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RE:

Billie Johnson, et al. v. Wisconsin Elections Commission, et al.
Appeal No. 2021AP001450-OA

To The Court:
Pursuant to the Court’s November 17, 2021 Order, Petitioners
Billie Johnson, Eric O’Keefe, Ed Perkins and Ronald Zahn (the
“Petitioners”) submit this letter brief explaining their views on an
appropriate remedy in this case.
As discussed below, the Petitioners do not intend to propose their
own map for this Court’s consideration. Instead, they have retained an
expert to evaluate and compare the maps proposed by other parties in
this suit for compliance with this Court’s November 30, 2021 ruling and
anticipate supporting one (or more) of those maps. The expert, James G.
Gimpel, Ph.D., will utilize a “scorecard” approach which will allow the
Court to easily and rapidly compare maps and to measure how they
comport with the parameters this Court announced it will apply in
considering potential remedies. Dr. Gimpel will also provide an opinion
as to how to evaluate potential maps with respect to: (1) a minimum
changes approach, and (2) the other statutory and constitutional
requirements identified by this Court in its November 30, 2021 Decision
to the extent that those two considerations are in conflict.
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FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
As this Court is aware, this case arose when, in August 2021, the
United States Census Bureau released 2020 census data showing that
the population of Wisconsin has grown and that the state’s legislative
and congressional districts were no longer equally apportioned, diluting
the votes of some Wisconsinites. See Johnson v. Wisconsin Elections
Comm’n, 2021 WI 87, ¶¶15-16, ___ Wis. 2d. ___, ___ N.W.2d ___.
The Petitioners, Wisconsin voters who live in malapportioned
districts, filed this original action shortly thereafter, asking this Court
to declare the existing district maps unconstitutional, to enjoin the
Respondents, the Wisconsin Elections Commission and its members in
their official capacities, from administering any elections under the
existing maps, and, in the event that the Legislature and Governor did
not agree on a new set of maps, to remedy the existing maps by making
the least number of changes to the existing maps as are necessary to
meet the requirement of equal population and other relevant
redistricting criteria. See id. at ¶5. 1
This Court granted the petition and allowed the intervention of
several parties. See id. at ¶6. After ordering the submission of an
omnibus original action petition by the Petitioners and IntervenorPetitioners, answers to that petition from the Respondents and
Intervenor-Respondents, and a joint stipulation of facts and law and
statement of disputed facts from all parties, and following briefing on
timing, procedure, and the criteria relevant to the evaluation or creation
of new maps, this Court issued a decision on November 30, 2021.
In its decision this Court recognized that existing congressional
and state legislative districts were malapportioned and that in midNovember “the political branches [had] reached an impasse” on the
adoption of new maps. Id. at ¶¶15-18. Concluding that its “involvement
In the parties’ Joint Stipulation of Facts and Law (“JSFL”) in this case, the
Legislature provided that it would stipulate to the Petitioners’ alleged residences once
they submit signed declarations under penalty of perjury stating where they reside.
JSFL ¶1. Consequently, sworn affidavits to this effect are attached to this letter brief.
1
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in redistricting has become appropriate,” this Court indicated that it
planned to issue a mandatory injunction requiring Wisconsin elections
“be conducted pursuant to modified maps.” Id. at ¶¶5 & n.1, 15-16. It
then provided three critical limitations on the scope and nature of any
such injunction.
First, in evaluating modified maps, the Court will not consider the
partisan makeup of districts. See id. at ¶8 (plurality opinion); id. at ¶82
n.4 (Hagedorn, J., concurring).
“[P]artisan fairness,” the Court
explained, “presents a purely political question”; “[t]he parties have
failed to identify any judicially manageable standards by which we could
determine the fairness of the partisan makeup of districts, nor have they
identified a right under the Wisconsin Constitution to a particular
partisan configuration.” Id. at ¶39 (maj. op.).
Second, this Court will utilize a least-change approach in adopting
any amendments to existing maps. See id. at ¶8 (plurality opinion); id.
at ¶82 n.4 (Hagedorn, J., concurring). In other words, this Court will
“[t]read[] [no] further than necessary to remedy [the existing maps’]
current legal deficiencies.” Id. at ¶64 (maj. op.). This “neutral standard”
“remov[es] [this Court] from the political fray and ensur[es] [its
members] act as judges rather than political actors.” Id. at ¶¶76-77.
Finally, this Court will ensure that any remedy comports with
applicable requirements of the United States Constitution; the Voting
Rights Act; and Article IV, Sections 3, 4, and 5 of the Wisconsin
Constitution. See id. at ¶8 (plurality opinion); id. at ¶82 n.4 (Hagedorn,
J., concurring)
By separate order, this Court authorized the parties to file
proposed maps complying with these parameters, briefing, and expert
reports. This letter-brief and attached expert report follow.
ARGUMENT
The Petitioners do not intend to propose their own map for this
Court’s consideration. Instead, they have retained an expert to evaluate
and compare the maps proposed by other parties in this suit for
-3-
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compliance with this Court’s November 30, 2021 ruling and anticipate
supporting one (or more) of those maps for adoption by this Court as the
remedy in this case.
At this time, of course, no party has yet submitted a map to this
Court. Consequently, the Petitioners are simply disclosing their expert,
James G. Gimpel, Ph.D., and the methodology by which he plans to
evaluate any proposed maps.
As explained in his report (attached hereto), Dr. Gimpel intends to
provide “an appropriate ‘score card’ methodology for evaluating whether
and to what extent a proposed map complies with a minimal or least
changes approach and with the other constitutional and statutory
redistricting requirements identified by this Court.” Gimpel Report 2.
An illustration of this approach—created for the Legislature’s publiclyreleased state legislative maps that may or may not ultimately be
submitted in this litigation—is provided in Dr. Gimpel’s report.
As the example scorecard shows, Dr. Gimpel will assess measures
like least changes (through metrics such as number of people moved
across districts and the percentage of population retained), along with
measuring population deviation from the ideal population, compactness,
split geography, and compliance with the Voting Rights Act. These
scorecards will allow the Court to easily and rapidly compare maps and
to measure how they comport with the parameters this Court announced
it will apply in considering potential remedies.
The ability to compare proposed maps in this case, as opposed to
simply reviewing them in isolation, will be critical. Dr. Gimpel has noted
that the “simplest quantifiable measures” related to a least-changes
approach are “(1) determining the number of people moved from their
existing district to a new district, and (2) determining the percentage of
people who lived in the previous district that still live in the newly
proposed district.” Id. at 4. But a number of factors can prevent mapdrawers from moving the mathematical minimum number of people,
such as the need to move individuals in groups (census blocks), the need
to ensure that districts remain compact and contiguous, and the need to
-4-
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avoid splitting municipal entities. Id. at 5. Therefore, this Court will
need to be able to review how maps perform on a number of different
metrics, relative to one another, simultaneously.
The example Dr. Gimpel provided in his report is instructive. For
the Senate, for example, the Legislature’s publicly-proposed map moved
458,704 people; retained 92.21%; and deviated 0.57% from the ideal
population. A competing Senate map can be evaluated on the same
metrics; if it underperforms without sufficient justification (e.g., slight
underperformance on least-change metrics but better performance on
population equality or other relevant constitutional and statutory
metrics), this would suggest the competing map relies on factors not
approved by this Court’s November 30 order. See id. at 8-9.
As noted, the scorecard included in Dr. Gimpel’s report at this time
is merely illustrative. The Petitioners, through their expert, will
evaluate and comment on all proposed maps once they are filed for
compliance with the requirements identified by this Court in its
November 30, 2021 Decision and then recommend to the Court which
maps the Petitioners request that the Court adopt.
Sincerely,
WISCONSIN INSTITUTE FOR LAW & LIBERTY, INC.
Attorneys for Petitioners
___________________________________________
Richard M. Esenberg (WI Bar No. 1005622)
Anthony LoCoco (WI Bar No. 1101773)
Lucas Vebber (WI Bar No. 1067543)
Wisconsin Institute for Law & Liberty, Inc.
330 East Kilbourn Avenue, Suite 725
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202-3141
Phone: (414) 727-9455
Facsimile: (414) 727-6385
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CERTIFICATION
I hereby certify that this letter-brief conforms to the rules
contained in s. 809.19 (8) (b)-(c) for a brief produced with a proportional
serif font. The length of this letter-brief is 1,360 words.
Dated this 15th day of December, 2021,
Signed,

Anthony LoCoco (WI Bar No. 1101773)
330 East Kilbourn Avenue, Suite 725
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202-3141
Phone: (414) 727-9455
Fax: (414) 727-6385
alococo@will-law.org
Attorney for Petitioners
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CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 809.19(12)
I hereby certify that:
I have submitted an electronic copy of this letter-brief, excluding
the appendix, if any, which complies with the requirements of §
809.19(12).
I further certify that:
This electronic letter-brief is identical in content and format to
the printed form of the letter-brief filed as of this date.
Dated this 15th day of December, 2021,
Signed,

Anthony LoCoco (WI Bar No. 1101773)
330 East Kilbourn Avenue, Suite 725
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202-3141
Phone: (414) 727-9455
Fax: (414) 727-6385
alococo@will-law.org
Attorney for Petitioners
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Expert Report of
James G. Gimpel, Ph.D.
I am a Professor of Political Science in the Department of
Government at the University of Maryland, College Park. I received a
Ph.D. in political science at the University of Chicago in 1990. My areas
of specialization include political behavior, political geography,
geographic information systems (GIS), state politics, population mobility
and immigration. I have authored expert reports and/or testified as an
expert witness in redistricting cases in the past including Agre v. Wolf;

League of Women Voters v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; Common
Cause v. Rucho and Whitford v. Gill. A copy of my current CV is attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference. My publications include
papers in well-regarded peer reviewed political science journals (AJPS,

APSR, JoP, QJPS), journals in other social science fields, as well as
several books relating to the same topics. A list of the cases in which I
have testified in the last 4 years and my publications from the previous
ten years are included as part of my CV. I am being compensated for my
work herein at the rate of $300 per hour.
Executive Summary of Opinions
I expect to express opinions on the following subjects;

1

E
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1. Methods to measure a proposed redistricting map with respect
to a “minimum changes” or “least changes” approach.
2. My opinion will include an appropriate “score card”
methodology for evaluating whether and to what extent a
proposed map complies with a minimal or least changes
approach and with the other constitutional and statutory
redistricting requirements identified by this Court. In order to
illustrate the proper approach to a minimum or least changes
rule, I have prepared a score card for the proposed maps made
public by the Wisconsin Legislature for state legislative seats.
3. I anticipate reviewing all maps proposed in this case and
evaluating them with respect to a minimum or least changes
approach, compliance with the other applicable constitutional
and statutory redistricting requirements identified by this
Court, and compliance with the Court’s decision that the
partisan makeup of districts does not implicate any justiciable
or cognizable right.
4. I will also express opinions as to how the applicable
constitutional and statutory redistricting requirements should
impact on and interrelate with a minimum or least changes
approach.
Statement of Opinions
The opinions that I hold and the facts and data I have considered
are set forth below. I hold all of the opinions set forth herein to a
reasonable degree of certainty within my field. As an initial matter I
would state that I considered all of the facts set forth in the Amended
Petition filed herein and the Joint Stipulation of Facts submitted herein.
I also reviewed and considered the proposed maps and underlying data
made public by the Wisconsin Legislature, the Wisconsin People’s Maps
2
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Commission and the Wisconsin Senate Democrats. Finally, I have read
the Wisconsin Supreme Court’s Order of November 17, 2021 and its
Decision of November 30, 2021 and done my best to address the issues
in a manner consistent with that Order and that Decision.
Minimum Changes
I note the following statements from the Wisconsin Supreme
Court’s November 30, 2021 Decision regarding the “minimum changes”
or least changes approach:
1. this court will confine any judicial remedy to making the
minimum changes necessary in order to conform the existing
congressional and state legislative redistricting plans to
constitutional and statutory requirements. The existing maps
were passed by the legislature and signed by the governor.
They survived judicial review in federal court. Revisions are
now necessary only to remedy malapportionment produced by
population shifts made apparent by the decennial census. ¶8.
2. Accordingly, our role is appropriately limited to altering current
district boundaries only as needed to comply with legal
requirements. … I concur in the majority's conclusions that: (1)
remedial maps must comply with the United States
Constitution; the Voting Rights Act; and Article IV, Sections 3,
4, and 5 of the Wisconsin Constitution; (2) we should not
consider the partisan makeup of districts; and (3) our relief
should modify existing maps under a least-change approach.
¶82, ¶82, fn. 4.
My opinions herein with respect to a “minimum changes” approach
will use that term consistent with these two statements. I recognize that
the November 30, 2021 Decision discusses the minimum changes
3
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approach in more detail but these two statements appear to be the best
summary of the Court’s intent with respect to a minimum changes
approach.
There are several potential ways to score whether a proposed new
map makes the minimum number of changes to an existing map
necessary to update the maps based on population changes and to comply
with constitutional and statutory requirements.

Gauging continuity

with past districts could be done by simply comparing the similarity of
the geographic boundaries themselves. But given the common necessity
of adjusting boundaries to meet the equal population requirement, it
makes more sense to develop a measure of continuity that captures the
similarity or intersection of population encompassed by the old and new
boundaries. It might also be possible to discern policy choices made in
adoption of the existing maps and attempt to only make changes to the
maps that comport with those policy choices. But that would be a
measure that may be difficult to quantify.
In my opinion, the simplest quantifiable measures are: (1)
determining the number of people moved from their existing district to a
new district, and (2) determining the percentage of people who lived in
the previous district that still live in the newly proposed district (which
is typically referred to as “core retention”). Importantly, after evaluating
4
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a proposed map from a minimum changes perspective, the proposed map
must then also be reviewed and examined to determine its compliance
with the other applicable constitutional and statutory requirements
identified by this Court in its November 30, 2021 Decision.
In this regard, it must be remembered that when preparing
redistricting maps that the map maker does not have the ability to move
individual people from one district to another but instead must move
them in groups (e.g. census blocks). This is further complicated by the
fact that these small geographic areas are, themselves, parts of larger
geographic areas, i.e., towns, villages, cities and counties. The Wisconsin
Constitutional requirements for redistricting do not favor splitting these
municipal entities.

This results in more than the mathematical

minimum number of people needing to be moved.

The other

constitutional and statutory requirements will have similar effects.
Making sure, for example, that districts remain compact and contiguous
can require that more than the mathematical minimum number of
people be moved.
To accomplish the goals of minimum changes and compliance with
the other constitutional and statutory redistricting criteria means that
any proposed map must not only be evaluated for compliance with the
minimum changes approach but also for compliance with the other
5
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constitutional and statutory requirements set forth in the Court’s
November 30, 2021 Decision. In addition, the Court has made clear that
it “will not consider the partisan makeup of districts because it does not
implicate any justiciable or cognizable right.” November 30, 2021
Decision at ¶80. Thus, no map that is submitted should be based on the
partisan makeup of districts.
Scorecards
At this point in time, the Wisconsin Legislature, the People’s Maps
Commission (which was created by the Governor to prepare proposed
maps) and the State Senate Democrats have publicly made available
proposed maps. However, all of those maps were prepared and proposed
prior to this Court’s publication of its November 30, 2021 Decision. To
the extent that these maps are inconsistent with the Court’s November
30, 2021 Decision, the parties that prepared them have the opportunity
to change them to achieve greater consistency with this Court’s Decision
and to submit alternative proposals to this Court. I have been informed,
for example, that as a result of this Court’s November 30, 2021 Decision,
the Governor has publicly announced that he intends to submit maps
different from those prepared by the People’s Maps Commission.
Given the change in circumstances, in my opinion, it does not make
much sense to evaluate and score the currently available proposals to
6
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determine their compliance with the factors laid out by this Court
because they may or may not be submitted by the parties that had them
prepared.

For illustrative purposes, however, I have used the

methodology I intend to follow to prepare a score card for the Wisconsin
Legislature’s proposed maps for state legislative seats. I have done this
solely so that the Court and the other parties can see the methodology
that I would use. In preparing the illustrative score card below, I relied
on the scoring of those maps done by the Wisconsin Legislative Reference
Bureau in its Memo dated October 20, 2021, except that I separately
calculated the number of people moved through a software tool that I
had created for that purpose and I added the section on the number of
majority-minority districts because neither of those was included in the
LRB Memo. Once the parties have submitted maps to this Court I will
use the same methodology to prepare score cards for each map.
Proposed Form of Score Card

Wisconsin Legislature’s Plan for State Legislative
Se
eats
People Moved Across Districts
Senate
458,704
Assembly
928,306
Senate
Assembly

Core Retention (in % retained)
92.21%
84.16%
7
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Population Deviation
Deviation
% Deviation
1,026
0.57%
452
0.76%
Compactness

Senate
Assembly

Senate
Assembly

Senate
Assembly

Polsby-Popper
0.216
0.234

Reock
0.374
0.363

Split Geography
Counties
Municipalities
43
28
54
48
Voting Rights Act Majority-Minority Districts
Districts > 50% Black VAP
2
5

In my opinion, in applying the scorecard, the goal should be to
select a map that best reflects the redistricting principles and priorities
identified by the Court in its November 30, 2021 Decision; i.e., a map
that complies with the minimum changes approach and meets the other
constitutional and statutory redistricting criteria identified by the Court
without regard to partisan composition.
Once proposed maps are submitted on December 15, 2021, I intend
to submit score cards in similar format for any maps submitted and to
offer an opinion as to which of those maps best balances compliance with
a minimum changes approach and the other constitutional and statutory
criteria identified by this Court in its November 30, 2021 Decision. For
8
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example, for a map to be preferable to the maps previously proposed by
the Wisconsin Legislature (as scored above) they should move fewer
people than moved by the Legislature’s proposal, or move only slightly
more people but perform better with respect to population equality or the
other constitutional and statutory factors, but in no case should partisan
makeup of the proposed districts be considered.

/s/ Electronically signed by James G. Gimpel

9
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Spring 2022
James G. Gimpel
Department of Government and Politics
University of Maryland
College Park, MD 20742
(301)-405-7929 (office)
jgimpel AT umd.edu

Personal:
Current residence: Columbia, Maryland.
Current Position:
University of Maryland - College Park.
Full Professor, August 2001-present.
Editor, American Politics Research, 2003-2011 (eight years)
Associate Professor with tenure, August 1997-August 2001.
Assistant Professor, January 1992-August 1997.
Education:
University of Chicago. Ph.D. Political Science, 1990.
University of Toronto. M.A. Political Science, 1985.
Drake University. B.A. with honors. Political Science, 1984.
Books:
►

Dante Chinni and James G. Gimpel. 2010. Our Patchwork Nation: The Twelve Community Types that
Make Up Our Nation (New York, NY: Gotham, a Penguin imprint).

►

James G. Gimpel, J. Celeste Lay and Jason E. Schuknecht. 2003. Cultivating Democracy: Civic
Environments and Political Socialization in America (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press) .

►

James G. Gimpel and Jason E. Schuknecht. 2003. Patchwork Nation: Sectionalism and Political Change in
American Politics (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press).

►

James G. Gimpel. 1999. Separate Destinations: Migration, Immigration and the Politics of Places (Ann
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press).

►

James G. Gimpel and James R. Edwards, Jr. 1999. The Congressional Politics of Immigration Reform
(Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon).

►

James G. Gimpel. 1996. National Elections and the Autonomy of American State Party Systems
(Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press).

►

James G. Gimpel. 1996. Fulfilling the Contract: The First 100 Days (Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and
Bacon). Published in hardcover under the title: Legislating the Revolution: The Contract with America
in its First 100 Days.
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Articles in Peer Reviewed Journals (last 10 years):
James G. Gimpel, Tristan Hightower and Patrick Wohlfarth. 2021. “The Geography of Law: Understanding
►
the Origin of State and Federal Redistricting Cases.” Political Research Quarterly. 74: 4: 779-794.
►

SoRelle Wyckoff Gaynor and James G. Gimpel. 2021. “Small Donor Contributions in Response to Email
Outreach by a Political Campaign.” Journal of Political Marketing. Accepted and forthcoming.

►

SoRelle Wyckoff Gaynor and James G. Gimpel. 2021. “Reapportioning the U.S. Congress: The Shifting
Geography of Political Influence.” Political Geography. Accepted and forthcoming.

►

James G. Gimpel. 2021. “Citizen Contacting in Response to Crisis: Voicing Grievances to the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau.” American Politics Research. 49: 2: 198-214.

►

►

James G. Gimpel and Laurel Harbridge-Yong. 2020. “Conflicting Goals of Redistricting: Do Districts that
Maximize Competition Reckon with Communities of Interest?” Election Law Journal: Rules, Politics, and
Policy. 19: 4: 451-471.
James G. Gimpel, Nathan Lovin, Bryant Moy and Andrew Reeves. 2020. “The Urban-Rural Gulf in American
Political Behavior. Political Behavior. 42: 4: 1343-1368.

►

Caroline Carlson and James G. Gimpel. 2019. “Political Implications of Residential Mobility and Stasis on the
Partisan Balance of Locales.” Political Geography. 71: 3: 103-114.

►

Wendy K. Cho, James G. Gimpel and Iris Hui. 2019. “Migration as an Opportunity to Register Changing Party
Loyalty in the U.S.” Population, Space and Place. 25: 4: 1-12.

►

James G. Gimpel and James H. Glenn. 2019. “Racial Proximity and Campaign Contributing.” Electoral
Studies. 57: 1: 79-89.

►

James G. Gimpel and Iris Hui. 2018. “Political Fit as a Component of Neighborhood Preference and
Satisfaction.” City and Community. 17: 3: 883-905.

►

James G. Gimpel and Iris Hui. 2017. “Inadvertent and Intentional Partisan Residential Sorting.” Annals of
Regional Science 58: 3: 441-468.

►

James G. Gimpel and Iris Hui. 2015. “Seeking Compatible Neighbors: Partisan Composition, Neighborhood
Selection and Residential Sorting.” Political Geography 48: 4: 130-142.

►

►
►

James G. Gimpel, Frances E. Lee and Michael Parrott. 2014. “Business Interests and the Party Coalitions:
Industry Sector Contributions to U.S. Congressional Campaigns.” American Politics Research 42: 6: 10341076.
Wendy K. Cho, James G. Gimpel and Iris Hui. 2013. “Voter Migration and the Geographic Sorting of the
American Electorate.” Annals of the Association of American Geographers 103: 4: 856-870.
James G. Gimpel, Frances E. Lee and Rebecca U. Thorpe. 2012. “The Distributive Politics of the Federal
Stimulus: The Geography of the ARRA of 2009.”Political Science Quarterly 127: 4: 567-596.

►

Daron R. Shaw, Alan Gerber, James G. Gimpel and Donald P. Green. 2012. “Do Robotic Calls from Credible
Sources Influence Voter Turnout or Vote Choice? Evidence from a Randomized Field Experiment.” Journal
of Political Marketing 11: 4: 241-249.
Wendy K. Cho, James G. Gimpel and Daron R. Shaw. 2012. “The Tea Party Movement and the Geography
of Collective Action.” Quarterly Journal of Political Science 7: 2: 105-133.

►

Wendy K. Cho and James G. Gimpel. 2012. “GIS and the Spatial Dimensions of American Politics.” Annual
Review of Political Science 15: 443-460.

►

Daron R. Shaw and James G. Gimpel. 2012. “What if We Randomized the Governor’s Schedule? Evidence
on Campaign Appearance Effects from a Texas Experiment.” Political Communication 29: 2: 137-159.

►
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Articles in Peer Reviewed Journals (last 10 years):
►

Scott L. Althaus, Brittany J. Bramlett and James G. Gimpel. 2012. “When War Hits Home: The Geography
of Military Losses and Support for War in Time and Space.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 56: 3: 382-412.

►

Andrew Reeves and James. G. Gimpel 2012. “Ecologies of Unease: Geographic Context and National
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Michael Alvarez and Lonna Atkeson, eds. Oxford Handbook of Polling and Polling Methods. (New York, NY:
Oxford University Press).

►

James G. Gimpel. 2013. “State Politics and Political Culture.” in Joshua J. Dyck and Richard G. Niemi, eds.
Guide to State Politics and Policy. (Washington, DC: CQ Press)
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