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1. Introduction

1 Introduction

This is the �nal summary of Community of Interest (COI) clusters assembled from public commen-
tary submitted to theWisconsin’s People’sMaps Commission (PMC) from the launch of public input
through the end of August 2021.

We chose a data resolution that produced an initial round of 40 clusters in a test run in early July,
numbered A1-A40. The second round, using the full dataset through the end of July, was B1-B40. Fi-
nally, four small clusters that contained disconnected or statewide maps were suppressed from the
visualization, producing the �nal round of clusters, nownumberedC1-C36.1 The choice of coarse or
�ne data resolution can be varied, but it is important to consider usability by the line-drawers at the
scales relevant to redistricting (which suggests that the clusters should not be too large), balanced
with ensuring su�cient richness of the supporting data (which means that the clusters should not
be too small). ]A full description of methodology is available on request to contact@mggg.org.

We begin with summary descriptions of each COI cluster, accompanied by heatmaps showing
where the corresponding areas of interest were located. The raw testimony that supports each
cluster is presented in Section 3, and there are hyperlinks from summary to tables, tables back to
summary, and from individual table entries to the detail pages in the public portal.

1.1 How to use this report

As theWisconsin People’s Maps Commission proceeds to draw and adjust lines for its new districts,
members of the commission andmembers of the public can consult this report to �nd synthesized
and organized public testimony.

Steps

• Consult the summary view (Figure 1) to see which clusters are most relevant to the part of the
state under consideration.

• Begin with the brief description and heatmaps of the clusters in Section 2. This should help
form a sense of the geographic scale of the cluster and will provide a summary of important
themes. For large clusters, we have used a text classi�cation technique to produce subclusters
with di�erent themes highlighted by submitters.

• Next to the name of the cluster is a link that will jump you straight to the table of raw data in
Section 3. There, you can read the submissions for yourself! Some submissions are very long, so
we have truncated them a�er a character limit equivalent to several tweets. In the �rst column
of these tables, you can �nd a link that will take you straight to the detail page for the original
submission in the public portal. Note that the top row of the table contains a link that jumps
you back to the summary page for the cluster.

By �ipping between the overview, the summary descriptions/heatmaps, the tables of supporting
data, and the submission pages on the public portal, we hope that users will be able to form a high-
level view of public testimony, supported by speci�c detail.

1There are only twelvemaps from those visually suppressed clusters, and they are retained in the �nal table of §3, marked
"Unassigned Submissions."
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1.1 How to use this report

Figure 1. This summary view shows the centers of mass for the 36 clusters produced from 1191
submissions to the PMC’s public feedback portal. Some of these submissions were presented as
communities of interest, and otherswere presented as single districts, usuallywith a community-
centered description.
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2. COI Clusters

2 COI Clusters

Cluster C1 — Whitewater. (98 submissions) Primarily small towns and rural areas along I-94
corridor. Many Madison, Milwaukee, and Janesville commuters traveling for employment, hospi-
tals, and goods and services. Concerns about public schools and preserving school district bound-
aries in redistricting. Shared recreational parks and trails. Includes lake and river communities.
Area said to lack diversity. UW-Whitewater and Madison Area Technical College – Watertown and
Fort Atkinson campuses have signi�cant student population and provide local services.

This cluster thematically split into two subclusters. Submissions in 1-1 weremore themed on the
environment and recreational activities in the area, while subcluster 1-2 largely cited rural interests,
concerns with schools and school districts.

C1-1 (34 submissions) C1-2 (64 submissions)
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2. COI Clusters

Cluster C2 — Walworth County. (37 submissions) Small townships. Concerns about K-12 edu-
cation. Shared services and shopping centers. Emphasis on preserving school district boundaries
and municipalities in redistricting.
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2. COI Clusters

Cluster C3 — Beloit-Janesville and Delavan-Darien Area. (34 submissions) Municipalities share
health and public services, shopping centers, recreational spaces, and community events, largely
centered in Janesville and Delavan. Emphasis on importance of school district boundaries. Home
to Beloit College and Blackhawk Technical College. Pockets of diversity with large Hispanic popu-
lation. Historical presence of KKK in Janesville highlighted by one submitter.
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2. COI Clusters

Cluster C4 — Brown Deer. (34 submissions) Diverse community with Black, Hispanic, Asian,
White, Native American, Puerto Rican, and Hmong residents. Shared safety concerns that refer-
ence crime, reckless driving, policing, and pollution. Submissions describe infrastructure needs in
a�ordable housing, parks, transportation, potholes, sidewalks, and roads. Schools, grocery stores,
restaurants are important community spaces.
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2. COI Clusters

Cluster C5 — Wauwautosa. (11 submissions) Suburb with many young families and Milwau-
kee commuters. Shared values around diversity, education, green space, walkability, and historic
preservation. Includes areas inWestMilwaukeewith predominantly African American population;
concerns about infrastructure and housing insecurity.
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2. COI Clusters

Cluster C6 — North Milwaukee. (17 submissions) Cohesive Black neighborhoods, with notable
Hmong community. Key concerns included road repair, violence (guns and policing), the�, and
a�ordable housing.
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2. COI Clusters

Cluster C7 — Sherman Park. (72 submissions) Diverse neighborhoods with concerns about
crime, poor infrastructure, and sanitation. Many submissions cite major stores, community cen-
ters, and churches as landmarks. Frequent reiteration that more activities are needed to occupy
youth in the area.

This cluster semantically split into C7-1 and C7-2. Submissions in C7-1 focused on the issues of
the local economy while C7-2 has a discussion of vulnerable populations and neighborhood main-
tenance. Diversity was a strong theme in both.

C7-1 (54 submissions) C7-2 (18 submissions)
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2. COI Clusters

Cluster C8 — Washington Park. (101 submissions) This area is centered around Washington
Park in Northside Milwaukee. Common emphasis on diversity, violence, and infrastructure.

This cluster thematically split into three subclusters. Cluster C8-1 hasmore focus on the student
population from Marquette University and infrastructure concerns in the area, while cluster C8-2
cites importance of local commerce, as well as environmental issues (littering and illegal dump-
ing) and vulnerable populations. Within cluster C8-3 there were signi�cant shared concerns about
violent crime and a�ordable housing.

C8-1 (24 submissions) C8-3 (30 submissions)

C8-2 (47 submissions)
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2. COI Clusters

Cluster C9 — Greater Milwaukee County. (11 submissions) Concerns about Milwaukee Public
Schools and equitable access to green space, healthy food, and a�ordable housing.
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