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Citizen Mathematicians and Scientists

January 4, 2022

I Executive Summary
On December 30, 2021, I submitted a responsive report in this proceeding analyzing congressional

and state legislative redistricting proposals (“First Report”). After submitting that report, counsel for the
Citizen Mathematicians and Scientists (“CMS”) asked me to review and analyze any responsive briefs and
expert reports submitted by other parties in this proceeding. During this process, I examined specific claims
about the performance of the CMS maps on constitutional, statutory, and traditional redistricting criteria.
I summarize my conclusions as follows:

• State Legislative Maps. In my First Report, I evaluated alternatives to the CMS state legislative
plans and concluded that all fell short of the CMS plans, which makes necessary modifications to dis-
trict boundaries to achieve lower population deviation, fewer county splits, and extremely competitive
compactness scores, among other things. After reviewing the responsive materials filed on December
30, 2021, nothing causes me to alter that conclusion. Although several parties disregard the CMS
plans because of their performance on a single least change metric, see, e.g., Legislature’s Response
Br.7; BLOC Response Br. 23, I find that the CMS plans best navigate complex tradeoffs created by
Wisconsin constitutional requirements, and that other parties fail to appropriately weight performance
of the CMS proposal on the requirements.

To begin with, some of the responses submitted by the parties elide the importance of population
deviation. Figures 1 and 2 below illustrate that the CMS state legislative maps perform best on this
important metric, in that they come closest to approximating exact population balance. See Nov. 30,
2021 Order (“Order”) at 28.

Figure 1: Population Deviation in Proposed Assembly Plans
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Figure 2: Population Deviation in Proposed Senate Plans

Many responsive briefs and expert reports submitted by the parties also fail to recognize the
tension between efforts to reduce population deviation and reduce splits. Figures 9 and 101 below
illustrate that the CMS plans navigate that tension more effectively than other parties, achieving the
lowest range of deviation between their most over- and under-populated district, and also creating the
smallest number of county splits.2

Figure 9: Comparison of Population Balance & County Splits in Assembly Maps

1Figures in the Executive Summary are numbered as they appear below in Section IV.
2For precision, these figures report the number of county splits in excess of those required because county population surpasses

the ideal district size. However, even if all county splits are included, the CMS plans achieve the fewest splits.
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Figure 10: Comparison of Population Balance & County Splits in Senate Maps

Many responsive briefs and expert reports submitted by the parties also fail to recognize the
tension between efforts to reduce population deviation or splits, one the one hand, and compactness,
on the other. But see Rebuttal Report of Dr. Kenneth R. Mayer at 1. Notably, the CMS state
legislative plans navigate this challenge very effectively. As Figures 11 and 12 illustrate, the CMS state
legislative plans manage to perform best on population equality while achieving the second highest
mean Polsby-Popper score.3

Figure 11: Comparison of Population Balance & Compactness in Assembly Maps

3To normalize this plot, I calculate the complement of the mean Polsby-Popper score by subtracting that score from one.
This means that, contrary to ordinary practice, lower scores are better.
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Figure 12: Comparison of Population Balance & Compactness in Senate Maps

Based on my analysis of these metrics, and my understanding of applicable law, I conclude that
parties are wrong to disregard the CMS plans just because of their performance on a single least change
metric. Because the CMS plans successfully navigate the tradeoffs between redistricting criteria that
are required by the Wisconsin Constitution, I find that they merit selection.

• Congressional Maps. Nothing in the responsive briefs and reports submitted on congressional
plans alters my initial conclusion: That alternatives to the CMS plan do not perform as effectively
under the applicable framework. In fact, if respect for municipal boundaries (and, by extension,
county boundaries) is “probative” of consistency with Wisconsin political geography and least change,
Congressmen’s Responsive Br. 20, then that only strengthens my conclusion that the CMS plan
performs very well across the relevant criteria. I say that because the CMS plan performs extremely
well on preservation of county and ward lines, including because it preserves several whole counties
that are split in the 2011 enacted map and remain split in other proposed maps, as demonstrated in
Section V.A.

II Qualifications and Assignment
My qualifications are set out in my previous expert report, filed on December 30, 2021. A full copy of

my CV, containing a list of my publications in the last 10 years, is reattached as Appendix A, for ease of
review. I continue to be compensated at a rate of $300 per hour and, as indicated in my First Report, my
compensation does not depend in any way on the results of my analysis, the conclusions that I draw, or the
eventual outcome of the litigation. I have not testified as an expert at deposition or trial in the last four
years.

III Assignment
After the submission of my First Report, counsel for CMS asked that I review and analyze the briefs

and expert reports submitted on December 30, 2021. With respect to congressional plans, I reviewed and
analyzed briefs and reports submitted by the Congressmen, the Governor, the Hunter Plaintiffs, and the
Johnson Plaintiffs. With respect to the state legislative plans, I reviewed and analyzed briefs and reports
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submitted by the Legislature, the Governor, the BLOC Plaintiffs, the Hunter Plaintiffs, and the Johnson
Plaintiffs.4

In reviewing these materials, I continued to apply the quantitative measures associated to the districting
criteria discussed in Part IV of my First Report. The conclusions set out here are based on my analysis of
the materials submitted and produced by the parties on December 30, 2021, as well as data and materials
originally compiled for my first report. A complete list of the materials relied on in forming the opinions
stated in this rebuttal report is attached as Appendix B.

IV Analysis of State Legislative Proposals
After reviewing the December 30, 2021 briefs and reports, I stand by the conclusions and measurements

presented in my First Report. In this Section, I address claims concerning the CMS senate and assembly
proposals, as well as omissions in the responses submitted on December 30, 2021, focusing specifically on
the criteria from the Wisconsin State Constitution.

IV.A Population Deviation
Solving the problem of malapportionment in the current districts and minimizing the population de-

viation in the proposed maps is an important constitutional criterion. Order ¶ ¶ 9-11, 13, 28. However,
some parties do not appear to weight differences between performance on this metric, see BLOC Response
Br. 47; Governor’s Response Br. 13; Hunter Response Br. 14, notwithstanding what I understand to be a
requirement that parties attempt to approximate exactness on this criterion (as closely as they can). see Or-
der 28. As illustrated in Figures 1 and 2 below, the CMS state legislative plans achieve lower top-to-bottom
deviation than any alternative plans. Based on my understanding of the law applicable to Wisconsin state
legislative redistricting, See Order at 28, this provides a powerful reason to select the CMS plans.

Figures 1 and 2 demonstrate the top-to-bottom deviations of each of the proposed Assembly and Senate
plans, sorted from smallest to largest deviation, with the smaller deviation being the better score. In both
cases, as detailed in my First Report, Tables 6 and 12, the CMS maps offer the best population balance,
followed by the Legislature’s plans. All other maps are less well apportioned than these two plans.

Figure 1: Population Deviation in Proposed Assembly Plans

4Although I am aware that the Congressmen have submitted a modified map, I was not asked to and did not analyze it in
connection with the preparation of this report.
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Figure 2: Population Deviation in Proposed Senate Plans

IV.B Preserving City, Town, and County Boundaries
Some parties disregard the performance of CMS plans on the Wisconsin Constitutional requirement that

legislative districts respect county, town, and ward lines. see Legislature Response Br. 7; BLOC Response
Br. 23; Governor’s Response Br. 20. As my First Report demonstrated, the CMS plans perform extremely
well on this metric. see First Report Tables 8 and 14. Additionally, in any population-balanced plan, there
are some counties that must be split into several state legislative districts, because their population exceeds
the size of an ideal district. According to the 2020 census populations, 25 counties in Wisconsin contain a
larger population that an ideal Assembly district and 6 counties contain a larger population than the ideal
Senate district. However, as demonstrated in Figures 3 and 4, controlling for county size does not alter the
conclusion that CMS plans perform extremely well on this metric. Those figures report the percentage of
counties that are split or subdivided only to the degree that their population requires. In each figure, an
“Intact” county is one that is not divided any more than is necessary due to its population. As the plots
show, the CMS districts significantly outperform all other proposals on this metric, for both Assembly and
Senate districts. Specifically, the CMS plan is the only one to preserve over half of the counties in both
plans.

6



01/04/22 Expert Report Daryl R. DeFord

Figure 3: Percentage of Intact Counties in Assembly Proposals
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Figure 4: Percentage of Intact Counties in Senate Proposals
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To further illustrate what the CMS plans achieve, and why the responsive materials submitted in this
proceeding do not alter my conclusion that the CMS plans are particularly strong on this metric, consider
the example of Dodge County. With a population of 89,396, Dodge County is necessarily split at least once in
every assembly map, but does not need to be split in a Senate map. As illustrated by Figures 5 and 6 below,
the CMS plan only splits Dodge County in the Assembly map. There, it divides Dodge County once, creating
two pieces, as needed to comply with population deviation requirements. All the alternative assembly plans
go farther, splitting Dodge County up to five times, creating six pieces. And in the Senate map, where
Dodge County does not need to split at all, some plans nevertheless split the county three times, creating
four pieces. Although this is just one example, it is consistent with the broader data, which demonstrate
that the CMS plans are superior on metrics associated with the Wisconsin Constitutional requirement to
protect county lines. More examples of this type are discussed in Section IV.E below.
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Figure 5: Assembly Splits of Dodge County

Dodge County Assembly Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 2
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Figure 6: Senate Splits of Dodge County

Dodge County Senate Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1
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IV.C Compactness
Several parties also disregard the performance of CMS plans on the Wisconsin Constitutional re-

quirement that legislative districts be “as compact as practicable.” See Legislature Response Br. 7; Gover-
nor’s Response Br. 19; BLOC Response Br. 23. As demonstrated in my First Report, the CMS Assembly
plan performs second best on all of the computed mean continuous metrics of compactness, as well as cut
edges. The CMS Senate plan performs similarly, except that it performs best on mean Reock scores.

To illustrate what the CMS plans achieve, and why the responsive materials submitted in this proceeding
do not alter my conclusion that the CMS plans are particularly strong on this metric, consider the examples
of Assembly districts 20 and 29, as well as Senate districts 10 and 13. As illustrated by Figures 7 and
8 below, and consistent with my understanding of Wisconsin Constitutional requirements, these districts
are measurably more compact than their correlates in the alternative plans. Each of these plots shows the
boundary of each other proposal’s overlapping district of the same number overlayed on the CMS district,
together with the corresponding Polsby-Popper score. While these are just a few examples, they reflect
that the CMS plans perform extremely well on the Wisconsin Constitutional requirement to maximize
compactness to the extent practicable.
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Figure 7: Compactness Overlays for Assembly Districts

Assembly District 20 Overlays

Assembly District 29 Overlays
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Figure 8: Compactness Overlays for Senate Districts

Senate District 10 Overlays

Senate District 13 Overlays
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IV.D The CMS Plans Effectively Manage Tradeoffs Between Wisconsin Con-
stitutional Requirements

Based on my understanding of the law applicable to Wisconsin state legislative redistricting, the decision
of some parties to disregard the CMS plans is misplaced. While several parties tout their performance on
particular metrics, see e.g. Legislature Response Br. 7 (emphasizing strength on population balance); Hunter
Response Br. 2 (emphasizing strength on compactness), the CMS plans perform extremely well across all
of them. The CMS plans perform best on the Wisconsin constitutional requirement that plans approximate
exactness as closely as possible, with respect to population balance. Order ¶ 33. The CMS plans also perform
best on the preservation of county lines, splitting fewer counties into fewer pieces on both state legislative
maps, without splitting a single ward. First Report 15, 18. And, as discussed above, the CMS plans also
perform extremely well on measures of compactness.

It is noteworthy that the CMS plans achieve this level of performance on the required criteria, because
modifying districts to improve one criterion can involve tradeoffs on others. Figures 9-12 demonstrate this
comparison with respect to county splits and compactness, demonstrating that the CMS plans navigate these
tensions more effectively than other proposals, with respect to population deviation on the one hand, and
county splits or compactness on the other. Figures 9 and 10 show how the proposed plans perform when
accounting for top-to-bottom population deviation and respect for county lines. The top-to-bottom deviation
is reported as a gross number of persons, while respect for county lines is reported based on the above those
made necessary by the population of the county. The figures confirm that the CMS plans perform best,
notwithstanding natural tension between equalizing population and respecting county lines.

Figure 9: Comparison of Population Balance & County Splits in Assembly Maps

15



01/04/22 Expert Report Daryl R. DeFord

Figure 10: Comparison of Population Balance & County Splits in Senate Maps

Figures 11 and 12 tell a similar story for compactness, demonstrating how the proposed plans perform
when accounting for population deviation and the Polsby-Popper measure of compactness. In each plot,
we take the complement of the Polsby-Popper metric so that a plan scores better on the compactness
measurement if the Polsby-Popper score subtracted from 1 is smaller - that is, plans with better Polsby-
Popper values have a smaller value for 1 - Polsby-Popper. The figures demonstrate that the CMS plan does
not sacrifice population balance to achieve excellent performance with respect to compactness, and that the
only plan to score better on compactness (the Hunter Plan) scores measurably worse on population deviation.

Figure 11: Comparison of Population Balance & Compactness in Assembly Maps
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Figure 12: Comparison of Population Balance & Compactness in Senate Maps

It is possible to further distill how the proposed plans perform across all three metrics by normalizing
them on a scale between the ideal value for each metric (i.e. zero population deviation, zero county splits,
perfect compactness)5, and values reported for the 2011 enacted plan.6 As Figures 13 and 14 illustrate,
doing so confirms that the CMS plan does the best job balancing these required criteria, as it performs best
on deviation and splits, and second best on compactness (trailing a plan that it outperforms significantly on
other measures).

Figure 13: Metric Comparison for Assembly Maps

5The ideal values defined below are not necessarily attainable for a plan. For example, it is not possible to construct a plan
with an average Polsby-Popper complement score of zero, even splitting census blocks. As with the deviations due to the change
in underlying units, this only changes the scaling, not the relative order of plans.

6For this purpose, I use figures reported in Appendix B of the Amos report for the Bewley plan.7 A summary of how I
normalized the values and computations reported in this figure is attached as Appendix C to this report.
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Figure 14: Metric Comparison for Senate Maps

IV.E Least Change
In the material that I reviewed, several parties disregard the CMS map for its performance on a single

least change metric: core retention.8 Legislature Response Br. 7; Governor Resp. 10. However, based on
my review of the proposed plans, that criticism is misguided. As the Legislature recognizes, Legislature
Response Br. 6, there are necessary tradeoffs between performance on population deviation (where the
CMS plan excels) and core retention. See Rebuttal Report of Dr. Kenneth R. Mayer at 1 (observing that
“tradeoffs are always necessary among redistricting principles that exist in tension with each other” and
citing population equality versus compactness, and compactness versus splits as examples). As discussed
above, there are also tradeoffs between protecting county lines and core retention. Figures 15 - 22 illustrate
this directly. Each depicts a county that the 2011 enacted map split into more pieces than necessary. As the
figures demonstrate, the CMS Assembly and Senate plans reduce or eliminate these splits, which frequently
remain in plans proposed by the other parties. The reduction or elimination of those splits necessarily
reduces core retention, since it requires moving population from one to another district. These examples also
demonstrate instances where a single district from another proposal intersects a county in two discontiguous
components.

In Figures 15, 16, 21, and 22 below, the boundary of the county (as contained in the census geography)
contains water area not assigned by the plans. This is reflected in the corresponding plots as an area of
white territory on the map. These spaces do not represent split pieces of the county and are not counted as
such in the computations.

8Unless otherwise indicated, I use the term core retention in this report to refer to the movement of people rather than area
from one district to another.
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Figure 15: Assembly Splits of Fond du Lac County

Fond du Lac County Assembly Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 2
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Figure 16: Senate Splits of Fond du Lac County

Fond du Lac County Senate Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1

20



01/04/22 Expert Report Daryl R. DeFord

Figure 17: Assembly Splits of Green County

Green County Assembly Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1
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Figure 18: Senate Splits of Green County

Green County Senate Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1

22



01/04/22 Expert Report Daryl R. DeFord

Figure 19: Assembly Splits of Shawano County

Shawano County Assembly Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1
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Figure 20: Senate Splits of Shawano County

Shawano County Senate Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1
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Figure 21: Assembly Splits of Winnebago County

Winnebago County Assembly Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 3
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Figure 22: Senate Splits of Winnebago County

Winnebago County Senate Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1
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As these figures and the above discussion illustrate, the CMS plans necessarily make modifications to
district boundaries to achieve the lowest population deviation, fewest county splits, and extremely com-
petitive compactness scores. Another metric confirms that parties are wrong to disregard the CMS state
legislative plans because of their performance on core retention. This metric measures the percentage of
internal district boundaries9 that do not correspond to a district boundary in the 2011 map or an existing
county line. Results from this measurement are presented in Table 1 below, demonstrating that the CMS
plans behave similarly to the other plans. This metric also incorporates compactness, in the form of the
perimeter of the districts, which is a commonly used metric for evaluating compactness of districting plans.

Table 1: Percentage Overlap with Prior District or County Lines

Plan Name CMS SB621 BEWLEY BLOC GOV HUNTER
ASM Enacted or County Boundary Proportion (%) 69.5 71.2 63.5 72.1 77.9 70.0
SEN Enacted or County Boundary Proportion (%) 77.4 74.0 62.1 69.3 77.2 63.6

IV.F State Legislative Conclusion
In my First Report, I evaluated alternatives to the CMS state legislative plans and concluded that

all fell short of the CMS plans, which makes necessary modifications to district boundaries to achieve
lower population, fewer county splits, and extremely competitive compactness scores, among other positive
attributes. After reviewing the responsive materials filed on December 30, 2021, nothing causes me to alter
that conclusion. While several parties tout their performance on particular metrics, the CMS maps navigate
the tradeoffs between them, achieving the best or near-best result on each.

V Analysis of Congressional Plans
In my First Report, I analyzed the performance of alternatives to the CMS congressional map on a

number of criteria germane to congressional redistricting in Wisconsin, including population deviation, VRA
compliance, least change, respect for counties, towns, and wards, and compactness. Based on that review, I
was not able to identify any plan that performs as effectively under the applicable framework.

Counsel for CMS subsequently asked me to review the responsive briefs and expert reports submitted
by the proponents of each alternative to the CMS congressional plan. For the reasons set out below, the
arguments and analyses contained in the December 30, 2021 submissions do not alter my conclusion that
the CMS congressional map should be selected. I do not address population deviation or VRA compliance
because no party disputes that the CMS map achieves optimal performance on population deviation or VRA
compliance.

V.A Least Change
At least one party asserts that the CMS map should not be selected because it moves more people than

other maps. Governor’s Response Br. 23. I am not aware of any quantitative threshold that should be applied
in evaluating this metric of least change and note that the proposed maps are all within approximately three
percentage points of each other on this metric. Moreover, the parties’ responses ignore that the CMS plan
performs well on several additional measures of least change. See Governor’s Response Br. 22-23.

For example, as illustrated in Table 3 in my First Report, the CMS map performs well on the preserved
edges measure, which means that it preserves many pairs of adjacent census blocks from the 2011 enacted
plan. It also performs as well as other maps on district and county overlap, and performs well on the
retention of people and area. One party also criticizes the least change credentials of the CMS congressional
plan on the basis that it does not comport with Wisconsin’s political geography. See Congressmen’s Br.

9This computation does not include the external boundary of the state, which is the same for all maps.
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20. However, if leaving political subdivisions like counties and municipalities is probative on this question,
see Congressmen Br. 20 (declining to discuss counties but noting that preservation of municipal lines is
“probative as to whether district respects Wisconsin’s political geography”), then then the CMS plan in fact
comports very well with Wisconsin political geography. As Table 4 of my First Report demonstrates, the
CMS Congressional plan protects more county lines than any alternative map. Figure 23 illustrates just one
example of a county protected by the CMS Congressional plan, but split by alternative proposals. Figures 24
and 25 extend this observation, providing examples where the CMS Congressional plan makes whole counties
that were divided in the 2011 enacted Congressional plan and remain divided in some or all alternatives to
the CMS plan.
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Figure 23: Congressional Splits of Sauk County

Sauk County Congressional Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1
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Figure 24: Congressional Splits of Walworth County

Walworth County Congressional Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1
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Figure 25: Congressional Splits of Waukesha County

Waukesha County Congressional Splits
Ideal Piece Counts: 1

31



01/04/22 Expert Report Daryl R. DeFord

As with the state legislative maps, it is also useful to measure the percentage of district boundaries
that correspond to either a district boundary in the 2011 map or an existing county line to evaluate the
least change credentials of the proposed maps. That metric is presented in Table 2 below, and demonstrates
that CMS plan is very competitive under this measure, which relates the county protection and compactness
criteria to least change directly.

Table 2: Percentage Overlap With Prior District or County Lines

Plan Name CMS SB621 GOV HUNTER
CON Enacted or County Boundary Proportion (%) 87.5 79.5 86.1 88.8

V.B Congressional Summary
For these reasons, the December 30 submissions do not disturb my conclusion that the CMS congres-

sional plan performs most effectively under the applicable framework.

32



I declare under penalty of perjury of the United States that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of 

my knowledge and understanding. 

Dated: January 4, 2022 ________________________ 
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Geography, Birkhäuser, to appear 2022.

A23: Implementing Partisan Symmetry: Problems and Paradoxes (with N. Dhamankar, M. Duchin, V.
Gupta, M. McPike, G. Schoenbach, K. W. Sim), Political Analysis, arxiv: 2008.06930, to appear
2022.

A22: Empirical Sampling of Connected Graph Partitions for Redistricting (with L. Najt and J. Solomon),
Physical Review E, 104(6), 064130, 2021.

A21: Partisan Dislocation: A Precinct-Level Measure of Representation and Gerrymandering (with N.
Eubank and J. Rodden), Political Analysis, 1-23, doi:10.1017/pan.2021.13, 2021.

A20: Colorado in Context: Congressional Redistricting and Competing Fairness Criteria in Colorado
(with J. Clelland, H. Colgate, B. Malmskog, and F. Sancier-Barbosa), Journal of Computational
Social Science, doi:10.1007/s42001-021-00119-7, 2021.

A19: ReCombination: A family of Markov chains for redistricting (with M. Duchin and J. Solomon),
Harvard Data Science Review, 3(1), 2021.

A18: Medial Axis Isoperimetric Profiles (with J. Solomon and P. Zhang), Computer Graphics Forum,
39(5), 1-13, 2020.

A17: On the Spectrum of Finite, Rooted Homogeneous Trees (with D. Rockmore), Linear Algebra and
its Applications, 598, 165-185, 2020.



A16: Competitiveness Measures for Evaluating Districting Plans (with M. Duchin and J. Solomon),
Statistics and Public Policy, 7(1), 69-86, 2020.

A15: Mathematics of Nested Districts: The Case of Alaska (with S. Caldera, M. Duchin, S. Gutenkust,
and C. Nix), Statistics and Public Policy, 7(1), 39-51, 2020.

A14: Aftermath: The ensemble approach to political redistricting (with J. Clelland and M. Duchin),
MAA Math Horizons, 28(1), 34-35, 2020.

A13: Total Variation Isoperimetric Profiles (with H. Lavenant, Z. Schutzman, and J. Solomon), SIAM
J. Appl. Algebra Geometry, 3(4), 585-613, 2019.

A12: Spectral Clustering Methods for Multiplex Networks (with S. Pauls) Physica A: Statistical Me-
chanics and its Applications, 533, 121949, 2019.

A11: Redistricting Reform in Virginia: Districting Criteria in Context (with M. Duchin), Virginia
Policy Review, 12(2), 120-146, 2019.

A10: A New Framework for Dynamical Models on Multiplex Networks (with S. Pauls), Journal of
Complex Networks, 6(3), 353-381, 2018.

A9: Cyclic Groups with the same Hodge Series, (with P. Doyle), Revista de la Uniòn Matemática
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B Data and Materials
This appendix describes the data and materials that I relied on while performing this analysis and crafting
this report.

B.i Data
The primary data sources and document repositories for the analysis in this report are publicly available,
including the underlying geospatial data. I made use of data and documents from the following sources:

• Wisconsin-specific geospatial data and annotations (https://legis.wisconsin.gov/ltsb/gis/data/)

• Geospatial and population data from the US Census (https://www.census.gov/geographies/mapping-
files/time-series/geo/tiger-line-file.html)

• Filings in this case (https://www.wicourts.gov/courts/supreme/origact/2021ap1450.htm)

– Briefs, reports, maps, and expert materials submitted by the parties on December 15, 2021 and
December 30, 2021 including material produced by parties pursuant to agreement on discovery

– Supreme Court’s November 30 order

B.ii Computational Libraries
The bulk of the computational work for this report was carried out using standard libraries of the Python
programming language. I also used the following more specialized packages for specific computational tasks.

• [MAUP] github.com/mggg/maup

• [Gerrychain] github.com/mggg/gerrychain
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C Metric Normalization for Figures 13 and 14
In order to make the metrics comparable, I normalized the scores for each proposed map to lie between
an ideal value and the value in the 2011 enacted plan. More specifically, the population balance value is
computed by assuming an ideal value of 0 person top-to-bottom deviation and computing the proportion of
the enacted plan’s deviation achieved by each proposal. For example, the CMS Assembly plan has exactly
the same deviation as the 2011 plan (438 people), so it gets a score of 100%, while the Bewley plan has a
deviation of 1104 people, so gets a score of 1104/438 ≈ 252%. The county splits score is computed against
an ideal value of splitting zero counties over the population requirement. For example, the CMS senate
plan splits 27 counties over the population requirement so receives a score of 27/46 ≈ 59%. Finally, for
the compactness score, an ideal value corresponds to a Polsby-Popper score of 1, but as with Figures 9 and
10 I compute the complement by subtracting the score from 1 so as to obtain a metric where lower values
correspond to better performing plans and I use the Polsby-Popper scores from the 2011 enacted plan to
normalize the scores. For example, a circle would get a score of 1-1=0 and the CMS senate plan gets a score
of (1-.26)/(1-.202).
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