related to the efficiency gap. In the special case where each party
receives half of the statewide vote and turnout is equal across districts, the GK-bias
and the efliciency gap metrics are mathematically identical (Stephanopoulos and McGhee
2015, 856). More generally, the GK-bias and efficiency gap yield very similar substantive

results when each party’s statewide vote share is close to 50%.

01 02

GK-Bias

Figure Al: GK-Bias for 2026 congressional plan and other proposed plans. Density is
based on other plans around the country from 1972-2024.

The GK-Bias Metric metric indicates that the 2026 congressional plan has a pro-
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Republican bias of 11% based on re-running the 2024 congressional election and a 16%

pro-Republican bias according to the composite index.

C.2 Mean-median Difference

Another metric that some scholars have proposed to measure partisan bias in a dis-
tricting plan is the mean-median difference: the difference between a party’s vote share
in the median district and their average vote share across all districts. If the party wins
more votes in the median district than in the average district, they have an advantage in
the translation of votes to seats (Krasno et al. 2018; Best et al. 2017; Wang 2016).

The mean-median difference metric indicates that the 2026 congressional plan has
a pro-Republican bias of 2.5% based on re-running the 2024 congressional election. In
this election, Democrats would have won an additional 6 seats on Florida’s plan if it
had a neutral mean-median difference of zero. So the mean-median difference shows a
considerable pro-Republican skew on the 2026 plan. Similarly, the 2026 plan has a pro-

Republican mean-median difference of 2.8% using the composite index.

C.3 Responsiveness and Competitive Elections

Another benchmark for measuring the partisan bias in a districting plan is the percent-
age of districts likely to have competitive elections under that plan and the responsiveness
of the plan to changes in voters’ preferences (Cox and Katz 1999). Competitiveness af-
fects the responsiveness of a map as the two parties’ statewide vote shares rise and fall.
A plan with more competitive elections is likely to be more responsive to changes in
voters’ preferences than a plan with fewer competitive elections (McGhee 2014). An un-
responsive map ensures that the bias in a districting plan toward the advantaged party
is insulated against changes in voters’ preferences, and thus is durable across multiple
election cycles. Uncompetitive districts tend to protect incumbents from electoral conse-
quences (Tufte 1973; Gelman and King 1994). This could harm political representation
by making legislators less responsive and accountable to their constituents’ preferences.

To illustrate the concept of responsiveness, Figure A2 shows the vote-seat curve in
Florida generated by applying uniform swings to the 2024 election results.! Specifically,
I apply a uniform swing in the actual election results until I achieve an average Democratic
vote share of 35%. Then I steadily increase the average Democratic vote share until it

reaches about 55%. Figure A2 indicates that Republicans win three quarters or more of

16. The layout of this chart is adapted from charts in Royden, Li, and Rudensky (2018).
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Figure A2: Plot illustrating responsiveness on a fair plan and Florida’s 2026 plan based
on votes in 2024 congressional election re-aggregated to new plan. The shaded area
shows the range between the minimum and maximum Democratic statewide vote share
in congressional elections from 2016-2024. The black line shows the actual Democratic
statewide vote share in the 2024 congressional elections.

the seats across nearly all of the range of actual election swings over the past decade.

Moreover, they usually win 24 out of 28 seats.
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1. "Reforming Baltimore’s Mayoral Elections.” 2020. Abell Foundation Report.
https://www.abell.org/publications/reforming-baltimores-mayoral-elections

Articles Under Review

"Assessing Moderation and Multidimensionality with Mixture Models: A Reply to Broockman and
Lauderdale.” (with Anthony Fowler, Seth Hill, Jeff Lewis, Chris Tausanovitch, Lynn Vavreck)

Works in Progress

"The Electoral and Policy Effects of Election Timing in City and County Governments” (with Justin
de Benedictis-Kessner)

"When Mass Opinion Goes to the Ballot Box: A National Assessment of State Level Issue Opinion
and Ballot Initiative Results” (with Jonathan Robinson and John Sides)

"Inequalities in Participation, Voting, and Representation in Local Governments" (with Justin de
Benedictis-Kessner and John Sides)

"Electoral Accountability for Ideological Extremism in American Elections” (with Devin Caughey)

Non-Academic Writing

"Gerrymandering is bad. Expanding it is even worse." Philadelphia Inquirer, Oct. 20, 2025. (with Dan
Hopkins)

"The House’s Republican edge is gone. But the gerrymander lives.” Washington Post, March 3, 2025
(with Nick Stephanopoulos and Eric McGhee)

"How Black and Latino people did in this last round of redistricting” Washington Post, Monkey
Cage. October 7, 2022. (with Eric McGhee and Michal Migurski)

"Redistricting commissions draw fairer districts than politicians do" Washington Post, Monkey Cage.
September 27, 2022. (with Eric McGhee and Michal Migurski)

"In many states with antiabortion laws, majorities favor abortion rights" Washington Post, Monkey
Cage. June 25, 2022. (with Jake Grumbach)

"Here are six big takeaways from the 2020 elections.” Washington Post, Monkey Cage. November 7,
2020. (with Emily Thorson)

"TV ads still win elections. And Democrats are buying a lot more of them.” Washington Post. October
28, 2020. (with John Sides and Lynn Vavreck)

"How Local Covid Deaths Are Affecting Vote Choice.” New York Times, Upshot. July 28, 2020. (with
Lynn Vavreck)
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"Allowing Only Older Americans to Vote by Mail Leads to Severe Racial Disparities.” Election Law
Blog. July 1, 2020.

"A coronavirus recession would hurt all kinds of Republican candidates — not just Trump." Wash-
ington Post, Monkey Cage. March 18, 2020. (with Justin de Benedictis-Kessner).

"The Supreme Court is deciding a gerrymandering case. Here’s the social science that the Justices
need to know." Washington Post, Monkey Cage. June 1, 2019.

"New research shows just how badly a citizenship question would hurt the 2020 Census.” Washing-
ton Post, Monkey Cage. April 22, 2019. (with Matt Barreto, Matthew A. Baum, Bryce J. Dietrich,
Rebecca Goldstein, and Maya Sen)

"G.O.P. Senators Might Not Realize It, but Not One State Supports the Health Bill." New York Times,
Upshot. June 14, 2017. (with David Broockman)

Public Websites with Data and Public Goods

State Policy and Public Opinion: Dynamic Democracy
Subnational Ideology and Election Results: AmericanIdeologyProject.com/
Fairness of Districting Plans: PlanScore.org

Public Opinion in the United States: TrueViews.org

Invited Talks

2025-2026: Washington University in St. Louis; Princeton

2024-2025: Washington University in St. Louis

2023-2024: UC Berkeley; Penn State; University of Chicago

2022-2023: University of Colorado

2021-2022: American University

2020-2021: University of Maryland; Stony Brook University

2019-2020: Princeton; UC Berkeley

2018-2019: Stanford; Northeast Political Methodology Meeting at NYU; University of Maryland

2017-2018: USC PIPE Symposium on Studying Subnational Policy Making; BYU; University of Chicago
Conference on Political Polarization

2016-2017: University of Virginia; UCLA

2015-2016: Washington University in St. Louis; Texas A&M; Arizona State University Conference on
Campaigns, Elections and Representation

2014-2015: Yale; Columbia; Duke
2013-2014: Princeton; Boston University; Rochester University

2012-2013: MIT American Politics Conference; Columbia Representation Conference; Princeton Media
& Politics Conference; Annual Meeting of the Society for Political Methodology
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Grants

Democracy Fund, 2024 ($74,000)

Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 2022 ($70,000)

Russell Sage Foundation, 2019-2022 ($119,475)

GW UFF, 2019-2020 ($14,433)

MIT Elections Lab, 2019-2020 ($14,000)

Jeptha H. and Emily V. Wade Award, 2014-2016 ($59,686)

MIT Energy Institute (MITEI) Seed Grant, 2014-2016 ($137,147)
MIT SHASS Research Fund, 2012-2014 ($8,734)

Software

dgo: Dynamic Estimation of Group-Level Opinion. 2017. R package. https://CRAN.R-project.org/
package=dgo. (with James Dunham and Devin Caughey)

Awards, Honors, and Fellowships

Andrew Carnegie Fellow, 2026.

Virginia Gray Book Award for best book on State Politics & Policy in 2023.

Shapiro Policy Research Scholar, George Washington Institute of Public Policy, 2019-2020; 2023-2024
OVPR Early Career Scholar at George Washington University, 2019.

APSA award for best journal article on State Politics & Policy in 2016.

Award for best paper on State Politics & Policy at the 2014 American Political Science Conference.
Graduate Fellowship, Dept. of Political Science, Stanford University, 2006-2012

David A. Wells Prize in Political Economy for Best Undergraduate Economics Thesis, Williams College,
2002

Phi Beta Kappa, Williams College, 2002

Teaching Experience

Instructor:
Democracy in America (GW), 2022, 2023
Elections (GW), 2018-2019, 2021-2024
State and Local Politics (GW), 2023
Measurement Models (Graduate-level) (GW), 2020, 2024
Political Representation (Graduate-level) (GW), 2019
Multi-level and Panel Models (Graduate-level) (GW), 2017-2019, 2021, 2023-2024
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Public Opinion (GW), 2017
American Political Institutions (Graduate-level) (MIT), 2014, 2016
Public Opinion and Elections (MIT), 2016
Energy Policy (MIT), 2013
Democracy in America (MIT), 2013, 2014
Constitutional Law & Judicial Politics (MIT), 2013, 2015
Making Public Policy (MIT), 2012, 2014

Teaching Assistant:
Introduction to American Law (Stanford University), 2010
Judicial Politics and Constitutional Law (Stanford University), 2009
Political Economy of Energy Policy (Stanford University), 2008
Introduction to International Relations (Stanford University), 2008
Introduction to Public Policy (Stanford University), 2007

Introduction to Econometrics (Williams College), 2002

Graduate Advising

George Washington University:
Sara Bornstein (Dissertation committee chair)
Dickson Su (Dissertation committee chair)
Kerry Synan (Dissertation committee co-chair)
Jared Heern (Graduated in 2022, Dissertation committee member)
Alex Beck (Graduated in 2021, Dissertation committee chair)
Colin Emrich (Graduated in 2021, Dissertation committee member)
Massachusetts Institute of Technology:
Leah Stokes (Graduated in 2015, Dissertation committee member)
Krista Loose (2016, Dissertation committee member)
Tom O’Grady (2017, Dissertation committee member)
Justin de Benedictis-Kessner (2017, Dissertation committee member)
Alex Copulsky (2017, Masters thesis committee member)
James Dunham (2018, Dissertation committee member)
Parrish Bergquist (2018, Dissertation committee member)

Meg Goldberg (2019, Dissertation committee member)
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University Service

George Washington University:
Member, Faculty Senate, 2024-2025
Coordinator, Methods subfield, 2024-2025
Member, CCAS Research Advisory Committee, 2023-2025
Member, Academic Program Review Committee, Sociology Dept., 2021
Coordinator, Graduate Political Science Admissions Committee, 2019-2024
Coordinator, American Politics Workshop, 2018-2020
Member, Methods Exam Committee, 2017-2020
Member, Graduate Political Science Admissions Committee, 2018-2019
Massachusetts Institute of Technology:
Member, Energy Education Task Force, 2012-2017
Parking and Transit Committee, 2013-2017
Member, Graduate Political Science Admissions Committee, 2013-2015
Faculty Fellow, Burchard Scholars, 2013-2015
Stanford University (as graduate student):
President, Stanford Environmental Law Society, 2009-2010
Executive Board Member, Stanford Environmental Law Society 2008-2010
Member, University Committee on Graduate Studies, 2007-2009
Member, University Library Committee, 2007-2008

President, Political Science Graduate Students Association, 2007-2008

Professional Service

Member, APSA Dissertation Grants Panel, 2024
Section Chair, Campaigns and Elections, Midwest Political Science Association Conference, 2023

Member, National Science Foundation, Accountable Institutions and Behavior Advisory Panel, 2022-
2024

Member, Best Dissertation Committee, Urban Politics Section of the American Political Science Assoc.,
2021

Section Chair, American Public Opinion, Midwest Political Science Association Conference, 2020
Lead Organizer, Local Political Economy APSA Pre-Conference at George Washington University, 2019
Member, Planning Committee, Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES), 2018

Member, Best Paper Committee, State Politics Section of the American Political Science Assoc., 2018

Editorial Board, Journal of Politics, 2017-18
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Executive Committee, Urban Politics Section of the American Political Science Association, 2015-2017
Organizing Committee, Conference on Ideal Point Models at MIT, http:/ /idealpoint.tahk.us, 2015
Member, Best Paper Committee, Urban Politics Section of the American Political Science Assoc., 2015

Reviewer: American Political Science Review, American Journal of Political Science, Journal of Politics,
Political Analysis, Political Behavior, Econometrica, Quarterly Journal of Political Science, Legislative
Studies Quarterly, Political Research Quarterly, American Politics Research, British Journal of Political
Science, Journal of Law and Courts, Public Opinion Quarterly, Political Science Research and Methods,
State Politics and Policy Quarterly, Journal of Experimental Political Science, Nature Climate Change,
Urban Affairs Review, Journal of Health Politics, Policy and Law, Perspectives on Politics, Review of
Economics and Statistics, Cambridge University Press

Consulting

Partisan Gerrymandering;:
Expert, LWV Utah and MWEG v. Utah State Legislature, 2025, Congressional Districts
Expert, Clarke v. Wis. Elections Comm’n, 2023 WI 79, State Legislative districts
Expert, Republican Party of New Mexico v. Oliver, NO. 5-1-5C-40146., Congressional districts

Expert, Bum (Black Voters Matter) Capacity Building Institute, Inc., et. al. v. Cord Byrd, in his official
capacity as Florida Secretary of State, et. al., Case No. 2022-ca-000666 (2023), Congressional districts

Expert, Alonzo et al. v. Schwab et al., 2022CVgo (consolidated into 2022CV8g) (Wyandotte County
Dist. Ct. Feb. 14, 2022), Congressional districts

Expert, Benninghoff vs. Pennsylvania Legislative Reapportionment Commission; and invited expert for
the Pennsylvania Legislative Reapportionment Commission as it considered potential plans (2021-2022)

Expert, League of Women Voters of Michigan vs Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission
(2022), State House Districts

Expert, League of Women Voters of Ohio v. Ohio Redistricting Commission (2021), Congressional dis-
tricts

Expert, League of Women Voters of Ohio v. Ohio Redistricting Commission (2021), State Legislative
Districts

Expert, League of Women Voters vs. Kent County Apportionment Commission (2021), County districting
plan

Expert, APRI et al. v. v. Smith et al. (2018-2019), Congressional districts

Expert, League of Women Voters of Michigan v. Johnson (2018-2019), Congressional and state legisla-
tive districts

Expert, League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania v. the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (2017-18), Con-
gressional districts

Census:

Expert, La Union del Pueblo Entero , et al. v. Trump, Effect of Excluding Undocumented Immigrants
from Census on Apportionment (2020)

Expert, Common Cause et al. v. Trump, Effect of Excluding Undocumented Immigrants from Census
on Apportionment (2020)
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Expert, State of New York v. Trump, Effect of Excluding Undocumented Immigrants from Census
on Apportionment (2020)

Expert, New York Immigration Coalition v. US Dept of Commerce & State of NY v. US Dept of Commerce,
Effects of Undercount on Census due to Citizenship Question (2018)

Policy Reports:

Consultant, Abell Foundation, Report on Potential Institutional Reforms for Baltimore’s City Elec-
tions

Community Service

PlanScore: Social Science Advisory Team (2020-2025)

Sierra Club: National Board of Directors (2009-2015)

Last updated: May 5, 2026
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA

EQUAL GROUND EDUCATION FUND,
INC., et al.,

Case No.
Plaintiffs,

AR

CORD BYRD, in his official capacity as
Florida Secretary of State, et al.,

Defendants.

AFFIDAVIT OF JOE SCOTT
BROWARD COUNTY SUPERVISOR OF ELECTIONS

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BROWARD

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Joe Scott, who, after first
being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. Iam Joe Scott, a resident of Florida, over the age of twenty-one, and under no disability. I
have personal knowledge of the facts described in this Affidavit.

2. Tcurrently serve as Supervisor of Elections for Broward County, Florida. Broward County
is located in South Florida and is Florida’s second-most populous county. Overall, Broward
County 1s home to over 1 million voters.

3. In my role as Broward County Supervisor of Elections, my duties include administering
county, state, and federal elections.

4. Florida 1s scheduled to hold its statewide primary election on August 18, 2026. The

deadline to send vote-hy-mail ballots to uniformed and overseas voters is July 4, 2026,



which, duc to the July 4 holiday, cffectively requires the ballots to be mailed by July 3,
2026.

Today, our office received notice from the Department of State that the congressional plan
signed by Governor DcSantis today (the “2026 Plan™) will be posted imminently to the
Office of Economic and Demographic Research website. The Department of State
instructed the Supervisors of Elections to preserve the 2022 Plan in case the need to
implement it becomes neccssary.

Implementing a new congressional map at this point in the election calendar will impose
significant financial and logistical burdens on my office and risk voter confusion.

Our office recently completed a time-intensive process to redo our entire precinct map
based upon the congressional plan signed by Governor DeSantis on April 22, 2022 (the
*2022 Plan™), based on the understanding that the 2022 Plan would be in effect for the
remainder of this decade. Implementing a new congressional plan would upend that work.
The time required to implement new districts in our voter system varies based on how many
arcas are affected and whether the new district lines adhere to existing political subdivision
lines or major thoroughfares. The 2026 Plan makes extensive changes to the congressional
districts within Broward County. The new districts cut through many residential
neighborhoods and often deviate from major roads or existing political subdivisions.
Extensive changes on a compressed timeline increase the risk of implementation errors that
could result in voters recetving the wrong ballot or appearing at the wrong polling location.
In addition, our office can change district lines only during nights and weekends, when the

voter system is not in use. This means that implementing a new map would require



10.

significant unplanncd overtime work and may limit our regular access to the voter
registration and other operational systems.

There are two ways our office could implement new congressional district lines at this
point in the clection cycle, cither of which would be significantly burdensomc. The first
option is to adjust precinct boundaries, which is a time-intensive process that requires
approval from the County Commission at a public meeting. This process may also require
identifying and sccuring new polling place locations and rcassigning poll workers. The
second option is to create new “splits” (or internal administrative divisions) within existing
precincts, which would increase the number of ballot styles required at a particular polling

place and thereby exponentially raising the risk of voter confusion and administrative error.

. Changing voters’ districts would also require our office to mail new voter cards to

approximately 1 million voters in Broward County, which would impose more than §$1

million in costs not included in our budget for this year and require significant staff time.

. In 2022, Florida enacted a congressional plan on April 22 ahead of an August 23 primary.

Implementing the new plan in time for that election to occur proved exceedingly difficult.

The timeline for implementing the Legislature’s recent plan is even shorter.

. Notably, in 2022, Florida had to enact—and county Supervisors of Elections had to

implement—a new plan in advance of the 2022 primary election, because Florida had been
apportioned one additional congressional district pursuant to the 2020 Census. There is no
such necessity in 2026. As a practical matter, Florida’s upcoming elections could continue
to operate under the same congressional district lines that have governed elections since

2022.



14. For all of these reasons, implementing a new congressional plan before the August 18

primary would impose extensive burdens on election administrators and voters. In

comparison, retaining Florida’s existing congressional map would not impose any of these

burdens.
FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BROWARD

PATRICIA SANTIAGO

//ﬁ Sk

\\‘“‘J""l:
}9 "‘% Notary Public-State of Fiorida
Commission # HH 451014

='
,-
My Commission Expires

October 04, 2027

"In|||\\“

o ar County Supervisor of Elections

SINPIE
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PROCLAMATION

STATE OF FLORIDA

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
TALLAHASSEE

TO THE HONORABLE MEMBERS OF THE FLORIDA SENATE
AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WHEREAS, Article III, Section 3(c)(1) of the Florida Constitution permits the Governor
to convene the Legislature in Special Session during which only such legislative business may be
transacted as is within the purview of this Proclamation, or of a communication from the Governor,
or as is introduced by consent of two-thirds of the membership of each house of the Legislature;
and

WHEREAS, on January 7, 2026, I called a Special Session scheduled to commence at
12:00 p.m., Monday, April 20, 2026, and extending no later than 11:59 p.m., Friday, April 24,
2026; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this Special Session is to consider legislation relating to the
drawing of congressional districts for the State of Florida and any legal challenges thereto,
including the appropriation of additional funding for such litigation; and

WHEREAS, the advancement of artificial intelligence provides the opportunity
to optimize business practices and foster innovation; however, artificial intelligence platforms
have caused harm to individuals and to society; and

WHEREAS, Florida leads the nation in parental rights; and

WHEREAS, the State of Florida has the responsibility to protect Floridians, especially
minors, from the dangerous and deceptive practices of large technology companies that wield
artificial intelligence platforms; and

WHEREAS, the Florida Legislature must act to safeguard the rights and well-being of our
citizens by establishing an Artificial Intelligence Bill of Rights; and

WHEREAS, Florida was the beacon of sanity during the COVID-19 pandemic, promoting
freedom over fear; and



WHEREAS, no Floridian should face discrimination based on mRNA vaccine status; and

WHEREAS, every family in Florida possesses the fundamental right to parental informed
consent related to the vaccine status of their minor child; and

WHEREAS, it is now prudent to amend the call of the Special Session originally scheduled
to commence on April 20, 2026.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, RON DESANTIS, Governor of the State of Florida, by virtue of
the power and authority vested in me by Article III, Section 3(c)(1) of the Florida Constitution, do
hereby proclaim as follows:

Section 1, The proclamation on January 7, 2026, calling the Legislature of the State of
Florida for a Special Session relating to consideration of legislation for the drawing of
congressional districts for the State of Florida and any legal challenges thereto, including the
appropriation of additional funding for such litigation, is amended to include consideration of
legislation relating to (1) protecting Floridians from the dangers of artificial intelligence including
an Al Bill of Rights for Floridians, and creating, as necessary, public records exemptions related
to investigations of alleged artificial intelligence harms and (2) medical freedom, similar to Senate
Bill 1756, which passed the Senate in March.

Section 2. The call to the Legislature of the State of Florida for this Special Session is
further amended to commence at 10:00 a.m., Tuesday, April 28, 2026, and extend no later than
11:59 p.m., Friday, May 1, 2026.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have
hereunto set my hand and caused the Great
Seal of the State of Florida to be affixed to
this Proclamation amending the call to the

Legislature in Special Session at the Capitol,
this 15th day of April, 2026.

e

RON DESANTIS, GOVERNOR

ATTEST:

O e

~= %
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THE FLORIDA SENATE
SENATOR BEN ALBRITTON
President

MEMORANDUM

TO: All Senators

FROM: Ben Albritton

SUBJECT: Special Session Update and Planning
DATE: April 15, 2026

The Governor has issued a proclamation convening the Legislature in Special Session from
Tuesday, April 28, 2026, through Friday, May 1, 2026, for the purpose of considering legislation
related to the drawing of congressional districts, creating strong consumer protections for
artificial intelligence, and expanding medical freedom in our state. The proclamation is attached
for your reference, along with a draft schedule for next week.

Today’s proclamation amends the proclamation issued on January 7, 2026. As such, Senators do
not need to return to Tallahassee next week and should instead plan to be in Tallahassee
beginning Tuesday, April 28 at noon.

Congressional Redistricting

As I have shared previously, the Senate is not drafting or producing a map for introduction
during the special session. It is our expectation that pursuant to the proclamation issued by the
Governor and consistent with the process undertaken during the 2022 Special Session on
Congressional Reapportionment, a proposal will be transmitted from the Governor’s Office to
the Senate for our consideration. I will share that information with Senators when it becomes
available.

When the Senate receives a proposal from the Governor, President Gaetz intends to file it as a
Senate Bill for consideration during the special session. It is my expectation the Governor’s
Office will present his proposal before the Senate Committee on Rules on April 28th. The Rules
Committee is comprised of more than half of the Senate. Senators not on the Rules Committee
are encouraged to attend the meeting in order to hear the presentation from the Governor’s
Office, or to watch remotely via the Florida Channel.

SUITE 409, THE CAPITOL, 404 SOUTH MONROE STREET = TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1100 = TELEPHONE (850) 487-5229

Senate’s Website: www.flsenate.gov



Special Session Update and Planning
Page 2

In the meantime, the only ongoing work related to midterm redistricting taking place in the
Senate is being coordinated by Jay Ferrin in my office. I asked Mr. Ferrin to ensure the specific
systems needed for redistricting legislation, which have been dormant since 2022, are operational
when we receive a proposal from the Governor’s Office and to accommodate any potential
amendments Senators may want to draft.

As areminder, Senators should be aware that in prior cycles, significant litigation has followed
passage of new maps. The Florida Supreme Court has previously limited the scope of legislative
privilege when it comes to redistricting.!!) Sitting legislators may be compelled to produce
records or be subject to questioning under oath about conversations with colleagues, with
legislative staff, or with outside parties who may attempt to persuade the Legislature to pass
maps that favor or disfavor a political party or incumbent.

Insulation from Partisan Interests

Florida’s Constitution includes strict guidelines for what information the Legislature can and
cannot consider when drawing new congressional districts. Regardless of the forum or format,
we can only consider thoughts and feedback in keeping with constitutional standards. Senators
should take care to insulate themselves from partisan-funded organizations and other interests
that may intentionally or unintentionally attempt to inappropriately influence redistricting.

Record Retention

Senators should continue to adhere to the records retention policy as directed by Art. I, s. 24 of
the Florida Constitution, s. 11.0431, F.S., and Senate Rule 1.48. Senators may receive
correspondence or communications from outside individuals and groups. Senators and staff
should be mindful correspondence, emails, texts, and other electronic communications related to
the enactment of new districts, whether sent or received on official Senate accounts or devices or
personal email accounts or devices, may be of permanent or archival value and any such records
should be preserved accordingly.

Medical Freedom

Senator Yarborough will file legislation identical to Senate Bill 1756, The Medical Freedom Act,
which the Senate passed during the regular session. As you are aware, this legislation creates a
conscience exemption from vaccine requirements for children attending K-12 schools and
authorizes the sale of ivermectin without a prescription as a behind-the-counter medication. To
ensure parents have relevant and timely information needed to make important decisions about
their children’s health care, the bill requires parents be provided with specific material before a
vaccine can be administered to a child and when applying for an exemption. The bill also makes
permanent Florida’s existing ban on discrimination based on a person’s mRNA vaccination
status and protects Floridians from forced vaccinations during emergencies.



Special Session Update and Planning
Page 3

Artificial Intelligence

President Pro Tempore Brodeur will file legislation identical to Senate Bill 482, Artificial
Intelligence Bill of Rights, which was sponsored by Senator Leek and passed the Senate with
strong bipartisan support during the regular session. As you are aware, with an emphasis on
safeguarding Florida’s children, the bill addresses current consumer transparency challenges,
threats to child safety, and other potential impacts arising from technological advances in
artificial intelligence.

Thank you for your attention to these important issues. I look forward to seeing everyone later
this month.

1 See League of Women Voters of Florida v. Florida House of Representatives, 132 So. 3d 135 (Fla. 2013).



WEEKLY SCHEDULE OF SENATE MEETING TIME ALLOCATIONS

Special Session D
April 27-May 1, 2026

MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY
April 27, 2026 April 28, 2026 April 29, 2026 April 30, 2026 May 1, 2026
10:00am-6:00pm SITTING | 10:00am-6:00pm SITTING | 10:00am-Sine Die SITTING
12:00-1:30pm SITTING
2:00-6:00pm (Group VIII)
Rules 1108
15 minutes after completion
of Group VllI-until completion
Special Order Calendar Group
1108
REMEMBER: THE OFFICIAL CALENDAR IS PRINTED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE.

THIS TENTATIVE SCHEDULE IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE.




PROCLAMATION

STATE OF FLORIDA

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
TALLAHASSEE

TO THE HONORABLE MEMBERS OF THE FLORIDA SENATE
AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WHEREAS, Article III, Section 3(c)(1) of the Florida Constitution permits the Governor
to convene the Legislature in Special Session during which only such legislative business may be
transacted as is within the purview of this Proclamation, or of a communication from the Governor,
or as is introduced by consent of two-thirds of the membership of each house of the Legislature;
and

WHEREAS, on January 7, 2026, I called a Special Session scheduled to commence at
12:00 p.m., Monday, April 20, 2026, and extending no later than 11:59 p.m., Friday, April 24,
2026; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this Special Session is to consider legislation relating to the
drawing of congressional districts for the State of Florida and any legal challenges thereto,
including the appropriation of additional funding for such litigation; and

WHEREAS, the advancement of artificial intelligence provides the opportunity
to optimize business practices and foster innovation; however, artificial intelligence platforms
have caused harm to individuals and to society; and

WHEREAS, Florida leads the nation in parental rights; and

WHEREAS, the State of Florida has the responsibility to protect Floridians, especially
minors, from the dangerous and deceptive practices of large technology companies that wield
artificial intelligence platforms; and

WHEREAS, the Florida Legislature must act to safeguard the rights and well-being of our
citizens by establishing an Artificial Intelligence Bill of Rights; and

WHEREAS, Florida was the beacon of sanity during the COVID-19 pandemic, promoting
freedom over fear; and



WHEREAS, no Floridian should face discrimination based on mRNA vaccine status; and

WHEREAS, every family in Florida possesses the fundamental right to parental informed
consent related to the vaccine status of their minor child; and

WHEREAS, it is now prudent to amend the call of the Special Session originally scheduled
to commence on April 20, 2026.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, RON DESANTIS, Governor of the State of Florida, by virtue of
the power and authority vested in me by Article III, Section 3(c)(1) of the Florida Constitution, do
hereby proclaim as follows:

Section 1, The proclamation on January 7, 2026, calling the Legislature of the State of
Florida for a Special Session relating to consideration of legislation for the drawing of
congressional districts for the State of Florida and any legal challenges thereto, including the
appropriation of additional funding for such litigation, is amended to include consideration of
legislation relating to (1) protecting Floridians from the dangers of artificial intelligence including
an Al Bill of Rights for Floridians, and creating, as necessary, public records exemptions related
to investigations of alleged artificial intelligence harms and (2) medical freedom, similar to Senate
Bill 1756, which passed the Senate in March.

Section 2. The call to the Legislature of the State of Florida for this Special Session is
further amended to commence at 10:00 a.m., Tuesday, April 28, 2026, and extend no later than
11:59 p.m., Friday, May 1, 2026.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have
hereunto set my hand and caused the Great
Seal of the State of Florida to be affixed to
this Proclamation amending the call to the

Legislature in Special Session at the Capitol,
this 15th day of April, 2026.

e

RON DESANTIS, GOVERNOR

ATTEST:
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THE FLORIDA SENATE
SENATOR BEN ALBRITTON
President

MEMORANDUM

TO: All Senators

FROM: Ben Albritton

SUBJECT:  Update Regarding Special Session D Legislation
DATE: April 24, 2026

We are awaiting a communication from the Governor’s Office regarding congressional
redistricting. Once received, we will share his submission with you via email. We anticipate
President Gaetz will then file the Governor’s map as Senate Bill 8D.

As you are aware, actual redistricting legislation does not contain a physical map, but is a
compilation of census geography. Staff will work as expeditiously as possible, but for your
planning purposes, logistically it will take time to generate the actual bill and post related
materials to the Senate website after the Governor’s map is received. While these materials are
being prepared, you will have the submission we receive from the Governor’s Office via email.

Information on other Special Session legislation is below.

Senate Bill 2D — Artificial Intelligence Bill of Rights/Senate Bill 4D — Public Records
President Pro Tempore Brodeur filed SB 2D and SB 4D, the related public records bill, which
are now available on the Senate website. The bill analyses will be available shortly.

SB 2D is identical to the bill the Senate passed off the Floor on March 4 with overwhelming
bipartisan support. I am referring SB 2D and SB 4D to the Committee on Rules; however, by
agreement of Leaders Boyd and Berman, we intend to take up and pass this legislation during
our sitting on Tuesday.

Senate Bill 6D — Medical Freedom
Senator Yarborough filed SB 6D, which is now available on the Senate website. A bill analysis
will be available shortly.

SUITE 409, THE CAPITOL, 404 SOUTH MONROE STREET = TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1100 = TELEPHONE (850) 487-5229

Senate’s Website: www.flsenate.gov



April 24, 2026
Page 2

SB 6D is identical to the bill the Senate passed on March 9. I am referring SB 6D to the
Committee on Rules for consideration on Tuesday. We heard extensive public testimony on this
legislation in multiple committees during the regular session. As such, I have asked Rules Chair
Passidomo to move the bill through the committee process as expeditiously as possible to allow
the majority of committee time for consideration of SB 8D.

I wish you all safe travels and look forward to seeing you on Tuesday.
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THE FLORIDA SENATE
SENATOR BEN ALBRITTON
President

MEMORANDUM

TO: All Senators

FROM: Ben Albritton

SUBJECT: Congressional Map Submission from Governor DeSantis
DATE: April 27, 2026

As anticipated, the Governor’s Office has provided a proposed congressional map for our
consideration during Special Session D. The Governor’s map is attached along with the legal
memorandum that accompanied the submission. President Gaetz received the map at 11:15 a.m.
this morning and is in the process of filing the map as SB 8D for consideration during the special
session.

I will refer SB 8D to the Committee on Rules for consideration tomorrow. As previously noted,
the Governor’s Office has agreed to present his map before the committee. All Senators are
encouraged to watch this presentation and to be prepared for the Floor on Wednesday. Chair
Passidomo intends to take up SB 6, Medical Freedom by Senator Yarborough, followed by SB 8.

The Senate website will be updated with the text of Senate Bill 8D and the staff analysis. As you
are aware, actual redistricting legislation does not contain the map, but is a compilation of census
geography that takes time to generate. As with other Senate legislation, committee members may
file amendments to the Governor’s map. Due to legal requirements for equal representation in
congressional districts, amendments must be in the form of an entire map. Additionally, drafting
maps is highly technical and can take a considerable amount of time. Any Senator who intends to
file an amendment should reach out to Mr. Jay Ferrin immediately. Senators must be present
with Mr. Ferrin to direct the drawing of amendments.

Thank you for your attention to these important issues. I look forward to seeing you tomorrow.

SUITE 409, THE CAPITOL, 404 SOUTH MONROE STREET = TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1100 = TELEPHONE (850) 487-5229

Senate’s Website: www.flsenate.gov
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STATE OF FLORIDA

®ffice of the Gobernor

THE CAPITOL
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399000}

www. flgov.com
RON BESANTIS B30-Tt7-941%
GOVERNOR

Apnl 27, 2026

The Honorable Don Gaetz

Chair, Bthics & Electuons Committey
Flonda Senate

4i)4 South Monroe St

Tallahassee, FL 32399

The Honorable Mike Redonde

Chair, Select Commirttee on Congressional Redistrictung
Flonda House of Representagves

4112 South Monroe 5t

Tallahassce, Fl 32390

Dear President Gaetz and Representative Redondo:

The Execudve Office of the Governor (EOG) subnuts the attached map of proposed
congressional districts and urges the Florida Legislature to adopr ic during the special session that ts
scheduled o commence on April 28

The peopic of Flonda have been deprived of appropiate representanon m che U3 House of
Representauves.  Despite substantal population growth since the 2010 census, which catapulted
Flonda to the third most populous state in the naoon, Flonda gained only one additional seat in the
House after the 2020 census. However, a post-census survey conducted by the US. Census Burcau
demonstrated that Flonda was shorcchanged by more than 760,000 people.! This undercount cost
Florida at least one addinonal House seat.

Flonda’s representation tn the US. House has also been distorted by consideranons of race,
Passed in 2010, dhe Fawe Districts Amiendments (FLDA)Y o the Florida Consttunon require the
Legislature to account for race when drawmg congressional districts. Spearfically, secnion 20(a)
provides that “districts shall nec be drasen [(1)] with the intent or resule of denying or abridging the
cqual opportmnity of racial or language minorioes to participate in the polideal process|,| or [(2)] to
dimiush their ability to elect representatves of thewr chowe”™ ArtU I11 § 20(a), Fla. Const. These race-
based requirements, morcover, supersede the tadinenal redistricang coternta in secuon 20(b}, such as
the requirement to maintain compactness and to uglize exisung politcal and peographical boundaries,
whenever there 1s a confher. See Arc 111, 20(b), Fla. Const. (providing that the tradinonal redistncung
crireria in subsecton {b) are mandatory “[ulnless compliance with [those standards] conflicts with the
standards 1n subscction (a) or with tederal law™). This requires the nse of race tn redistricang-
something that the US. Supreme Court has signaled is unconstruttonal

!
LS. Census Burcaw, 2020 Census Underconnt and Overcorens Rater by Stave, Post-Bneeration Survey (May

19, 20223, hups://perma.ce/ YATF-IXKT, |
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In 2022, after the 2020 census, the FDA’s race-based requirements caused the Legislature to
enact two versions of Congressional District 5. The primary version packed the black population of
Duval County into one district. Even though the black voting age population was diminished relative
to the benchmark district, the Legislature nevertheless believed that the black population was latge
enough that black voters could still elect candidates of their choice. The alternative version, which
would take effect if a court blocked the primary version, essentially maintained the racially
gerrymandered configuration of the benchmark district, which had been described as having the shape
of a “barbell” and “stretched over two hundred miles actoss the Florida/Georgia botder to encompass
the black populations in Duval County in the east and Leon and Gadsden Counties in the west.” Blk
Voters Matter Capacity Bldg, Inst., Inc. v. Sec’y, Fla. Dep’t of State, 415 So. 3d 180, 188 (Fla. 2025). The
Legislature drew both versions to comply with the FDA, but because racial considerations
predominated with tespect to both, which could not satisfy strict scrutiny, the GGovernor vetoed both
maps on the ground that they violated the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to
the U.S. Constitution. The Legislature eventually enacted, and the Govetnor signed, the current
congressional map with a race-neutral version of Congtessional District 5.

The existing map is the result of a compromise between the Legislature and the Governor.
Parts were drawn by EOG, and parts were drawn by legislative staff. The southeastern part came
from the Legislature. Congressional District 20 in the southeast has an odd shape with two claws that
track the black population. The claws are arguably a telltale sign of racial predominance. They were
used to create a majority-minority district to comply with Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. Other
districts in the region do not have the odd appendages but, the legislative record shows, were drawn
with the Hispanic voting age population in mind to comply with the race-based requirements of the
FDA.

The use of race in redistricting should never happen. Any decision taken “because of” race
triggers (and should trigger) the strictest of federal constitational scrutiny. Pers. Adn’r of Mass. ». Feeney,
442 U.S. 256, 279 (1979); see also Students for Fair Adpissions, Inc. v. President & Fellows of Hare. Coll., 600
U.S. 181, 214-18 (2023). The U.S. Supreme Court, however, has attempted in vain to distinguish
between the race-conscious drawing of districts and the drawing of districts where race predominates.
While only the latter triggers strict scrutiny under current precedent, Cooper z. Harris, 581 ULS. 285,
291-92 (2017), the line is nevertheless blurty. That is because the line is intellectually dishonest. As
Justice Scalia put it, “when a legislature intentionally creates a majority-minority district, race is
necessarily its predominant motivation and strict scrutiny is therefore triggered.” League of United Latin
Am. Citizgens v. Perry, 548 U.S. 399, 517 (2006) (Scalia, J., concurring in judgment in part and dissenting
in part). Whether race is the predominant reason for drawing a district or just one among other
reasons should make no constitutional difference. Propetly understood, the Fourteenth Amendment
forbids the government from divvying up the citizenry based in whole or in part upon race.

The Supreme Court is poised to affirm this basic non-discrimination principle in Lonisiana v.
Callais. This case has an unusual procedural posture that portends a significant decision. It was first
argued on Match 24, 2025. See Supreme Court Docket, Case No. 24-109. It was re-listed for a second
argument on June 27, 2025. Id. And it was re-argued on October 15, 2025, I4. Past cases re-argued
before the Supteme Court include Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954) (segtegation); Roe ».
Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973) (abortion); and Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, 558 U.S. 310
(2010) (campaign finance). The re-listing and re-argument of Callais suggests that it will be a landmark
decision just as the others were.
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The proposed congressional map that EOG now submits does not take tace into
consideration at all. Race was neither a predominant factor nor one of many factors. And because
race was never considered, the map also makes no attempt to adhere to the race-based requirements
of the FDA. Because those provisions requite consideration of race in the drawing of congressional
districts, they cannot satisfy strict scrutiny and are unconstitutional under the F ourteenth Amendment.
For one thing, they lack a pre-enactment record that would justify a race-based remedy for a race-
based wrong. There’s also no temporal limit to these provisions. And plainly, they were not adopted
under Congtess’s enforcement powers pursuant to Section 2 of the Fifteenth Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution. See generally Black Voters Matter Capacity Bldg. Inst., Inc., 415 So. 3d at 196-97 (recognizing
those differences).

The race-based requirements of the FDA also cannot be severed from the other requirements
of the FDA. The FDA was sold to the voters as a package. Thete was no severability provision
included in the FDA when it was presented to the voters. And because one part is unconstitutional,
there’s little reason to think that voters would have apptoved the remaining parts by themselves. As
Flotida’s Chief Justice commented during the oral argument in Black Voters Matter: “If it ever were to
come to the point that we thought that the non-diminishment essentially doesn’t wotk here, would
the whole FDA have to go because it seems like this was part of a kind of package deal?” Oral
Atgument at 1:17:15, https://wfsu.org/ gavel2gavel/viewcase.phpreid=2894.  That led to the
following rhetorical question: “How do we neuter half of [the FDA] and then leave thc other part
intact?™ Id.

The proposed map redraws on race-neutral terms districts in southeast Flotida that were
affected by the FDA’s race-based requirements. Changes in this region result in changes elsewhere in
the map. In addition, since the 2020 census, Florida’s population has continued to grow ata breakneck
pace, adding almost 2 million more residents as of July 1, 2025—an 8.9% increase’> The most
population growth appears to have occutred in the outlying areas surrounding Tampa and Orlando
and north of Palm Beach County up the eastern coast.” While still based on 2020 census data, the
proposed map nevertheless attempts to account for these dramatic population changes by
teconfiguting districts around the areas of high growth.

On behalf of EOG, I utge you to approve the attached congressional map.
Sincerely,

Ay

David Axelman
General Counsel

2 U.S. Census Bureau, Quick Facts, Florida,

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/FL/PST045225#PST045225.

3 U.S. Census Bureau, Sunshine State Home ta Metro Areas Among Top 10 U.S. Population Gainers from 2022

to 2023 (March 14, 2024), https://www.census.gov/ libraty/stories /2024 /03 /flotida-and-fast-

growing-metros.html; see also Office of Economic & Demographic Research, April 1, 2025 Estimate of
Counties and  Municipalities, 'https://edr state.flus/Content/population-demographics /data/index-

floridaproducts.cfm.
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Plan: Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan

District
No.

D1

D2

D3

D4

D5

D6

D7

D8

D9

D10

TOTAL

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,220

769,221

769,221

Target

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

769,221

Target

Target
Population Population Deviation Deviation

(%)

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.00

0.00

0.00

P.7

District Statistical Report

Total
Population

769,221
3.57%

769,221
3.57%

769,221
3.57%

769,221
3.57%

769,221
3.57%

769,221
3.57%

769,221
3.57%

769,220
3.57%

769,221
3.57%

769,221

Date: Mon Apr 27 2026 10:30:00 GMT-0400 (Eastern Daylight Time)
Plan No.: 6¢757e370a4b4152ae5e526481fc4149



District TOTAL Target Target Target Total

No. Population Population Deviation Deviation Population
(%)
3.57%
D11 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D12 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D13 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D14 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D15 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D16 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D17 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D18 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D19 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221

3.57%



District TOTAL Target Target Target Total

No. Population Population Deviation Deviation Population
(%)
D20 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D21 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D22 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D23 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D24 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D25 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D26 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D27 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221
3.57%
D28 769,221 769,221 0 0.00 769,221

3.57%
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wkid: 3086

District

Unassigned
D1
D2
D3
D4
D5
D6
D7
D8
Do
D10
D11
D12
D13
D14
D15
D16
D17
D18
D19
D20
D21
D22
D23
D24
D25

District Compactness Report

Polygon Perimeter Reock Area/Convex Polsby Holes
Area (sq. (mi)

mi)

0
4416.06
12838.5

8270.8
1980.53
829.02
3928.29
1053.41
1859
5484.89
214.22
1590.92
738.14
705.05
837.53
2212.79
3322.16
1822.36
1403.21
1590.37
126.4
1864.94
5652.58
266.12
118.12
352.92

0
340.71
578.32

455.1
280
140.93
319.95
180.93
230.03
437.98
85.84
246.14
150.92
127.26
155.25
328.95
334.88
267.41
209.12
228.23
62.11
214.6
419.77
85.3
68.03
166.06

0
0.54
0.46
0.57
0.38
0.56
0.74
047
0.44
047
0.46
0.41
042

0.5
0.52
0.33
0.39
0.27
0.66
0.46
0.48
0.49
0.48
0.49
0.38
0.17

Hull

0
0.87
0.82

0.9
0.76
0.89
0.92
0.83
0.74
0.78
0.79
0.77
0.77
0.89
0.81
0.66
0.79
0.69
0.89
0.82
0.81
0.82

0.8

0.9

0.8
0.69

Popper

0
048
048

0.5
0.32
0.52
048

04
0.44
0.36
0.37
0.33
0.41
0.55
0.44
0.26
0.37
0.32

04
0.38
0.41
0.51

04
0.46
0.32
0.16

0O 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 o0 o o o
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D26
D27
D28

Polygon Perimeter Reock Area/Convex Polsby Holes

Area (sq. (mi)

mi)

934.62 146.59 0.53
279.38 7126 0.67

6710.91 591.03 0.22

Hull Popper
0.9 0.55

0.95 0.69

0.55 0.24
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FIPS Total

Population

District 1
Escambia County 321,905
Okaloosa County 211,668
Santa Rosa County 188,000
* Walton County 47,648
District 1 Total 769,221
100%

District 2
Bay County 175,216
Calhoun County 13,648
Franklin County 12,451
Gadsden County 43,826
Gulf County 14,192
Holmes County 19,653
Jackson County 47,319
Jefferson County 14,510
* Lafayette County 1,731
Leon County 292,198
Liberty County 7,974
Madison County 17,968
Taylor County 21,796
Wakulla County 33,764
* Walton County 27,657

Washington County 25,318



FIPS

District 2 Total

District 3
Alachua County
Baker County
Bradford County
Columbia County
Dixie County
Gilchrist County
Hamilton County
* Lafayette County
Levy County
* Marion County
Suwannee County

Union County

District 3 Total

District 4
Clay County
* Duval County

Nassau County

District 4 Total

District 5

Total
Population

769,221
100%

278,468
28,259
28,303
69,698
16,759
17,864
14,004

6,495
42,915

206,835
43,474
16,147

769,221
100%

218,245
460,624
90,352

769,221
100%



FIPS

* Duval County
* St Johns County

District 5 Total

District 6
Flagler County
* Lake County
* Marion County
Putnam County
* St Johns County

* Volusia County

District 6 Total

District 7
* Orange County
Seminole County

* Volusia County

District 7 Total

District 8
Brevard County

* Orange County

Total
Population

534,943
234,278

769,221
100%

115,378
117,124
169,073
73,321
39,147
255,178

769,221
100%

0
470,856
298,365

769,221
100%

606,612
162,608

P.14



FIPS Total
Population
District 8 Total 769,220
100%
District 9
Glades County 12,126
Highlands County 101,235
Indian River County 159,788
Okeechobee County 39,644
* Orange County 125,442
* Osceola County 319,073
* Polk County 11,913
District 9 Total 769,221
100%
District 10
* Orange County 769,221
District 10 Total 769,221
100%
District 11
* Lake County 266,832
* Orange County 372,637
Sumter County 129,752
District 11 Total 769,221

100%



FIPS Total

Population

District 12
* Hillsborough County 415,939
* Pasco County 353,282
District 12 Total 769,221
100%

District 13
* Pasco County 62,348
* Pinellas County 706,873
District 13 Total 769,221
100%

District 14

* Hillsborough County 769,221

District 14 Total 769,221
100%

District 15
Citrus County 153,843
Hernando County 194,515

* Hillsborough County 274,602
* Pasco County 146,261

District 15 Total 769,221
100%



FIPS Total

Population

District 16
De Soto County 33,976
Hardee County 25,327
* Hillsborough County 0
Manatee County 399,710
* Pinellas County 252,234
* Polk County 13,495
* Sarasota County 44,479
District 16 Total 769,221
100%

District 17
Charlotte County 186,847
* Lee County 192,847
* Sarasota County 389,527
District 17 Total 769,221
100%

District 18
* Osceola County 69,583
* Polk County 699,638
District 18 Total 769,221
100%

District 19

* Collier County 201,246



FIPS Total

Population
* Lee County 567,975
District 19 Total 769,221
100%

District 20
* Broward County 769,221
District 20 Total 769,221
100%

District 21
Martin County 158,431
* Palm Beach County 281,564
St Lucie County 329,226
District 21 Total 769,221
100%

District 22
* Broward County 345,595
* Collier County 174,506
Hendry County 39,619

* Palm Beach County 209,501

District 22 Total 769,221
100%

District 23



FIPS Total
Population

* Palm Beach County 769,221

District 23 Total 769,221
100%

District 24
* Broward County 228,782

* Miami-Dade County 540,439

District 24 Total 769,221
100%

District 25
* Broward County 303,501

* Miami-Dade County 233,815
* Palm Beach County 231,905

District 25 Total 769,221
100%

District 26
* Broward County 297,276

* Miami-Dade County 471,945

District 26 Total 769,221
100%

District 27
* Miami-Dade County 769,221



FIPS Total
Population
District 27 Total 769,221
100%
District 28

* Miami-Dade County 686,347
Monroe County 82,874

District 28 Total 769,221
100%

P.20
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FIPS Total
Population

District 1

Escambia County

*No Place 265,880
Century 1,713
Pensacola 54,312
Escambia County 321,905

Okaloosa County

*No Place 123,397
Cinco Bayou 457
Crestview 27,134
Destin 13,931
Fort Walton Beach 20,922
Laurel Hill 584
Mary Esther 3,982
Niceville 15,772
Shalimar 737
Valparaiso 4,752
Okaloosa County 211,668

Santa Rosa County

*No Place 170,977
Gulf Breeze 6,302
Jay 524
Milton 10,197

Santa Rosa County 188,000

P.21

Assigned District Splits

Date: Mon Apr 27 2026 10:42:25 GMT-0400 (Eastern Daylight Time)
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FIPS

* Walton County
*No Place
Freeport

Paxton

* Walton County

District 1 Total

District 2

Bay County
*No Place
Callaway
Lynn Haven
Mexico Beach
Panama City
Panama City Beach
Parker

Springfield

Bay County

Calhoun County
*No Place
Altha

Blountstown

Calhoun County
Franklin County

Total
Population

41,231
5,861
556

47,648

769,221
100%

79,442
13,045
18,695
916
32,939
18,094
4,010
8,075

175,216
10,886
496

2,266

13,648

P.22



P.23

FIPS Total
Population
*No Place 7,504
Apalachicola 2,341
Carrabelle 2,606
Franklin County 12,451

Gadsden County

*No Place 25,793
Chattahoochee 2,955
Greensboro 461
Gretna 1,357
Havana 1,753
Midway 3,637
Quincy 7,970
Gadsden County 43,826
Gulf County
*No Place 8,761
Port St. Joe 3,357
Wewahitchka 2,074
Gulf County 14,192

Holmes County

*No Place 15,580
Bonifay 2,759
Esto 341
Noma 208
Ponce de Leon 504

Westville 261
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FIPS Total
Population

Holmes County 19,653

Jackson County

*No Place 32,015
Alford 484
Bascom 87
Campbellton 191
Cottondale 848
Graceville 2,153
Grand Ridge 882
Greenwood 539
Jacob City 217
Malone 1,959
Marianna 6,245
Sneads 1,699
Jackson County 47,319

Jefferson County

*No Place 11,921
Monticello 2,589
Jefferson County 14,510
* Lafayette County 1,731

Leon County

*No Place 96,029

Tallahassee 196,169
Leon County 292,198
Liberty County

*No Place 7,056



FIPS Total
Population
Bristol 918
Liberty County 7,974

Madison County

*No Place 13,935

Greenville 746

Lee 375

Madison 2,912
Madison County 17,968
Taylor County

*No Place 14,898

Perry 6,898
Taylor County 21,796

Wakulla County

*No Place 33,064
Sopchoppy 426
St. Marks 274
Wakulla County 33,764

* Walton County

*No Place 21,738
DeFuniak Springs 5,919
* Walton County 27,657

Washington County
*No Place 20,017
Caryville 301

P.25
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FIPS Total
Population
Chipley 3,660
Ebro 237
Vernon 732
Wausau 371
Washington County 25,318
District 2 Total 769,221
100%
District 3
Alachua County
*No Place 108,824
Alachua 10,574
Archer 1,140
Gainesville 141,085
Hawthorne 1,478
High Springs 6,215
La Crosse 316
Micanopy 648
Newberry 7,342
Waldo 846
Alachua County 278,468
Baker County
*No Place 20,492
Glen St. Mary 463

Macclenny 7,304
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FIPS Total
Population

Baker County 28,259
Bradford County

*No Place 21,117
Brooker 322
Hampton 432
Lawtey 636
Starke 5,796
Bradford County 28,303

Columbia County

*No Place 56,751

Fort White 618

Lake City 12,329
Columbia County 69,698
Dixie County

*No Place 14,905

Cross City 1,689

Horseshoe Beach 165
Dixie County 16,759

Gilchrist County

*No Place 14,853
Bell 518
Fanning Springs 478
Trenton 2,015
Gilchrist County 17,864

Hamilton County
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FIPS Total
Population
*No Place 8,894
Jasper 3,621
Jennings 749
White Springs 740
Hamilton County 14,004

* Lafayette County

*No Place 5,440
Mayo 1,055
* Lafayette County 6,495
Levy County
*No Place 32,920
Bronson 1,140
Cedar Key 687
Chiefland 2316
Fanning Springs 704
Inglis 1,476
Otter Creek 108
Williston 2,976
Yankeetown 588
Levy County 42,915

* Marion County

*No Place 140,404
Dunnellon 1,928
Mclintosh 463
Ocala 63,591

Reddick 449
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FIPS Total

Population

* Marion County 206,835
Suwannee County

*No Place 36,028

Branford 711

Live Oak 6,735

Suwannee County 43,474

Union County

*No Place 13,559
Lake Butler 1,986
Raiford 224
Worthington Springs 378
Union County 16,147
District 3 Total 769,221
100%
District 4

Clay County
*No Place 197,103
Green Cove Springs 9,786
Keystone Heights 1,446
Orange Park 9,089
Penney Farms 821
Clay County 218,245

* Duval County



FIPS

Baldwin

* Jacksonville

* Duval County
Nassau County
*No Place
Callahan
Fernandina Beach

Hilliard

Nassau County

District 4 Total

District 5
* Duval County
Atlantic Beach
* Jacksonville
Jacksonville Beach

Neptune Beach

* Duval County

* St Johns County
*No Place
St. Augustine

St. Augustine Beach

* St Johns County

Total
Population

1,396
459,228

460,624

72,807
1,526
13,052
2,967

90,352

769,221
100%

13,513
490,383
23,830
7,217

534,943
213,146
14,329

6,803

234,278

P.30



FIPS

District 5 Total

District 6
Flagler County
*No Place
Beverly Beach
Bunnell
Flagler Beach
Marineland

Palm Coast

Flagler County
* Lake County
*No Place
Eustis
Lady Lake
Mount Dora

Umatilla

* Lake County
* Marion County
*No Place

Belleview

* Marion County
Putnam County

*No Place

Total
Population

769,221
100%

17,270
474
3,276
5,088
12
89,258

115,378
57,939
23,189
15,970
16,341

3,685

117,124

163,660
5413

169,073

58,282

P.31
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FIPS Total

Population

Crescent City 1,654
Interlachen 1,441

Palatka 10,446
Pomona Park 784

Welaka 714

Putnam County 73,321

* St Johns County

*No Place 39,144
Marineland 3
* St Johns County 39,147

* Volusia County

*No Place 74,663
Daytona Beach 72,647
DeLand 37,351
Flagler Beach 72
Holly Hill 12,958
Ormond Beach 43,080
Pierson 1,542
South Daytona 12,865
* Volusia County 255,178
District 6 Total 769,221
100%
District 7

* Orange County 0
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FIPS Total
Population

Seminole County

*No Place 224,494
Altamonte Springs 46,231
Casselberry 28,794
Lake Mary 16,798
Longwood 15,087
Oviedo 40,059
Sanford 61,051
Winter Springs 38,342
Seminole County 470,856

* Volusia County

*No Place 40,575
Daytona Beach Shores 5,179
DeBary 22,260
Deltona 93,692
Edgewater 23,097
Lake Helen 2,842
New Smyrna Beach 30,142
Osk Hill 1,086
Orange City 12,632
Ponce Inlet 3,364
Port Orange 62,596

* Volusia County 298,365
District 7 Total 769,221

100%
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FIPS Total
Population

District 8

Brevard County

*No Place 223,591
Cape Canaveral 9,972
Cocoa 19,041
Cocoa Beach 11,354
Grant-Valkaria 4,509
Indialantic 3,010
Indian Harbour Beach 9,019
Malabar 2,949
Melboumne 84,678
Melbourne Beach 3,231
Melbourne Village 681
Palm Bay 119,760
Palm Shores 1,200
Rockledge 27,678
Satellite Beach 11,226
Titusville 48,789
West Melbourne 25,924
Brevard County 606,612

* Orange County

*No Place 162,603

* Orlando 5

* Orange County 162,608
District 8 Total 769,220

100%
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FIPS Total
Population
District 9
Glades County
*No Place 10,560
Moore Haven 1,566
Glades County 12,126
Highlands County
*No Place 78,488
Avon Park 9,658
Lake Placid 2,360
Sebring 10,729
Highlands County 101,235

Indian River County

*No Place 108,789
Fellsmere 4,834
Indian River Shores 4,241
Orchid 516
Sebastian 25,054
Vero Beach 16,354
Indian River County 159,788
Okeechobee County
*No Place 34,390
Okeechobee 5,254
Okeechobee County 39,644

* Orange County



FIPS

*No Place
Belle Isle

* Orlando

* Orange County

* Osceola County
*No Place
Kissimmee

St. Cloud

* Osceola County
* Polk County
*No Place

Frostproof

* Polk County

District 9 Total

District 10
* Orange County

*No Place

* Apopka
Eatonville
Edgewood
Maitland

* Ocoee

* Orlando

Total
Population

73,323
7,032
45,087

125,442

180,883
79,226
58,964

319,073

9,036
2,877

11,913

769,221
100%

404,082
16,911
2,349
2,685
19,543
32,545
261,311

P.36
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FIPS Total
Population
Winter Park 29,795
* Orange County 769,221
District 10 Total 769,221
100%
District 11
* Lake County
*No Place 125,339
Astatula 1,889
Clermont 43,021
Fruitland Park 8,325
Groveland 18,505
Howey-in-the-Hills 1,643
Leesburg 27,000
Mascotte 6,609
Minneola 13,843
Montverde 1,655
Tavares 19,003
* Lake County 266,832
* Orange County
*No Place 265,192
* Apopka 37,962
Bay Lake 29
Lake Buena Vista 24
Oakland 3,516

* Ocoee 14,750



FIPS

* Orlando
Windermere

Winter Garden

* Orange County

Sumter County
*No Place
Bushnell
Center Hill
Coleman
Webster
Wildwood

Sumter County

District 11 Total

District 12
* Hillsborough County
*No Place

* Tampa

* Hillsborough County
* Pasco County
*No Place
New Port Richey
Port Richey

Total
Population

1,170
3,030
46,964

372,637

108,709
3,047
846
642
778
15,730

129,752

769,221
100%

294,539
121,400

415,939

333,502

16,728
3,052

P.38
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FIPS Total
Population
* Pasco County 353,282
District 12 Total 769,221
100%
District 13
* Pasco County 62,348
* Pinellas County
*No Place 242,478
Belleair 4,273
Belleair Beach 1,633
Belleair Bluffs 2,311
Belleair Shore 73
Clearwater 117,292
Dunedin 36,068
Indian Rocks Beach 3,673
Indian Shores 1,190
Kenneth City 5,047
Largo 82,485
Oldsmar 14,898
Pinellas Park 53,093
Safety Harbor 17,072
* Seminole 11,554
* St. Petersburg 88,616
Tarpon Springs 25117
* Pinellas County 706,873

District 13 Total 769,221



FIPS

District 14
* Hillsborough County
*No Place
Plant City

* Tampa

* Hillsborough County

District 14 Total

District 15
Citrus County
*No Place
Crystal River

Inverness

Citrus County
Hernando County
*No Place

Brooksville

Weeki Wachee

Hernando County
* Hillsborough County
*No Place

* Tampa

Total
Population

100%

591,154
39,764
138,303

769,221

769,221
100%

142,904
3,396
7,543

153,843
185,609
8,890
16

194,515

122,656
125,256

P.40



FIPS

Temple Terrace

* Hillsborough County

* Pasco County
*No Place
Dade City
San Antonio
St. Leo

Zephyrhills

* Pasco County

District 15 Total

District 16
De Soto County
*No Place

Arcadia

De Soto County

Hardee County
*No Place
Bowling Green
Wauchula

Zolfo Springs

Hardee County

* Hillsborough County

Total
Population

26,690

274,602

118,133
7,275
1,297
2,362

17,194

146,261

769,221
100%

26,556
7,420

33,976
16,285
2,405
4,900

1,737

25,327

P.41
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FIPS Total
Population

Manatee County

*No Place 323,057
Anna Maria 968
Bradenton 55,698
Bradenton Beach 908
Holmes Beach 3,010
* Longboat Key 2,746
Palmetto 13,323
Manatee County 399,710

* Pinellas County

*No Place 33,191
Gulfport 11,783
Madeira Beach 3,895
North Redington Beach 1,495
Redington Beach 1,376
Redington Shores 2,176
* Seminole 7,810
South Pasadena 5,353
St. Pete Beach 8,879
* St. Petersburg 169,692
Treasure Island 6,584
* Pinellas County 252,234
* Polk County
*No Place 8,395
Fort Meade 5,100

* Polk County 13,495



FIPS

* Sarasota County
*No Place
* North Port

* Venice

* Sarasota County

District 16 Total

District 17
Charlotte County
*No Place

Punta Gorda

Charlotte County
* Lee County
*No Place

Fort Myers

* Lee County

* Sarasota County
*No Place
* Longboat Key
* North Port
Sarasota

* Venice

* Sarasota County

Total
Population

29,904
10,512
4,063

44,479

769,221
100%

167,376
19,471

186,847

106,452
86,395

192,847

244,245
4,759
64,281
54,842
21,400

389,527

P.43
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FIPS Total
Population
District 17 Total 769,221
100%
District 18
* Osceola County 69,583
* Polk County
*No Place 427,467
Auburndale 15,616
Bartow 19,309
Davenport 9,043
Dundee 5,235
Eagle Lake 3,008
Haines City 26,669
Highland Park 251
Hillcrest Heights 243
Lake Alfred 6,374
Lake Hamilton 1,537
Lake Wales 16,361
Lakeland 112,641
Mulberry 3,952
Polk City 2,713
Winter Haven 49,219
* Polk County 699,638
District 18 Total 769,221

100%



FIPS Total
Population

District 19

* Collier County

*No Place 182,131
Naples 19,115
* Collier County 201,246

* Lee County
*No Place 271,412
Bonita Springs 53,644
Cape Coral 194,016
Estero 36,939
Fort Myers Beach 5,682
Sanibel 6,382
* Lee County 567,975
District 19 Total 769,221
100%

District 20

* Broward County

*No Place 7,181
* Coconut Creek 25,596
* Coral Springs 64,659
* Deerfield Beach 44,581
* Fort Lauderdale 102,630
Lauderdale Lakes 35,954
Lauderhill 74,482

Lazy Lake 33

P .45
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FIPS Total
Population
Margate 58,712
North Lauderdale 44,794
Oakland Park 44,229
* Plantation 58,127
* Pompano Beach 54,032
* Sunrise 70,888
Tamarac 71,897
Wilton Manors 11,426
* Broward County 769,221
District 20 Total 769,221
100%
District 21
Martin County
*No Place 131,350
Indiantown 6,560
Jupiter Island 804
Ocean Breeze 301
Sewall's Point 1,991
Stuart 17,425
Martin County 158,431
* Palm Beach County
*No Place 90,357
Juno Beach 3,858
Jupiter 61,047

Jupiter Inlet Colony 405



FIPS

Lake Park
North Palm Beach

Palm Beach Gardens

Palm Beach Shores
* Riviera Beach

* Royal Palm Beach
Tequesta

* West Palm Beach

* Palm Beach County
St Lucie County

*No Place

Fort Pierce

Port St. Lucie

St. Lucie Village

St Lucie County

District 21 Total

District 22
* Broward County
*No Place
* Coconut Creek
* Coral Springs
* Davie
Parkland

* Plantation

Total
Population

9,047
13,162
59,182

1,330

8,441
12,337

6,158
16,240

281,564

76,465
47,297
204,851
613

329,226

769,221
100%

607
32,237
69,735
80,430
34,670
33,362

P.47
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FIPS Total
Population
* Sunrise 26,447
Weston 68,107
* Broward County 345,595

* Collier County

*No Place 158,394

Everglades 352

Marco Island 15,760
* Collier County 174,506
Hendry County

*No Place 27,326

Clewiston 7,327

LaBelle 4,966
Hendry County 39,619

* Palm Beach County

*No Place 89,926
Belle Glade 16,698
Loxahatchee Groves 3,355
Pahokee 5,524
* Royal Palm Beach 26,595
South Bay 4,860
Wellington 61,637
Westlake 906
* Palm Beach County 209,501

District 22 Total 769,221
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FIPS Total

Population

100%

District 23
* Palm Beach County

*No Place 363,987
Atlantis 2,142
Boynton Beach 80,380
Briny Breezes 502
Cloud Lake 134

* Delray Beach 42,164
Glen Ridge 217
Golf 255
Greenacres 43,990
Gulf Stream 954
Haverhill 2,187
Hypoluxo 2,687
Lake Clarke Shores 3,564
Lake Worth Beach 42,219
Lantana 11,504
Manalapan 419
Mangonia Park 2,142
Ocean Ridge 1,830
Palm Beach 9,245
Palm Springs 26,890

* Riviera Beach 29,163
South Palm Beach 1,471

* West Palm Beach 101,175

* Palm Beach County 769,221
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FIPS Total
Population
District 23 Total 769,221
100%
District 24
* Broward County
* Dania Beach 7,164
* Hallandale Beach 12,696
* Hollywood 101,063
* Miramar 58,109
Pembroke Park 6,260
* Pembroke Pines 28,360
West Park 15,130
* Broward County 228,782
* Miami-Dade County
*No Place 177,998
Biscayne Park 3,117
El Portal 1,986
* Miami 153,074
Miami Gardens 111,640
Miami Shores 11,567
* North Miami 49404
* North Miami Beach 15,190
Opa-locka 16,463
* Miami-Dade County 540,439

District 24 Total 769,221
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FIPS Total
Population
100%
District 25
* Broward County

*No Place 8,152
* Dania Beach 24,559
* Davie 1,271
* Deerfield Beach 42278
* Fort Lauderdale 80,130
* Hallandale Beach 28,521
Hillsboro Beach 1,987
* Hollywood 41,104
Lauderdale-by-the-Sea 6,198
Lighthouse Point 10,486
* Plantation 261
* Pompano Beach 58,014
Sea Ranch Lakes 540
* Broward County 303,501

* Miami-Dade County
*No Place 25,160
Aventura 40,242
Bal Harbour 3,093
Bay Harbor Islands 5,922
Golden Beach 961
Indian Creek 84
Miami Beach 82,890
North Bay Village 8,159

* North Miami 10,787



FIPS

* North Miami Beach
Sunny Isles Beach

Surfside

* Miami-Dade County
* Palm Beach County
*No Place
Boca Raton
* Delray Beach
Highland Beach

* Palm Beach County

District 25 Total

District 26
* Broward County

*No Place
Cooper City
* Davie
* Hollywood
* Miramar
* Pembroke Pines

Southwest Ranches

* Broward County
* Miami-Dade County

*No Place

Total
Population

28,486
22,342
5,689

233,815

105,506
97,422
24,682

4,295

231,905

769,221
100%

948
34,401
23,990
10,900
76,612

142,818
7,607

297,276

102,148

P.52
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FIPS Total
Population
Doral 75,874
Hialeah 223,109
Hialeah Gardens 23,068
Medley 1,056
Miami Lakes 30,467
Miami Springs 13,859
Virginia Gardens 2,364
* Miami-Dade County 471,945
District 26 Total 769,221
100%
District 27
* Miami-Dade County
*No Place 308,486
Coral Gables 49,248
Cutler Bay 45,425
Key Biscayne 14,809
* Miami 289,167
Palmetto Bay 24,439
Pinecrest 18,388
South Miami 12,026
West Miami 7,233
* Miami-Dade County 769,221
District 27 Total 769,221

100%



FIPS

District 28
* Miami-Dade County
*No Place
Florida City
Homestead

Sweetwater

* Miami-Dade County
Monroe County
*No Place
Islamorada, Village of Islands
Key Colony Beach
Key West
Layton

Marathon

Monroe County

District 28 Total

Total
Population

573,162
13,085
80,737
19,363

686,347

38,634
7,107
790
26,444
210
9,689

82,874

769,221
100%

P.54
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P.2

Overview on Congressional Redistricting

* The U.S. Census Bureau released Apportionment Counts to all states on
April 26, 2021. Resulting from the 2020 Census, Florida gained 1 seat, for
a total of 28 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives.

* Florida Population (21,538,187) divided by 28 districts: 769,221.
* The standard for Congressional Redistricting is to draw districts: “As

nearly equal as possible” which has been consistently interpreted to
mean exact population equality — plus or minus 1 person.

Florida Fast Facts 2010 2020

Statewide Population 18,801,310 21,538,187 +2,736,877
Number of Congressional Seats 27 28 +1 seat
Congres_swnal District Ideal 696,345 769,221 +72.876
Population
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Overview on Congressional Redistricting

* Districts are assembled using “Census Blocks” that are part of the
Redistricting data set provided by the U.S. Census Bureau (P.L. 94-171).

* There are 390,066 census blocks in Florida.
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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Proposed Congressional Redistricting Plan
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4/27/2026 Census and Boundary Statistics Page2
Plan EOGPCRP2026
Deviation Voting Age Population: | Area | Perim. | Convex Polsby- Reock | _Counties: Cities: Political and Geographic Boundaries:

Dist. Total % Black Hisp. | (sqmi}| (mi) | Hull Popper Ratio [Whole Parts |Whole Parts | City County Road Water  Rail | Non-Pol/Geo

1 0.00% 15.54% 24.99% [2550.1) 2472 | 081 041 046 | 48 53 | 382 66 | 14%  53%  16%  39% 1% 14%
1 0 0.00% 13.54% 6.69% 4416 | 341 | 087 048 054 3 1 16 0 8%  78%  10%  53% 0% 3%
2 0 000% | 23.09% 642% | 1283 | 578 | 082 048 046 | 14 2 50 0 5%  84% 7% 49% 0% 3% Overall numbers
3 0 0.00% 15.88% 1064% | 8271 | 455 | 090 o050 057 | 10 2 2 0 6%  86% 7%  32% 0% 5% of county and city splits:
4 0 0.00% | 31.66% 7.82% 1981 | 280 | 076 032 038 2 1 8 1 8%  86% 2%  55% 0% 2% ©
5 0 0.00% 12.80% 10.86% 829 141 | 089 052 056 0 2 5 1 16%  A8% 7% 9% 0% 13% ca e e
6 0 0.00% 11.22% 9.78% 3,928 320 0.92 0.48 0.74 2 4 21 0 16% 43% 17% 32% 2% 15% s 2w eRATe R 88
7 0 0.00% 10.53% 1897% | 1053 | 181 | 083 o040 047 1 2 17 0 22%  68% 9%  40% 2% 8% 5
8 -1 0.00% 10.88% 1424% | 1859 | 230 | 074 o044 044 1 1 16 1 0% 86% 5%  42% 0% 9% 2
9 0 0.00% 10.67% 3639% | 5485 | 438 | 078 036 047 4 3 14 1 5% 72% 6% 26% 2% 12%
10 0 0.00% 27.84% 30.41% 214 86 079 037 046 0 1 4 3 26% 2% _ 35% 8% 0% 33%
11 0 0.00% 10.76% 1982% | 1591 | 246 | 077 033 04l 1 2 20 3 9%  64%  17%  26% 3% 13% 5
12 0 0.00% 10.70% 24.81% 738 151 | 077 o041 o042 0 2 2 1 4% A% 2% 3% 0% 20% £ - 4 -
13 0 0.00% 6.43% 10.28% 705 127 | o089 055 050 0 2 14 2 2%  48% 6%  70% 1% 12% 3 - -
14 0 0.00% 13.40% 26.02% 838 155 | 081 044 052 0 1 1 1 22%  56%  16% @ 24% 1% 20% 5 i3 3 g% 3
15 0 0.00% 15.05% 14.95% | 2213 | 329 | 066 026 033 2 2 9 1 50 76%  18%  48% 1% 10% Es TEp g g5 g
16 0 0.00% 11.98% 1291% | 3,322 | 335 | 079 037 039 3 4 18 B 9%  56%  15%  28% 2% 14% g3 s . 5 ¢ 28 TfaE
17 0 0.00% 6.94% 1100% | 1,822 | 267 | o6s 032 027 1 2 3 3 10%  60%  17%  39% 0% 12% Eg EEE3s é; 4 5 2 §~§
18 0 0.00% 15.31% 2492% | 1403 | 209 | 089 040 066 0 2 15 0 13%  42% 6% 19% 2% 33% 'ES b E A E ga| % Esfs
19 0 0.00% 5.07% 1892% | 1590 | 228 | 082 038 046 0 2 6 0 15%  57% 6%  50% 0% 20% 22|, 5823858 T35 Evs
20 0__0.00% 23.26% 126 62 081 041 048 0 1 8 7 2% 3% 39%  11% 5% 32% Slg g zeg iz, 582335%
21 0 0.00% 13.11% 1507% | 1865 | 215 | 082 051 049 2 1 16 3 6%  71% 5%  48% 0% 16% Sl2 28 2eElgzss St
2 0 0.00% 13.57% 3099% | 5653 | 420 | 080 040 048 1 3 12 6 12%  54%  16%  25% 0% 17% 8283 5gle2s2¢5¢
23 0 0.00% 23.14% 25.90% 266 85 090 046 049 0 1 19 3 20%  26%  25% @ 40% 3% 2% 5 5 3388|532 58S
24 0 0.00% 40.92% 118 68 080 032 038 [ 2 7 8 49% 1% 8%  15% 4% 20% eEEEE2e|lEss 82
25 0 0.00% 7.42% 27.74% 353 166 | 069 016 017 0 3 15 11 | 1o% 34w 24w a8% 5% 15% 28888 xx2888 %%
26 0 0.00% 10.66% 935 147 | 090 055 053 0 2 9 4 26%  17%  52% 2% 0% 8%
27 0 0.00% 7.06% 279 71 095 069 067 0 1 7 1 12%  18%  26%  58% 0% 13%
28 0 0.00% 10.33% 6711 | 591 | 055 024 022 1 1 8 0 1% _ 88% 7% _ 86% 0% 1%
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[ Counties_included in more than one district [ Counties_included in more than one district 1 [ Counties included in more than one district Counties_included in more than one district
L County [pist.| Total Pop | _Pop% | Total Area | Area% | | County [Dist. [ Total Pop|_Pop% | Total Area | Area% | | County [pist. [ Total Pop | _Pop% | Total Area | Area% | | County [Dist. | Total Pop | _Pop% | Total Area | Area% |
Broward 20 769,221  39.6% 12 9.7%
Broward 2 5505  17.82% 5659 43.3%
Broward 24 2e7e2 118% 302 26%
Broward 25 303501 15.6% 1547 11.8%
Broward 26 297276 153% 272 327%
Collier 19 201,246 53.6% 2008 115%
Collier 2 174506  46.4% 23053  88.5%
Duval 4 a60,620  46.3% 6111 66.5%
Duval 5 534043 53.7% 3074 33.5%
Hillsborough 12 415939 28.5% 1630 12.2%
Hillsborough 14 769221 52.7% 8375 62.9%
Hillsborough 15 274,602 18.8% 269 163%
Hillsborough 16 0 0.0% 1145 8.6%
Lafayette 2 1731 21.0% 433 79%
Lafayette 3 6495  79.0% 5046  921%
Lake 6 117,024 30.5% 2996 43.2%
Lake 11 266832  695% 6572 56.8%
Lee 17 192847 25.4% 243 148%
Lee 19 567975  747% 12005  85.2%
Marion 3 206835 55.0% 6560  30.5%
Marion 6 169073  450% 10067  60.6%
Miami-Dade 24 540439 20.0% 89 35%
Miami-Dade 25 233815 8% 972 41%
Miami-Dade 26 471985 175% 5074 21.2%
Miami-Dade 27 769,221 285% 2794 10.7%
Miami-Dade 28 686347 254% 14214 50.5%
Orange 7 0 00% 00 0.0%
Orange 8 162608 114% 3020 301%
Orange 9 w5442 8% 1333 13.3%
Orange 10 79,221  53.8% 242 214%
Orange 11 372637 261% 3540 35.3%
Osceola 9 319073 821% 14073  93.4%
Osceala 12 69583 17.9% 97 66%
Palm Beach 21 281564 18.9% 2240 17.8%
Palm Beach 22 209501 14.0% 15021  66.8%
Palm Beach 23 769,221  516% 2661 11.2%
Palm Beach 5 231905 155% 010 42%
Pasco 12 353202 629% 5752 S6.7%
Pasco 13 62318 111% 1199 118%
Pasco 15 146261  26.0% 3197 315%
Pinellas 13 706873 737% 5852 67.9%
Pinellas 16 252,234 263% 773 32.2%
polk 9 11,913 16% 3016 17.0%
polk 16 13495 19% 3643 12.4%
polk 12 699,638  965% 13045  64.9%
Sarasota 16 44479 103% 3247 33.3%
Sarasota 17 389527  29.8% 6508 66.7%
st. Johns 5 234278 85.7% 5216 63.5%
st. Johns 6 39,147 143% 2099 365%
Volusia 6 255178 46.1% 7244 S0.6%
Volusia 7 298365  53.9% 7081 49.4%
Walton 1 47648 63.3% 8215  58.3%
Walton 2 27657 36.7% 5879 4L7%
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[ Cities included in more than one district [ Cities included in more than one district 1 [ Cities included in more than one district [ Cities included in more than one district

| City [oist.| TotalPop | Pop% | TotalArea | Area% | | City [oist. [ Total Pop | _Pop% | Total Area | Area% | | City [Dist.[ Total Pop | _Pop% | Total Area | Area% | | City [Dist. | Total Pop | _Pop% | Total Area | Area% |

Apapka 10 16911 308 93  258% St Petersburg 13 28616  343% 376 28.7%

Apopka 1 37962 69.2% 267 742%  StPetersburg 16 169692  65.7% 937 71.4%

Coconut Creek 20 25506 443% 48 39.8%  <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>