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As requested by the Colorado Independent Legislative Redistricting Commission, our group 
used computers to generate millions of maps satisfying the most basic redistricting requirements 
but with no partisan information incorporated. We then used historical voting data1 to determine 
the partisan balance of each computer-generated district, then counted the numbers of majority 
Democratic and majority Republican2 districts and the number of competitive districts3 in each plan. 
This document is a brief summary of how the First and Second Staff Plans compare to our 
ensembles of plans.  The full report provides an in-depth analysis and discussion of our methods. 

These ensembles are intended to provide context on what can be expected for districting 
plans drawn without any partisan data considered. While we attempt to create plans that are as 
realistic as possible, the computer-generated maps do not take into account all the criteria of the 
state constitution.  We were able to create contiguous, reasonably compact districts, with 
population deviation within the required bounds, which preserved many county boundaries and 
preserved four communities of interest identified by the Commission. 4 It should especially be noted 
that we were not provided with information on areas that should be kept together to satisfy the 
Voting Rights Act, so this constraint is not present in our ensembles.  Further, we believe that the 
staff plan reflects the preservation of many more communities of interest than the four we included 
our ensembles.  As described in our report, the goal of ensemble analysis is not to identify a single 
fair partisan split or number of competitive districts, but to identify the range of partisan splits and 
range of competitive districts that would be reasonably likely for plans drawn without partisan data. 
This analysis does NOT support any claim that the means of our ensembles represent the “most 
fair” partisan split or that there is one “maximized” number of competitive districts to be sought.   
 
State Senate:  

• The First Staff Plan is within one seat of the mean in number of majority districts for each 
party and well within the range of reasonably likely outcomes. The Second Staff Plan is 
within two seats of the mean and, again, well within the range of reasonably likely 
outcomes. Our analysis provides no evidence that the first or Second Staff Plan was drawn 
with partisan bias.   

• Our analysis shows that the number of competitive districts in the First Staff Plan is slightly 
above the ensemble mean. The Second Staff Plan is well above the ensemble mean for 

 
1 The following eight state-wide elections were chosen by the commission: 2016 President and US Senate; 2018 
Governor, Secretary of State, State Treasurer, Attorney General, and CU Regent at Large; and 2020 US Senate. 
2 Note that the number of majority Republican districts is equal to the total number of districts minus the number 
of majority Democratic districts, thus we get the same info about the ensemble means considering either party. 
3 Any district where the average of the state-wide races was within an 8.5 percentage point margin was classified 
as competitive.  This margin was chosen by the Commission. 
4 Specifically, for each chamber, we created three ensembles of 2 million plans each.  The first (county-neutral) did 
not consider county boundaries.  The second (county-aware) prioritized county preservation for all counties, and 
the third (tailored county-aware) preserved four identified communities of interest, completely preserved 
boundaries of all counties with population below 10,000, and prioritized county preservation for all counties.  In 
this summary we focus on the tailored county-aware plans, as these reflect the most input from the Commission.  
 



number of competitive districts—it has many more competitive districts than the vast 
majority of ensemble plans.  

 
State House: 

• The First Staff Plan is just over three seats from the mean with respect to the number of 
majority districts for each party.  The Second Staff Plan is just over four seats from the 
mean.  The Second Staff Plan is a very unusual outcome for our ensemble in having more 
majority Democratic districts than the mean, and the First Staff Plan is also fairly unusual in 
this way. While not extreme outliers, the issue requires further study.  Three important 
questions need to be considered: 

o What communities of interest were prioritized, which were not included in our 
model?  Preserving these communities of interest, as required by the constitution, is 
likely to affect partisan balance.  New ensembles reflecting these additional COIs 
(such as neighborhoods or language minorities) might give a different range. 

o What city and larger-population county boundaries were prioritized? Preserving 
these boundaries, as required by the constitution, is likely to affect partisan balance.  
Our tailored ensemble was close but did not preserve as many counties or cities as 
the Second Staff Plan. New ensembles reflecting these additional priorities might 
give a different range of likely outcomes. 

o What was the actual partisan balance in the closest districts, and can this be 
contextualized?  Given that the four closest districts in the Second Staff Plan are all 
Democratic majority districts, but with margins of under 3% (and two margins under 
2%), it may make sense to consider these as “coin-flip” districts (see full report).  If 
one or two of these four districts shifted just slightly more Republican, the plan 
would be reasonable with respect to our current ensemble.   

• We find that the number of competitive (within an 8.5 point margin) districts in the First 
Staff Plan is three districts below the mean with eleven competitive districts, and the 
Second Staff Plan is four districts below the mean with ten competitive districts (note that 
an additional district has an 8.6 point margin, extremely close to the cut-off).  These are not 
outliers with respect to the ensemble, but as both are below the mean, this does not 
provide evidence of maximization in relation to the ensemble.  We do not believe that this is 
evidence that the Commission or non-partisan staff failed to maximize competitive districts, 
since the discrepancy could easily result from prioritizing communities of interest or specific 
county/municipal boundaries that were not included in our model.  We believe this analysis 
draws attention to a question requiring further study. 

 
Request to Commission and Staff: We seek additional information from the Commission and staff 
on what regions should be kept together in accordance with the Voting Rights Act, what county/city 
boundaries were intentionally prioritized, and what other communities of interest were preserved, 
so that we can create ensembles that better reflect the full range of constitutional criteria, for both 
State House and State Senate.  This additional information is especially likely to influence the range 
of partisan outcomes and number of competitive districts seen in the ensemble for State House 
plans, since State House districts consist of few enough people that keeping together relatively 
small geographic areas as communities of interest can greatly constrain House district boundaries 
within the region.  In further work, we also would like to create more plans for the State House 
ensembles, since a larger sample will give a higher degree of certainty in our conclusions.   


