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Map-6B (Auffant-2 Amendment 2)

Plan Name: Map-6B (Auffant-2 Amendment 2)

Date Submitted: August 14, 2025

Sponsored by: James Auffant - MRAC Committee Member — District 5
Submitted by: Pedro Rodriguez

* Values from the original plan are in parentheses. Values in both the original and amended plan are in bold.

Maximum Deviation

Meets the requirement — 7.29% (8.32%)

Districts Changed

1,2,3,6,8

Incumbents

Incumbents not in their district: 4
D4 incumbent is now in D7

Preservation of the Core
of Current Districts

All Districts preserved

Contiguity

All Districts are contiguous

Majority/Plurality

NH-White -1, 2,5
Hispanic—-3, 4,7
NH-Black — 6, 8
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Compactness Details

Compactness

All Districts are fairly compact

Compactness Tests & Scores

District Width/Length Ratio Reock Test Polsby-Popper Test Convex Hull
Ratio
1 0.70 (0.76) 0.48 (0.45) 0.53 (0.44) 0.93 (0.89)
2 0.94 (0.94) 0.41 (0.44) 0.38 (0.35) 0.78 (0.80)
3 0.95 (0.95) 0.37 (0.38) 0.56 (0.51) 0.84 (0.85)
4 0.16 0.15 0.27 0.89
5 0.35 0.18 0.19 0.7
6 0.96 (0.76) 0.45 (0.39) 0.60 (0.36) 0.89 (0.82)
7 0.73 0.46 0.64 0.9
8 0.47 (0.52) 0.28 (0.27) 0.24 (0.21) 0.74 (0.67)

The scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 representing the most compact shape

possible for a district

Communities of Interest
(Municipalities)

1 out of 13 Municipalities is split.

Orlando is split by districts

Communities of Interest
(CDPs)

0 Out of 39 CDPs are split. Part of 2 CDPs are within the
County (Four Corners in the South Western part of the
County and Goldenrod in the northern part of the

County)

No CDPs (Pine Hills) are split

Precincts

16 (25) Precincts have been split: 112, (113, 115, 116),
204, 206, 207, 212, (240), 301, 314, 317, 343, 431, 511,
526, 534, (605, 606, 607, 614, 618), 629, 630, (634),

636
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Overview Map — Proposed & Current Districts
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1 37,136 100,986 13,321 243 16,188 135 2,640 13,461 184,110
20.17% 54.85% 7.24% 0.13% 8.79% 0.07% 1.43% 7.31% 100.00%

2 48,484 71,436 39,142 357 6,767 97 1,763 7,657 175,703
27.59% 40.66% 22.28% 0.20% 3.85% 0.06% 1.00% 4.36% 100.00%

3 84,111 64,400 15,658 259 5,075 116 1,270 5,511 176,400
47.68% | 36.51% | 8.88% | 0.15% | 2.88% | 0.07% | 0.72% 3.12% | 100.00%

4 92,434 52,699 14,679 224 14,065 276 2,292 8,213 184,882
50.00% 28.50% 7.94% 0.12% 7.61% 0.15% 1.24% 4.44% 100.00%

5 45,927 96,433 16,589 275 10,265 108 1,512 7,590 178,699
25.70% 53.96% 9.28% 0.15% 5.74% 0.06% 0.85% 4.25% 100.00%

6 54,593 31,174 73,754 283 6,591 160 3,350 10,397 180,302
30.28% 17.29% 40.91% 0.16% 3.66% 0.09% 1.86% 5.77% 100.00%

7 81,630 58,490 17,642 241 11,782 135 1,548 6,494 177,962
45.87% 32.87% 9.91% 0.14% 6.62% 0.08% 0.87% 3.65% 100.00%

8 28,710 55,744 72,839 325 6,137 87 1,640 6,368 171,850
16.71% | 32.44% | 42.39% | 0.19% | 3.57% | 0.05% | 0.95% 3.71% | 100.00%
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Majority/Plurality Map
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Majority Demographic
I Hispanic
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Voting Age Population
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1 26,208 79,099 10,025 179 12,352 100 1,799 8,410 138,172
18.97% 57.25% 7.26% 0.13% 8.94% 0.07% | 1.30% 6.09% 100.00%
2 34,074 59,399 28,675 289 5,477 77 1,228 5,167 134,386
25.36% 44.20% 21.34% | 0.22% 4.08% 0.06% | 0.91% 3.84% 100.00%
3 | 63,595 | 55715 | 11,980 | 208 | 4,260 | 98 844 3,919 | 140,619
45.23% 39.62% 8.52% 0.15% 3.03% 0.07% | 0.60% 2.79% 100.00%
4 69,005 42,463 11,231 184 11,070 240 1,552 5,453 141,198
48.87% 30.07% 7.95% 0.13% 7.84% 0.17% | 1.10% 3.86% 100.00%
5 36,303 84,012 13,607 226 8,815 93 1,221 5,627 149,904
24.22% 56.04% 9.08% 0.15% 5.88% 0.06% | 0.81% 3.75% 100.00%
6 41,026 26,972 54,243 235 5,603 133 2,531 7,751 138,494
29.62% | 19.48% | 39.17% | 0.17% | 4.05% | 0.10% | 1.83% | 5.60% | 100.00%
7 61,478 48,147 13,797 189 9,397 115 1,054 4,230 138,407
44.42% 34.79% 9.97% 0.14% 6.79% 0.08% | 0.76% 3.06% 100.00%
8 21,674 49,014 52,451 259 5,271 69 1,316 4,564 134,618
16.10% | 36.41% | 38.96% | 0.19% | 3.92% | 0.05% | 0.98% | 3.39% | 100.00%
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Incorporated/Unincorporated Areas by District

Total
Total | Land
District Unincorporated Incorporated Pop Area
Land Land

District | Area Pop Area% | Pop% | Area Pop Area% | Pop%
D1 79.75 | 128,937 | 63.41% | 70.03% | 46.02 | 55,173 | 36.59% | 29.97% | 184,110 | 125.77
D2 98.84 | 73,480 | 65.99% | 41.82% | 50.93 | 102,223 | 34.01% | 58.18% | 175,703 | 149.77
D3 27.09 | 81,694 | 40.15% | 46.31% | 40.39 | 94,706 | 59.85% | 53.69% | 176,400 67.48
D4 192.46 | 153,318 | 87.43% | 82.93% | 27.66 | 31,564 | 12.57% | 17.07% | 184,882 | 220.12
D5 171.98 | 129,380 | 92.33% | 72.40% | 14.29 | 49,319 7.67% 27.60% | 178,699 | 186.27
D6 23.55 75,888 | 50.94% | 42.09% | 22.68 | 104,414 | 49.06% | 57.91% | 180,302 46.22
D7 69.78 | 166,056 | 91.62% | 93.31% 6.38 11,906 8.38% 6.69% | 177,962 76.16
D8 20.21 95,653 51.37% | 55.66% | 19.13 | 76,197 | 48.63% | 44.34% | 171,850 39.33
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1 37,136 100,986 13,321 243 16,188 135 2,640 13,461 184,110
20.17% 54.85% 7.24% 0.13% 8.79% 0.07% 1.43% 7.31% 100.00%
Voting Age Population
1 26,208 79,099 10,025 179 12,352 100 1,799 8,410 138,172
18.97% 57.25% 7.26% 0.13% 8.94% 0.07% 1.30% 6.09% 100.00%
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2 48,484 | 71,436 | 39,142 357 6,767 97 1,763 | 7,657 | 175,703
27.59% | 40.66% | 22.28% | 0.20% | 3.85% | 0.06% | 1.00% | 4.36% | 100.00%
Voting Age Population
2 34,074 | 59,399 | 28,675 289 5,477 77 1,228 | 5,167 | 134,386
25.36% | 44.20% | 21.34% | 0.22% | 4.08% | 0.06% | 0.91% | 3.84% | 100.00%
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84,111 | 64,400 | 15,658 | 259 5,075 116 1,270 | 5,511 | 176,400
47.68% | 36.51% | 8.88% | 0.15% | 2.88% | 0.07% | 0.72% | 3.12% | 100.00%

Voting Age Population
63,595 | 55,715 | 11,980 | 208 4,260 98 844 3,919 | 140,619
45.23% | 39.62% | 8.52% | 0.15% | 3.03% | 0.07% | 0.60% | 2.79% | 100.00%
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4 92,434 52,699 14,679 224 14,065 276 2,292 8,213 184,882
50.00% 28.50% 7.94% 0.12% 7.61% 0.15% 1.24% 4.44% 100.00%
Voting Age Population
4 69,005 42,463 11,231 184 11,070 240 1,552 5,453 141,198
48.87% 30.07% 7.95% 0.13% 7.84% 0.17% 1.10% 3.86% 100.00%
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District 5
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5 45,927 96,433 16,589 275 10,265 108 1,512 7,590 178,699
25.70% 53.96% 9.28% 0.15% 5.74% 0.06% 0.85% 4.25% 100.00%

Voting Age Population

5 36,303 84,012 13,607 226 8,815 93 1,221 5,627 149,904

24.22% | 56.04% 9.08% 0.15% 5.88% 0.06% 0.81% 3.75% | 100.00%
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District 6
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54,593 31,174 73,754 283 6,591 160 3,350 10,397 180,302
30.28% 17.29% 40.91% 0.16% 3.66% 0.09% 1.86% 5.77% 100.00%
Voting Age Population
41,026 26,972 54,243 235 5,603 133 2,531 7,751 138,494
29.62% 19.48% 39.17% 0.17% 4.05% 0.10% 1.83% 5.60% 100.00%
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District 7
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81,630 58,490 17,642 241 11,782 135 1,548 6,494 177,962
45.87% 32.87% 9.91% 0.14% 6.62% 0.08% 0.87% 3.65% 100.00%
Voting Age Population
61,478 48,147 13,797 189 9,397 115 1,054 4,230 138,407
44.42% 34.79% 9.97% 0.14% 6.79% 0.08% 0.76% 3.06% 100.00%
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8 28,710 55,744 72,839 325 6,137 87 1,640 6,368 171,850
16.71% 32.44% 42.39% 0.19% 3.57% 0.05% 0.95% 3.71% 100.00%
Voting Age Population
8 21,674 49,014 52,451 259 5,271 69 1,316 4,564 134,618
16.10% 36.41% 38.96% 0.19% 3.92% 0.05% 0.98% 3.39% 100.00%

Prepared by ARCBridge Consulting for OCFL MRAC (2025) Evaluation

13




	Map-6B (Auffant-2 Amendment 2)

