
 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COLUMBIA DIVISION 
 
THE SOUTH CAROLINA STATE 
CONFERENCE OF THE NAACP, 
 
and 
 
TAIWAN SCOTT, on behalf of himself 
and all other similarly situated persons, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 
  v. 
 
THOMAS C. ALEXANDER, in his official 
capacity as President of the Senate; LUKE 
A. RANKIN, in his official capacity as 
Chairman of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee; JAMES H. LUCAS, in his 
official capacity as Speaker of the House of 
Representatives; CHRIS MURPHY, in his 
official capacity as Chairman of the House 
of Representatives Judiciary Committee; 
WALLACE H. JORDAN, in his official 
capacity as Chairman of the House of 
Representatives Elections Law 
Subcommittee; HOWARD KNAPP, in his 
official capacity as interim Executive 
Director of the South Carolina State Election 
Commission; JOHN WELLS, Chair, 
JOANNE DAY, CLIFFORD J. EDLER, 
LINDA MCCALL, and SCOTT 
MOSELEY, in their official capacities as 
members of the South Carolina Election 
Commission, 
                                                                         

Defendants. 
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SENATE DEFENDANTS AND HOUSE 
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION IN LIMINE 
TO EXCLUDE THE TESTIMONY OF 
PLAINTIFFS’ PUTATIVE EXPERT 

JORDAN RAGUSA 

 
Senate Defendants and House Defendants hereby move in limine to exclude the reports, 

opinions, and testimony of Plaintiffs’ purported expert, Dr. Jordan Ragusa, because he fails to 

satisfy the requirements of Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, 509 U.S. 579 (1993), and 
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the Federal Rules of Evidence.  For the reasons that follow, the Court should grant Defendants’ 

Daubert motion.1 

BACKGROUND  

 Dr. Ragusa is a political science professor at the College of Charleston who filed a report 

in this case and also a rebuttal report. (Ex. A, Dr. Ragusa’s Report dated April 11, 2022) (Ex. B, 

Dr. Ragusa’s Rebuttal Report dated May 4, 2022). Plaintiffs have proffered Dr. Ragusa as an 

expert and intend to call him as a witness at trial. ECF No. 331 at 1.  

Dr. Ragusa seeks to offer testimony and evidence regarding his analysis that race was a 

substantial factor in five of the seven newly drawn Congressional districts. Ragusa Rep. 2-3 (Ex. 

A). To ascertain whether “race was a factor,” Dr. Ragusa analyzes the state’s 2000+ voting 

tabulation districts (“VTDs”) and whether they were moved in or out of the redrawn district. Id.   

Dr. Ragusa’s methodology analyzes whether every VTD outside the old district but within the 

“county envelope” has been moved.  The “county envelope” encompasses every county in the old 

district, even though counties were split between congressional districts. Id.  

 In furtherance of their strained and evidence-lacking complaint, Plaintiffs intend to rely on 

the reports and testimony of Dr. Ragusa. However, Dr. Ragusa is not an expert in analyzing 

redistricting plans. He has never served as an expert witness, nor does he have the requisite 

experience analyzing redistricting plans or traditional redistricting criteria to be designated an 

expert by this court.  

Congressional districts are drawn with numerous factors in mind.  The benchmark plan 

traditionally is the starting point. Complying with federal law and constitutional provisions are 

 
1 Because this motion contains a full explanation, a supporting memorandum would serve no useful 
purpose.  See Local Civil Rule 7.04 (D.S.C.). Further, after consultation, Plaintiffs declined to 
withdraw Dr. Ragusa as an expert.  See Local Civil Rule 7.02 (D.S.C.). 
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mandatory for a legal plan. Generally, race can be considered while drawing the districts, but race 

must not be the predominant factor in that race-neutral considerations are subordinated to racial 

considerations, unless that subordination is narrowly tailored to serve a compelling state interest. 

Map drawers follow traditional redistricting criteria or else the map drawer is left with no rules or 

guidelines to follow when he or she commences drawing. Traditional criteria include compactness; 

contiguity; minimizing splits of counties, cities, and precincts; and preserving communities of 

interest, just to name a few. Clearly, being able to analyze or assess whether a plan meets all these 

components requires extensive knowledge. Addressing only one sliver of the redistricting model 

is not a complete assessment of any redistricting plan.  In this case, Plaintiffs have done just that.  

Dr. Ragusa opines whether race was a factor, but he concedes he failed to look at any other reason 

why the map was drawn. Therefore, he is not qualified, and his testimony and report must be 

excluded.  

Further, it is worth noting that Plaintiffs have only challenged three of the seven 

Congressional districts.  Dr. Ragusa, however, concluded “race was a significant factor” in five of 

the seven Congressional Districts. Thus, even Plaintiffs refuse to embrace Dr. Ragusa’s analysis, 

which only further demonstrates why the Court should exclude Dr. Ragusa’s reports and testimony 

from the trial of this matter.    

STANDARD 

A party offering expert testimony “has the burden of establishing that the pertinent 

admissibility requirements are met by a preponderance of the evidence.”  Fed. R. Evid. 702 

advisory committee’s note (citing Bourjaily v. United States, 483 U.S. 171, 176 (1987)).  “A 

witness who is qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, experience, training, or education may 

testify in the form of an opinion or otherwise” if: 
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(a) the expert’s scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge 
will help the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine 
a fact in issue; 
 
(b) the testimony is based on sufficient facts or data; 
 
(c) the testimony is the product of reliable principles and methods; 
and 
 
(d) the expert has reliably applied the principles and methods to the 
facts of the case. 

Fed. R. Evid. 702.   

 These requirements are “exacting.” Weisgram v. Marley Co., 528 U.S. 440, 455 (2000).  

Thus, as Daubert explains, Rule 702 imposes a “special gatekeeping obligation” on the district 

court to ensure that an expert’s testimony “rests on a reliable foundation” and “is relevant to the 

task at hand.”   Sardis v. Overhead Door Corp., 10 F.4th 268, 281 (4th Cir. 2021) (quoting Nease 

v. Ford Motor Co., 848 F.3d 219, 229 (4th Cir. 2017)). 

 To be reliable, expert testimony must be “based on scientific, technical, or other specialized 

knowledge and not on belief or speculation,” and “to the extent an expert makes inferences based 

on the facts presented to him,” the inferences must be “derived using scientific or other valid 

methods.”  Id. (quoting Oglesby v. Gen. Motors Corp., 190 F.3d 244, 250 (4th Cir. 1999)).  The 

reliability analysis focuses on the expert’s “principles and methodology” and is informed by four 

“guideposts” set out in Daubert: “(1) whether the expert’s theory or technique ‘can be (and has 

been) tested’; (2) ‘whether the theory or technique has been subjected to peer review and 

publication’; (3) ‘the known or potential rate of error’ inherent in the expert’s theory or technique; 

and (4) whether the expert’s methodology is generally accepted in his field of expertise.”  Id. 

(quoting Daubert, 509 U.S. at 593–95).  These guideposts are not exhaustive, however, and courts 

often consider additional factors, including “whether the expert’s analysis leaves unexplained 

analytical gaps and whether the expert has reasonably accounted for alternative explanations.”  
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Nucor Corp. v. Bell, No. 2:06-CV-02972, 2008 WL 4442571, at *2 (D.S.C. Jan. 11, 2008); see 

Cooper v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 259 F.3d 194, 202 (4th Cir. 2001); In re Pella Corp. Architect & 

Designer Series Windows Mktg., Sales Pracs. & Prod. Liab. Litig., 214 F. Supp. 3d 478, 494 

(D.S.C. 2016).  In short, because faulty expert testimony can be “quite misleading,” Daubert aims 

to ensure that such testimony is based on “intellectual rigor” rather than the “ipse dixit” of the 

putative expert.  In re Lipitor Mktg., Sales Pracs. & Prod. Liab. Litig., 892 F.3d 624, 631–32 (4th 

Cir. 2018) (quoting Kumho Tire Co., 526 U.S. at 152); see also Holesapple v. Barrett, 5 F. App’x 

177, 179 (4th Cir. 2001). 

 Moreover, expert testimony is irrelevant unless it has “a valid scientific connection to the 

pertinent inquiry.”  Id. (quoting Belville v. Ford Motor Co., 919 F.3d 224, 232 (4th Cir. 2019)).  

“This ensures that the expert ‘helps the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine a 

fact in issue.’”  Id.  (quoting Nease, 848 F.3d at 228).   

The objective of Daubert’s gatekeeping requirement is to ensure “that an expert, whether 

basing testimony upon professional studies or personal experience, employs in the courtroom the 

same level of intellectual rigor that characterizes the practice of an expert in the relevant field.” 

Kumho Tire Co. v. Carmichael, 526 U.S. at 152. And while a court has broad discretion “to 

determine reliability in light of the particular facts and circumstances of the particular case,” such 

discretion does not include “abandon[ing] the gatekeeping function.” Id. at 158-59 (Scalia, J., 

concurring). Indeed, with expert witnesses, the stakes are especially high because “[e]xpert 

evidence can be both powerful and quite misleading.” Sardis, 10 F.4th are 283 (quoting Daubert, 

509 U.S. at 595).  

In Sardis, the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals recently clarified the gatekeeping duties of 

a district court under Rule 702 and Daubert. Id. at 283-84. There, the Fourth Circuit noted that the 
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Advisory Committee on Evidence Rules unanimously approved a proposal to amend Rule 702 on 

April 30, 2021, which was motivated in part by the Committee’s observation that in a number of 

federal cases, “judges did not apply the preponderance standard of admissibility to [Rule 702’s] 

requirements of sufficiency of basis and reliable application of principles and methods, instead 

holding that such issues were ones of weight for the jury.” Id. (quoting Advisory Comm. on 

Evidence Rules, Agenda for Committee Meeting 17 (Apr. 30, 2021)). 

ARGUMENT 

 Viewed in this prism, the Court should exclude Dr. Ragusa’s report, testimony, and 

opinions under Daubert because (1) he is not qualified to testify about redistricting; (2) his 

opinions are not the product of reliable principles and methods; and (3) his opinions fail to address 

traditional redistricting criteria and, thus, will not assist the trier of fact.   

1. Dr. Ragusa is Not Qualified to Testify Regarding Redistricting  
  

This Court should exclude Dr. Ragusa’s written report and testimony for a fundamental 

reason: he is not qualified to testify as an expert regarding redistricting. Dr. Ragusa has knowledge 

and education related to American politics and quantitative research generally, but he has not 

demonstrated sufficient knowledge, experience, or education related to redistricting specifically. 

First, before this case, Dr. Ragusa had never been asked to serve as an expert witness. Thus, 

he has never been tendered as an expert witness, nor has he ever been qualified as an expert 

witness.  (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 333:2–21).  

When questioned as to his area of expertise, Dr. Ragusa first described himself as a 

“generalist,” (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 200:8–13), and then stated “my expertise 

touches on a lot of things that encompass redistricting.  At the same time, my second field of 

expertise is research methodology and statistics.” (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 
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200:18-22) (emphasis added)). He does not focus specifically on redistricting; rather, he studies 

elections and South Carolina politics. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 204:7-11).  

None of his books concern redistricting. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 206:6-

11). Dr. Ragusa admits that his two authored book chapters don’t have anything specifically to do 

with redistricting. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 206:17-22). He also admits his 

current two works in progress are not related to redistricting. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition 

Transcript, 209:8-11). One of his current projects is titled, “Locked, Loaded, and Legislating: An 

Examination of Gun Owners in Congress” which is miles away from having anything to do with 

redistricting. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 209:16-25). His dozen or so peer-reviewed 

articles don’t have anything to do with redistricting.  In fact, when asked if any of these works 

could be used for research on redistricting, he answered, “I don’t know if this would be the first 

source they consult.” (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 207:25 to 208:7).  

 Dr. Ragusa stated he has written numerous op-eds, editorials, and other publications and 

that they did not have anything to do with redistricting. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 

210:1-13). Dr. Ragusa stated that he had done some consulting work, but it too had nothing to do 

with redistricting. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 211:10-14). Dr. Ragusa admitted he 

had never reviewed or offered any analysis for any governmental entity’s redistricting plan. (Ex. 

C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 212:1-10). Dr. Ragusa has never used any redistricting 

software to develop or draw any maps or plans and, thus, he has never drawn a complete 

redistricting map for a state or any other governmental unit. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition 

Transcript, 212:15-23). 

In the House plan litigation, Plaintiffs sought to proffer Dr. Ragusa as an expert. His reports 

and deposition testimony in the House litigation suffered from the same problems as his report in 
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the Congressional phase, i.e., he does not meet the qualifications to be an expert witness on 

redistricting. One glaring example of how he doesn’t meet the threshold of an expert comes from 

his first deposition.  When asked if he was familiar with the traditional principles of redistricting, 

Ragusa responded, “I don’t know what the term means.” (Ex. D, Dr. Ragusa Deposition of 

February 10, 2022 Transcript, 66:10–13).  When asked whether he considered the terms in his 

analysis, he testified, “Being that I don’t know what the terms means, I can’t answer the question.” 

(Ex. D, Dr. Ragusa Deposition of February 10, 2022 Transcript, 66:14–18). Having no knowledge 

of the most basic of basic principles of drawing redistricting plans highlights why this court must 

reject him as an expert.  

Dr. Ragusa’s qualifications are lacking. See Templeton v. Bishop of Charleston, No. 2:18-

CV-02003-DCN, 2021 WL 3419442, at *3 (D.S.C. Aug. 5, 2021) (holding when a putative expert 

“clearly has no relevant qualifications,” a court may exclude the witness).  Dr. Ragusa admittedly 

has experience with data; however, Dr. Ragusa’s qualifications suffer from the absence of any 

specialized knowledge, education, or experience with the specific topics on which he was asked 

to opine.  See Fed. R. Evid. 702(a). Based on the foregoing, this Court should find Dr. Ragusa 

unqualified to offer any expert opinion on redistricting. 

2. Dr. Ragusa’s report and testimony are not the product of reliable principles and 
methods.   

 
 Dr. Ragusa’s written report and testimony should also be deemed inadmissible because 

they are not the product of reliable principles and methods. In fact, Dr. Ragusa himself admits as 

much because none of the four guideposts offered by Daubert are met in this case. Those 

guideposts are: 

(1) whether the expert’s theory or technique “can be (and has been) 
tested”; (2) “whether the theory or technique has been subjected to 
peer review and publication”; (3) “the known or potential rate of 
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error” inherent in the expert’s theory or technique; and (4) whether 
the expert’s methodology is generally accepted in his field of 
expertise. 
 

Sardis v. Overhead Door Corp., 10 F.4th 268, 281 (4th Cir. 2021) (quoting Daubert, 509 U.S. at 

593–94).  

As an initial matter, Dr. Ragusa stated in his deposition the methodology he used was his 

own. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 235: 6-16; 236:10-11; 236:13-18). Dr. Ragusa 

acknowledged he did not talk to anyone about his methodology before conducting his analysis 

using his methodology. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 238:2-6).  He didn’t know 

whether it had been used by others and acknowledged the uniqueness of his methodology. (Ex. C, 

Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 238:18 through 239:16). Dr. Ragusa fails the first factor since 

he’s not confident his methodology has been used or tested.  

Regarding the second factor, Dr. Ragusa acknowledged that his specific methodology has 

not been subject to peer review or publication. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 239:21 

through 240:2). Dr. Ragusa stated, “I don’t know whether that very specific approach [I used] has 

been peer-reviewed.” (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 329:6-8). In his deposition, Dr. 

Ragusa echoed his earlier statement and testified, “Again, this one piece of my methodology has 

not been peer-reviewed, to my knowledge.” (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 330:5-14).

 Third, since Dr. Ragusa did not discuss his methodology with anyone, nor had his 

methodology peer-reviewed, he does not have any information about his specific methodology’s 

known or potential error rate. Clearly, he could not provide any information about the existence or 

maintenance of standards concerning the operation of his methodology.  

Finally, Dr. Ragusa’s concession his methodology was unique to him and not used by 

others suggests his manner of analysis has not attracted widespread acceptance within a relevant 
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scientific community.  

 By Dr. Ragusa’s own admissions, he has not—and cannot—establish that his methodology 

meets any of the four important Daubert guideposts for determining the reliability of a scientific 

theory or technique. See Sardis, 10 F.4th at 281 (quoting Daubert, 509 U.S. at 593–94). Based on 

his admissions alone, this Court should exclude Dr. Ragusa’s written report and testimony.  

3. Dr. Ragusa’s failure to consider traditional redistricting criteria does not assist 
the trier of fact.   

 
In addition to the four Daubert guideposts previously discussed, Dr. Ragusa’s written 

report and testimony should be deemed unreliable and inadmissible based upon his admission he 

failed to consider traditional redistricting criteria in his analysis. As stated previously, in his first 

deposition, Dr. Ragusa did not even know what the term “traditional redistricting criteria meant.”2 

Here, the Court must determine “whether the expert’s analysis leaves unexplained analytical gaps 

and whether the expert has reasonably accounted for alternative explanations.” Nucor Corp., 2008 

WL 4442571, at *2 (citing Gen. Elec. Co., 522 U.S. at 146).  That is a pretty big gap. 

 i. VTD Analysis  

For Dr. Ragusa’s report, he analyzed the 2,000 plus VTDs within the forty-six counties of 

the state and examined whether they were moved into or out of a given district. (Ex. A, Dr. 

Ragusa’s Written Report, pp. 2–5). After recording the black voting age population (“BVAP”) for 

each VTD, Dr. Ragusa imposed his “county envelope” analysis. (Ex. A, Dr. Ragusa’s Written 

Report, p. 2). Dr. Ragusa analyzed VTDs that were outside the old district, but within the “county 

envelope,” to determine if there is a statistically significant indication that VTDs with certain 

 
2 Interestingly, after being unknowledgeable on such a basic principle, Dr. Ragusa apparently was 
coached-up and in his second deposition, he intimated he had reviewed the Senate criteria and now 
understood the term.  However, the primary point remains - Dr. Ragusa is a novice when it comes 
to redistricting and his “on the job training” does not change this fact.  
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BVAPs were moved into or out of a district. (Ex. A, Dr. Ragusa’s Written Report, p. 2). However, 

analyzing the movement of VTDs within a “county envelope” is not a reliable methodology for at 

least four reasons, all of which involve unexplained analytical gaps and a lack of alternative 

explanations.  

Dr. Ragusa’s analysis had “small sample sizes and/or few events per variable in a few 

cases.” (Ex. A, Dr. Ragusa’s Written Report, p. 3). Multiple courts have noted the problems with 

small sample sizes. See, e.g., Int’l Bhd. of Teamsters v. United States, 431 U.S. 324, 340 (1977) 

(“Considerations such as small sample size may, of course, detract from the value of such 

evidence.”); Harper v. Trans World Airlines, Inc., 525 F.2d 409, 412 (8th Cir. 1975) (“[S]tatistical 

evidence derived from an extremely small universe, as in the present case, has little predictive 

value and must be disregarded.”); Aragon v. Republic Silver State Disposal Inc., 292 F.3d 654, 

663 (9th Cir. 2002), as amended (July 18, 2002) (“The problem with a small number, of course, is 

that slight changes in the data can drastically alter the result.”). Without more, this Court should 

disregard all findings and results based on what Dr. Ragusa self-describes as a small sample size.  

Further, Dr. Ragusa’s approach suffers from a basic line-drawing problem. From a 

geographical standpoint, it is possible, if not probable, that a VTD on the edge of a county would 

not be geographically proximate to a district that covers some portion of the same county on the 

other side of the “county envelope.” If mapmakers were to adopt such an approach, i.e. reach out 

across counties for one VTD or possibly a number of VTDs, districts could and would be drawn 

with irregular shapes. Dr. Ragusa acknowledged this would violate traditional redistricting criteria. 

(Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 254:4-22). Dr. Ragusa also confirmed he could have 

adopted a more granular approach and narrowed in on more specific areas rather than the broader 

VTD. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 307:7-10). Thus, Dr. Ragusa’s methodology not 
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only could cause an over inclusive problem, his analysis also could create an exclusivity problem. 

In other words, it is entirely possible for a mapmaker to look into an adjoining county to shift a 

VTD in or out of the district. Dr. Ragusa’s approach completely fails to consider or account for 

this possibility.  

ii. Failure to analyze traditional redistricting criteria
  

Dr. Ragusa testified over and over that he only reviewed the data (numbers) after the maps 

were drawn. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition Transcript, 247:9-248:24; 261:7-15; 261:23-25; 

270:10-13; 281:2-12)  He didn’t review or analyze the criteria the map drawers might have used 

in the crafting of the district lines. As this court knows, race can be considered while drawing the 

districts, but race must not be the predominant factor such that race-neutral considerations are 

subordinated to racial considerations.  To make this assessment, it is logical that one must consider 

and assess the “race-neutral” criteria used by the General Assembly. Dr. Ragusa used a “county 

envelope” approach that attempted to evaluate whether higher-BVAP voting districts were more 

or less likely to be moved into or out of a district as part of the Congressional Plan, but he did not 

consider core preservation, voting district splits, contiguity, compactness, political subdivisions, 

partisan performance, and communities of interest at a granular level.  See Ex. A, Ragusa Report 

at 1–4; Ex. C, Ragusa Dep. Tr. 306:11–12, 306:3–6, 307:7–16.  

As this court knows well, redistricting litigation often refers to the law from the most recent 

round of redistricting litigation. For example, Colleton Cty. Council v. McConnell, 201 F. Supp. 

2d 618 (D.S.C. 2002), opinion clarified (Apr. 18, 2002), repeatedly referenced earlier redistricting 

plans and attendant judicial proceedings: 

 In determining what traditional redistricting principles it should 
apply, the court “look[ed] to the historical redistricting policies of 
the state.” Id. at 628.  
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 As part of that analysis, the court examined the degree to which 
maintaining county boundaries had been a principle emphasized by 
the courts that drew impasse plans in 1982 and 1992. Id. at 647–48. 

 
 In deciding whether portions of two counties were part of the “core” 

of a district, the court looked to the reasons why other portions of 
those counties had been removed from the district by the court that 
drew the impasse plan in 1992. Id. at 667. 

 
This makes sense from both a practical perspective when drawing a new map and from a legal 

perspective when you have court-blessed principles of law.  

Lastly, even Plaintiffs reject Dr. Ragusa’s analysis given that they chose to only challenge 

three of the five Congressional districts in which Dr. Ragusa concluded race was factor. Dr. Ragusa 

testified Plaintiffs probably chose not to use his analysis completely because there might have been 

other reasons and factors for the way the districts were drawn. (Ex. C, Dr. Ragusa Deposition 

Transcript, 285:14-286:11; 286:13-25; 266:23-267:5; 277:10-24)  But that only proves the point. 

Dr. Ragusa’s concession that he doesn’t know the other reasons why the districts were crafted in 

the manner in which they were renders his report meaningless.  By only using numbers and data 

to support his conclusion and not having a comprehensive understanding of why the districts were 

drawn the way they were, Dr. Ragusa offers no support to Plaintiffs’ erroneous claim that race was 

the predominant factor in establishing the districts.  

In sum, Dr. Ragusa’s analysis leaves “unexplained analytical gaps”—from sample size to 

line drawing problems to filtering and contextual problems—and does not “reasonably account[] 

for alternative explanations.”. Nucor Corp., 2008 WL 4442571, at *2 (citing Gen. Elec. Co., 522 

U.S. at 146).   
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CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, Senate Defendants and House Defendants respectfully request the 

Court grant this Motion, exclude the written report and testimony of Dr. Ragusa, and Order his 

testimony is inadmissible at trial.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 

By: s/Robert E. Tyson, Jr.    
     Robert E. Tyson, Jr. (7815) 
     Vordman C. Traywick (12483) 

La’Jessica Stringfellow (13006) 
     Robinson Gray Stepp & Laffitte, LLC 
     1310 Gadsden Street 
     Post Office Box 11449 (29211) 
     Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
     803-929-1400 Telephone 
     803-929-0300 Facsimile 
     rtyson@robinsongray.com 
     ltraywick@robinsongray.com 
     lstringfellow@robinsongray.com  
 

John M Gore, Esquire (admitted pro hac vice) 
Stephen J Kenny, Esquire (admitted pro hac vice) 
Jones Day 
51 Louisiana Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 20001 
202-879-3930 
jmgore@jonesday.com  
skenny@jonesday.com  

 
 

Attorneys for Thomas C. Alexander in his official 
capacity as President of the Senate and Luke A. Rankin 
in his official capacity as Chairman of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee 
 
s/ Mark C. Moore     
Mark C. Moore (Fed. ID No. 4956) 
Jennifer J. Hollingsworth (Fed. ID No. 11704) 
Hamilton B. Barber (Fed. ID No. 13306) 
Michael A. Parente (Fed. ID No. 13358) 
NEXSEN PRUET, LLC 
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1230 Main Street, Suite 700  
Columbia, SC 29201 
Telephone: 803.771.8900 
MMoore@nexsenpruet.com 
JHollingsworth@nexsenpruet.com  
HBarber@nexsenpruet.com  
MParente@nexsenpruet.com  
 
William W. Wilkins (Fed. ID No. 4662) 
Andrew A. Mathias (Fed. ID No. 10166) 
Konstantine P. Diamaduros (Fed. ID No. 12368) 
NEXSEN PRUET, LLC 
104 S. Main Street, Suite 900  
Greenville, SC 29601 
Telephone: 864.370.2211 
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Introduction 

I am an Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at the College of Charleston in 

Charleston, South Carolina.  I began my career as an Assistant Professor in the fall of 2011 and was 

awarded tenure in 2017.  I teach undergraduate classes on American politics, Congress, American 

political development, national elections, research methodology, and statistical computing.  I also 

teach a graduate course on statistics in the Master of Public Administration program.  At the 

College, I serve in two administrative roles: as the Associate Chair of my department and as the 

Research Director for a political economy and market process center in the School of Business.   

I received my Ph.D. in political science from the University of Florida in 2011.  Additionally, in 2006 

and 2007 I took courses on statistical methods for social research at the University of Michigan.  My 

graduate coursework spanned two fields: American politics and quantitative research methodology.  

I have published a dozen peer-reviewed articles on legislative politics, political parties, national 

elections, political economy, and South Carolina politics.  I have also published two co-authored 

books: “First in the South: Why South Carolina’s Presidential Primary Matters” (2020, University of 

South Carolina Press) and “Congress in Reverse: Repeals from Reconstruction to the Present” (2020, 

University of Chicago Press).  

I am frequently asked to provide expert commentary on American politics.  I have been quoted in 

The New Yorker, USA Today, The Post & Courier, and The State and have appeared on South Carolina 

ETV, South Carolina Public Radio, National Public Radio, Bloomberg TV, Matter of Fact with Soledad O’Brien 

and several local news channels.  I have published roughly thirty op-eds/editorials in newspapers 

such as The Washington Post, The Post & Courier, and The State.  My public scholarship also includes 

consulting work for several organizations including the City of Charleston Police Department, 

Charleston County Human Resources, Lowcountry Local First, and the Alliance for Full 

Acceptance. 

A copy of my curriculum vitae is attached as Exhibit A.  I have written a report and provided 

testimony by deposition on South Carolina’s State House map in this case, South Carolina State 

Conference of the NAACP v. Alexander, No. 3:21-cv-03302 (D.S.C.). 

I have been hired by the plaintiffs’ counsel to examine whether race was a significant factor in the 

drafting of South Carolina’s map for the U.S. House.  I am retained at the rate of $250 per hour.  My 

compensation does not depend in any way on the results of the case, or on the opinions and 

testimony I provide. 
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District VTD Change 

 

Methodology 

In this report I examine whether race was a significant factor in the composition of the redrawn 

South Carolina Congressional map.  I do so with data on the 2000+ voting tabulation districts 

(VTDs) in the state.  Better known as “precincts,” voting tabulation districts are administrative units 

where election results are reported.  Further, VTDs are often receive special consideration from 

mapmakers during redistricting.  For example, in its redistricting guidelines, the South Carolina 

House cites precinct lines as “evidence of communities of interest to be balanced” while the state 

Senate recommends “minimizing division of voting precinct boundaries.”1 For these reasons, VTDs 

are common units of analysis in redistricting research.2 

In the analysis the three independent variables (factors that may explain how the lines were redrawn) 

are race, partisanship, and precinct size.  I measure a precinct’s racial composition using publicly 

available Census data from 2020.  Specifically, I record the Black voting age population (BVAP) of 

each VTD in the state.3  Because they vary in size, in my analysis I also include a variable that 

records each precinct’s total voting age population.  I obtained these data from the 2020 Census as 

well.  Finally, I measure a VTD’s partisanship using the number of votes for Joe Biden in the 2020 

general election.4  I obtained these data from SCVotes.gov, the official website of the South Carolina 

Election Commission.     

In my analysis the key question is whether any of the above factors explain how lawmakers drew 

each district’s boundaries.  I answer this question with three statistical models.  In each model, the 

dependent variable (the outcome being analyzed) is whether a VTD was included or excluded from 

the redrawn district. 

Model #1 analyzes which VTDs surrounding the district were moved into the redrawn district.5  In 

this analysis, the population is every VTD outside the old district but within the “county envelope.”  

For example, under the old map CD #1 included portions of five counties: Beaufort, Berkeley, 

Charleston, Colleton, and Dorchester.  In this example, the VTDs in these five counties, but outside 

the old district, represent the county envelope—precincts that could be added to the redrawn district 

without crossing county borders and/or significantly reconfiguring the district.  At issue is whether 

the VTDs moved into the redrawn district differ in systematic ways from those kept out of the new 

district.   

 
1 See Section VII in the South Carolina House of Representatives’ “2021 Guidelines and Criteria for Congressional 
and Legislative Redistricting” and Section III in the South Carolina Senate’s “2021 Redistricting Guidelines.” 
2 For example, see “Expert Report of Stephen Ansolabehere” in Cooper v. Harris (2013) or “Do Redistricting 
Commissions Avoid Partisan Gerrymanders?” by Best, Lem, Magleby and McDonald in the journal American 
Politics Research (2021). 
3 Data are available at: http://data.census.gov/.  See table “P3: Race for the Population 18 and Over.”  In the 
calculation I include any person who self-identified as Black, including Black in combination with any other 
category. 
4 Data are available at: https://www.scvotes.gov/election-results.  
5 If a district was drawn into a new county, those observations are included in the analysis among the positive 
outcomes as well as precincts added to the district from the county envelope.  For example, in the redrawn map 
CD #1 was extended into a tiny portion of a sixth county: Jasper.   
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Model #2 analyzes the opposite outcome—the decision to remove a precinct from the district.  In 

this analysis, the population consists of all VTDs within the old district’s configuration.   For 

example, in the prior map, CD #2 comprised roughly 300 precincts.  In the redistricting process, 

these VTDs were either kept in the redrawn district or were moved out of the district.  At issue is 

whether the VTDs moved out of the redrawn district differ in systematic ways from those kept in 

the district.   

Finally, Model #3 combines both approaches.  It examines which VTDs were moved into and kept 

in the redrawn district versus those kept out/moved out.  Substantively, this model looks at the full 

range of choices available to mapmakers—to keep VTDs in the district and alter others.  In other 

words, this model captures the decision to redraw some portions of a district and not redraw others.  

It also captures, in part, how the district was drawn in the previous redistricting cycle.  For example, 

of the roughly five hundred VTDs that could have been selected for the redrawn CD #3, roughly 

three-fourths were kept in the district or were moved in from the county envelope outside the 

district.  At issue is whether the VTDs moved into and kept in the district differ in systematic ways 

from those kept out and moved out of the district.  

All three models were estimated using multivariate logistic regression.6  In simple terms, multivariate 

logistic regression is used when the dependent variable is binary (1/0) and the researcher wants to 

study the possible effect of one or more independent variables.7  In the analysis, the three 

independent variables will be statistically insignificant if they do not correlate with how the district 

lines were drawn.  An insignificant BVAP variable suggests that race does not explain the district’s 

configuration, an insignificant Biden Vote variable indicates that partisanship does not explain the 

district’s design, and an insignificant Total VAP variable suggests that precinct size does not explain 

the district’s configuration.  In contrast, a statistically significant coefficient would indicate that race, 

partisanship and/or precinct size correlate in a meaningful way with how the district lines were 

drawn, and this correlation is unlikely to have been caused by chance. 

A key feature of this approach is that it allows me to statistically disentangle the effect of each factor.  

For example, any correlation between race and how the district lines were drawn could be due, 

instead, to partisan motivations.  After all, race and partisanship are highly correlated in South 

Carolina.8  Likewise, because race is measured using number of Black voters, race and precinct size 

correlate as well.  In this respect, perhaps mapmakers selected precincts based on their raw size, not 

the number of Black voters specifically.  Statistically speaking, this analysis will reveal whether race 

 
6 Because models #1 and #2 have small sample sizes and/or few events per variable in a few cases, I used the 
firthlogit command in Stata 17 to estimate these models.  Following recommendations in the analysis of rare events, 
this routine reduces the amount of statistical bias compared to standard logistic regression.  See for example “Bias 
Reduction of Maximum Likelihood Estimates” by Firth in the journal Biometrika (1993) or a recent simulation 
study “No Rationale for 1 Variable Per 10 Events Criterion for Binary Logistic Regression Analysis” by van 
Smeden et al. in the journal BMC Medical Research Methodology (2016).  Because Model #3 combines both models, 
and therefore has much larger sample sizes and number of events per variable, I used the standard logit command 
in Stata 17. 
7 In models #1 and #2, the positive outcome (coded 1) indicates a VTD was moved into/out of the district and 
the reference outcome (coded 0) indicates the VTD was kept out/kept in the district.  In model #3 the positive 
outcome (coded 1) indicates that VTD was moved into/kept in the district and the reference outcome (coded 0) 
indicates that VTD was moved out/kept out of the district. 
8 According the 2020 Cooperative Election study, 76.3% of Black respondents from South Carolina said they 
identify as Democrats, compared to just 5.1% who call themselves Republicans.  Likewise, 29.8% of White 
respondents said they identify as Democrats, compared to 52.2% who call themselves Republicans. 
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explains how lawmakers redrew the map controlling for the other two factors.  In other words, any 

significant effect of race cannot be explained away as a proxy effect of partisanship or precinct size. 

Another measure of significance is the question of “how much” a variable affects some outcome.  

Although related, a statistically significant effect can nevertheless be small in magnitude.  Statisticians 

refer to substantive significance as an “effect size.”  I therefore compute the probability a VTD was 

chosen for a redrawn district varying only its racial makeup.9  In particular, in a series of figures 

derived from each of the models described above, I plot the probability of selection varying a 

precinct’s BVAP from 100 to 1500 Black voters.10   

Notably, partisanship and precinct size are set to their mean in each figure.  Substantively speaking, 

these figures show whether VTDs of average size and average partisanship—but varying numbers of 

Black voters—had the same probability of being selected for the redrawn district.  If race was not a 

substantively important factor in the district’s composition, VTDs with 100 Black voters should 

have about the same chance of being included in the redrawn district as VTDs with 1500 Black 

voters.  A perfectly flat line in the figure would indicate no effect of race.  Alternatively, lines with a 

steep slope would reveal that the size of the Black population had a substantively large effect on the 

probability of selection (and by how much). 

 

Results 

I discuss the results by district in the pages below.11  All tables and figures can be found at the 

bottom of this report.  In the tables, a positive sign on the BVAP variable indicates that VTDs with 

a large Black population were more likely to be: moved in (Model #1), moved out (Model #2), and 

moved into and kept in the redrawn district (Model #3).  Conversely, a negative sign on the BVAP 

variable indicates that VTDs with a large Black population were less likely to be: moved in (Model 

#1), moved out (Model #2), and moved into and kept in the redrawn district (Model #3).   

All in all, the results show, quite consistently, that race was a significant factor in the construction of 

South Carolina’s enacted map.  In the tables, the BVAP variable is statistically significant in twelve 

of the eighteen models (67%) estimated.12  In other words, in a large majority of cases, a precinct’s 

Black population reliably predicts whether it was included or excluded from the redrawn district.  As 

discussed earlier, these effects cannot be dismissed as a byproduct of partisan redistricting or normal 

variation in precinct size.  Furthermore, the BVAP variable is numerically large in several cases, 

indicating that race was not just statistically significant, but substantially significant at the same time.  

I ultimately conclude that race factored into the design of five of the seven districts (CD #1, CD #2, 

CD #3, CD #5, and CD #6). 

 
9 I compute these probabilities using the margins command in Stata 17.  Although the BVAP coefficient in each 
model also reveal the effect size of race, the number does not have a straightforward interpretation.  Indeed, 
because logistic regression uses a non-linear link function (i.e. a logit), the coefficients represent the effect of a 1-
unit change in the independent variable on the log odds of the outcome.   
10 In South Carolina the Black population is unevenly distributed across districts.  For example, CD #6 has several 
VTDs with more than 1500 Black voters and relatively few under 100, while CD #1 has several VTDs with less 
than 100 Black voters and relatively few above 1500.  I therefore selected 100 to 1500 because it contains the bulk 
of the data in each district and therefore provides a standardized baseline for comparison. 
11 In the tables, each coefficient was scaled per 100 persons. 
12 As explained in detail below, there is no analysis of CD #7 due to the lack of observations.  I therefore 
estimated a total of eighteen models: three each for six districts. 
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CD #1 

Looking at Table 1 for CD #1, race was a significant factor in two models.  Model 2 reveals that 

Black voters were significantly more likely to be moved out of the redrawn district while Model 3 

shows that Black voters were significantly less likely to be moved into and kept in the district.  In 

this respect, the results in Table 1 point in the same direction: Black voters were excluded from the 

redrawn district.  Figure 1 presents the effect size for the BVAP variable in the three models.  In the 

middle panel, we can see that VTDs with 100 Black voters had only a 13% chance of being moved 

out of the district, compared to 60% for VTDs with 1500 Black voters.  In the bottom panel, we can 

see that VTDs with 100 Black voters had an 80% chance of being moved into or kept in the district, 

which compares to just 11% for VTDs with 1500 Black voters.  Simply put, Figure 1 reveals that 

precincts of average size and average partisanship had very different probabilities of being included 

in the redrawn district depending on their racial composition. 

I therefore conclude that race was an important factor in the design of the 1st district.  All in all, the 

results indicate that Black voters were excluded from the district in both a statistically significant and 

substantively consequential fashion. 

 

CD #2 

In the analysis of CD #2, race was a significant factor in all three models.  Looking at Table 2, 

Model 1 shows that Black voters were significantly less likely to be moved into the redrawn district 

while Model 2 reveals that Black voters were significantly less likely to be moved out of the district.  

Although they point in opposite directions, Figure 2 shows us that these effects are not equivalently 

sized and thus do not cancel out in the aggregate.  Namely, we can see from the slope of each plot 

line that race had a much larger effect on the VTDs moved into the district (top panel) compared to 

VTDs moved out of the district (middle panel).  In the top panel, VTDs with 100 Black voters had a 

36% chance of being moved into the district, compared to just 8% for VTDs with 1500 Black 

voters.  At the same time, Model 3 in Table 2 reveals that Black voters were less likely to be moved 

into and kept in the district.  In the bottom panel of Figure 2, we can see that VTDs with 100 Black 

voters had an 90% chance of being moved into or kept in the district, compared to just 25% for 

VTDs with 1500 Black voters.  Figure 2 therefore reveals that precincts of average size and average 

partisanship had very different probabilities of being included in the redrawn district depending on 

their Black population. 

I therefore conclude that race was an important factor in the design of the 2nd district.  According to 

the results, Black voters were excluded from the redrawn district in both a statistically significant and 

substantively consequential fashion. 

 

CD #3 

Looking at Table 3 for CD #3, we can see that race was a significant factor in two models.  Model 1 

reveals that Black voters were significantly more likely to be added to the redrawn district while 

Model 3 reveals that Black voters were significantly more likely to be moved into and kept in the 

district.  In this respect, the results in Table 3 point in the same direction: Black voters were added 

to and kept in the redrawn district.  Figure 3 presents the effect size for the BVAP variable in the 

three models.  In the top panel, we can see that VTDs with 100 Black voters had a 15% chance of 
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being moved into the district, compared to 35% for VTDs with 1500 Black voters.  In the bottom 

panel, VTDs with 100 Black voters had a 65% chance of being moved into or kept in the district, 

compared to 90% for VTDs with 1500 Black voters.  Simply put, Figure 3 reveals that precincts of 

average size and average partisanship had very different probabilities of being included in the 

redrawn district depending on their racial composition. 

I therefore conclude that race was an important factor in the design of the 3rd district.  All in all, the 

results indicate that Black voters were added to and kept in the district in both a statistically 

significant and substantively consequential fashion. 

 

CD #4 

In the analysis of CD #4, the BVAP variable is not statistically significant in any of the three models.  

I therefore conclude that race was not a significant factor in the district’s composition.   

 

CD #5 

Looking at Table 5 for CD #5, race was a significant factor in two of models.  Model 1 reveals that 

Black voters were significantly less likely to be added to the redrawn district while Model 3 indicates 

that Black voters were significantly less likely to be moved into and kept in the district.  In this 

respect, the results in Table 5 point in the same direction: Black voters were excluded from the 

redrawn district.  Figure 5 presents the effect size for the BVAP variable in the three models.  In the 

top panel, we can see that VTDs with 100 Black voters had a 38% chance of being moved into the 

district, compared to <1% for VTDs with 1500 Black voters.  In the bottom panel, VTDs with 100 

Black voters had a 76% chance of being moved into or kept in the district, compared to 52% for 

VTDs with 1500 Black voters.  Figure 5 therefore reveals that precincts of average size and average 

partisanship had very different probabilities of being included in the redrawn district depending on 

their Black population. 

I therefore conclude that race was an important factor in the design of the 5th district.  According to 

the results, Black voters were excluded from the redrawn district in both a statistically significant and 

substantively consequential fashion. 

 

CD #6 

In the analysis of CD #6, race was a significant factor in each of the models.  Looking at Table 6, 

Model 1 shows that Black voters were significantly less likely to be added to the redrawn district 

while Model 2 reveals that Black voters were significantly less likely to be moved out of the district.  

Although they point in opposite directions, Figure 6 shows us that these effects are not equivalently 

sized and thus do not cancel out in the aggregate.  Namely, we can see from the slope of each plot 

line that race had a larger effect on the VTDs moved out of the district (middle panel) compared to 

VTDs moved into the district (top panel).  In the middle panel, VTDs with 100 Black voters had a 

33% chance of being moved out of the district, compared to just 4% for VTDs with 1500 Black 

voters.  At the same time, Model 6 in Table 6 reveals that Black voters were more likely to be moved 

into and kept in the district.  In the bottom panel of Figure 6, we can see that VTDs with 100 Black 

voters had an 27% chance of being moved into or kept in the district, which compares to 85% for 

VTDs with 1500 Black voters.  Simply put, Figure 6 reveals that precincts of average size and 
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average partisanship had very different probabilities of being included in the redrawn district 

depending on their racial makeup. 

I therefore conclude that race was a meaningful factor in the design of the 6th district.  All in all, the 

results indicate that Black voters were added to and kept in the district in both a statistically 

significant and substantively consequential fashion. 

 

CD #7 

In the 7th district there were not enough observations to conduct a meaningful analysis (and thus 

there are no tables and figures below).  First, the district, newly created after the 2010 census, is 

almost entirely within whole counties.  For this reason, there are fewer than a dozen VTDs in the 

county envelope outside the old district.  Second, the district’s boundaries were only slightly redrawn 

this cycle.  According to the data, there were just a handful of VTDs added to or removed from the 

redrawn district.  I am therefore unable to determine whether race was a factor in the district’s 

configuration.  
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Table 1: Analysis of CD #1 

Variables 
Model 1 

VTDs Moved In 
Model 2 

VTDs Moved Out 
Model 3 

VTDs Moved In/Kept In 
Biden Vote 0.13 0.39*** -0.11 
BVAP -0.10 0.18*** -0.28*** 
Total VAP -0.02 -0.14*** 0.12*** 
Constant -0.81* -2.06*** 0.56* 

    
N 133 369 502 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 2: Analysis of CD #2 

Variables 
Model 1 

VTDs Moved In 
Model 2 

VTDs Moved Out 
Model 3 

VTDs Moved In/Kept In 
Biden Vote 0.34*** 0.32** 0.04 
BVAP -0.18** -0.52* -0.31*** 
Total VAP <-0.01 -0.17*** 0.17*** 
Constant -3.08*** -0.87 -0.03 

    
N 128 295 423 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 3: Analysis of CD #3 

Variables 
Model 1 

VTDs Moved In 
Model 2 

VTDs Moved Out 
Model 3 

VTDs Moved In/Kept In 
Biden Vote -0.32** 0.89*** -0.72*** 
BVAP 0.17* 0.08 0.22*** 
Total VAP -0.24*** -0.16*** -0.02 
Constant 3.79*** -6.15*** 3.80*** 

    
N 161 339 500 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4: Analysis of CD #4 

Variables 
Model 1 

VTDs Moved In 
Model 2 

VTDs Moved Out 
Model 3 

VTDs Moved In/Kept In 
Biden Vote 0.46 0.02 0.06 
BVAP 0.45 -0.19 0.09 
Total VAP -0.22 -0.02 -0.01 
Constant -2.62 -1.57** 1.30** 

    
N 28 231 259 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 5: Analysis of CD #5 

Variables 
Model 1 

VTDs Moved In 
Model 2 

VTDs Moved Out 
Model 3 

VTDs Moved In/Kept In 
Biden Vote 0.29* 0.02 0.10* 
BVAP -0.51*** 0.02 -0.08** 
Total VAP 0.01 -0.12*** -0.03* 
Constant -1.76*** -0.89** 1.25*** 

    
N 122 362 484 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 6: Analysis of CD #6 

Variables 
Model 1 

VTDs Moved In 
Model 2 

VTDs Moved Out 
Model 3 

VTDs Moved In/Kept In 
Biden Vote 0.26*** 0.27*** -0.10** 
BVAP -0.06* -0.21*** 0.25*** 
Total VAP -0.09*** <-0.01 -0.11*** 
Constant -1.54*** -2.02*** 0.68*** 

    
N 572 408 980 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 

 
 

         Dr. Jordan Ragusa 
         April 11, 2022 
         Charleston, South Carolina 
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B.S., Secondary Education, Bowling Green State University, 2005
Minors: Political Science | American History

ADDITIONAL
EDUCATION

University of Michigan, ICPSR, 2006 & 2007
Courses: Time Series Analysis, Categorical Analysis, Regression II, Matrix Algebra

POSITIONS &
PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE

Political Science Department, College of Charleston
Associate Chair, 2019 - present
Associate Professor, 2017 - present
Director, American Politics Research Team, 2015 - present
Assistant Professor, 2011 - 2017

Center for Public Choice and Market Process, College of Charleston
Research Director, 2019 - present
Senior Fellow, 2021 - present
Fellow, 2012 - 2021

Editorial Board, Political Research Quarterly, 2018 - present

Contributor, LegBranch.com, 2017 - 2019 | Christian Science Monitor, 2014 - 2017

Instructor, University of Florida, 2009 - 2011

BOOKS Ragusa, Jordan M., and Nathaniel Birkhead. 2020. “Congress in Reverse: Repeals from Reconstruction
to the Present.” University of Chicago Press. (Link to Book.)

Knotts, H. Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. 2020. “First in the South: Why South Carolina’s
Presidential Primary Matters.” University of South Carolina Press. (Link to Book.)

REFEREED
ARTICLES
†= DENOTES STUDENT
CO-AUTHOR

Amira, Karyn, Lauren R. Johnson†, Deon McCray†, and Jordan M. Ragusa. 2019. “Adversaries or
Allies? Donald Trump’s Republican Support in Congress.” Perspectives on Politics 17(3): 756-71.
(Link to Published Article.)

Johnson, Lauren R.†, Deon McCray†, and Jordan M. Ragusa. 2018. “#NeverTrump: Why Republican
Members of Congress Refused to Support Their Party’s Nominee in the 2016 Presidential Election.”
Research and Politics 5(1): 1-10. (Link to Published Article.)

Craven, James S.†, Jordan M. Ragusa, and John-Anthony G. Thevos†. 2017. “Palmetto State
Primaries: An Examination of South Carolina’s Nomination Contests.” Journal of Political Science
45(1): 33-53. (Link to Published Article.)
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REFEREED
ARTICLES
†= DENOTES STUDENT
CO-AUTHOR

Cooper, Chris, Gibbs Knotts, and Jordan M. Ragusa. 2016. “The Constrained Governor:
Gubernatorial Decision-Making and Senate Appointments.” Political Research Quarterly 69(3):
482-94. (Link to Published Article.)

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Anthony Gaspar†. 2016. “Where’s the Tea Party? An Examination of the
Tea Party’s Voting Behavior in the House of Representatives.” Political Research Quarterly 69(2):
361-72. (Link to Published Article.)

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2016. “Partisan Cohorts, Polarization, and the Gingrich Senators.” American
Politics Research 44(2): 296-325. (Link to Published Article.)

? Best Graduate Student Paper Award at the 2010 Florida Political Science Association meeting.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. 2016. “The Nationalization of Special Elections for the U.S.
House of Representatives.” Journal of Elections, Public Opinion, and Parties 26(1): 22-39. (Link
to Published Article.)

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Matthew Tarpey†. 2016. “The Geographies of Economic Voting in
Presidential and Congressional Elections.” Political Science Quarterly 131(1): 101-32. (Link to
Published Article.)

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Nate Birkhead. 2015. “Parties, Preferences, and Congressional Organization:
Explaining Repeals in Congress from 1877 to 2012.” Political Research Quarterly 68(4): 745-59.
(Link to Published Article.)

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2015. “Socioeconomic Stereotypes: Explaining Variation in Preferences for
Taxing the Rich.” American Politics Research 43(2): 327-59. (Link to Published Article.)

Huder, Joshua, Jordan M. Ragusa, and Daniel A. Smith. 2011. “The Initiative to Shirk? The Effects
of Statewide Ballot Measures on Congressional Roll-Call Behavior.” American Politics Research
39(3): 582-610. (Link to Published Article.)

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2010. “The Lifecycle of Public Policy: An Event History Analysis of Repeals to
Landmark Legislative Enactments, 1951-2006.” American Politics Research 38(6): 1015-51. (Link
to Published Article.)

? Florida Department of Political Science Best Graduate Student Paper Award in 2008.

BOOK
CHAPTERS

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2017. “An Examination of Congressional Efforts to Repeal the Affordable Care
Act.” In Lawrence C. Dodd and Bruce Oppenheimer, Congress Reconsidered, Washington, D.C.:
CQ Press.

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2017. “Do the Rich Deserve a Tax Cut? Public Images, Deservingness, and
Americans’ Tax Policy Preferences.” In Bart Meuleman, Femke Roosma, Tim Reeskens, and Wim
van Oorschot, The Social Legitimacy of Targeted Welfare, London: Edward Elgar Press.

WORKS IN
PROGRESS
†= DENOTES STUDENT
CO-AUTHOR

Cook, Emily†, Martin, Jeff†, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Locked, Loaded, and Legislating: An
Examination of Gun Owners in Congress.”

Crotty, Patrick†, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Subnational Economic Benchmarking in U.S. National
Elections.”
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OP-EDS,
EDITORIALS,
& OTHER
PUBLICATIONS

Birkhead, Nathaniel, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “What Are the Chances of Repealing SC’s Ban on
K-12 Mask Mandates?” The Post and Courier, August 19, 2021.

Ragusa, Jordan M. “Why Are Women Underrepresented in South Carolina?” The Post and Courier,
February 17, 2021.

Ragusa, Jordan M. “Key Data Show Cunningham as a Moderate in Congress.” Charleston City
Paper, October 31, 2020.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Elizabeth Warren.” Charleston City Paper, February 19,
2020.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Joe Biden.” Charleston City Paper, February 12, 2020.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Bernie Sanders.” Charleston City Paper, February 5, 2020.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Amy Klobuchar.” Charleston City Paper, January 29, 2020.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Pete Buttigieg.” Charleston City Paper, January 22, 2020.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Tom Steyer.” Charleston City Paper, January 8, 2020.

Amira, Karyn, Knotts, Gibbbs, and Jordan Ragusa “Exit Poll: Overdevelopment, Flooding Motivated
Charleston Mayoral Voters Most.” The Post and Courier, November 5, 2019.

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Gibbs Knotts. “South Carolina Will Align the Democratic Calendar.” The
Post and Courier, March 5, 2019.

Cooper, Chris, Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “When Appointing a U.S. Senator, Governors
Act Responsibly.” The News and Observer, June 27, 2018.

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Gibbs Knotts. “Trump Looms Large in Sanford Primary.” Charleston City
Paper, June 10, 2018.

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Gibbs Knotts. “A Test of Trump’s Coattails.” The Huffington Post, April
18, 2017.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Is South Carolina a Future Swing State?’ The Post and
Courier, November 8, 2016.

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Gibbs Knotts. “Ohio’s Special Election to Replace John Boehner Wasn’t
Special At All” Washington Post / Monkey Cage Blog, June 8, 2016.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “South Carolina Gives Clinton Big Boost for Super Tuesday”
The Post and Courier, February 27, 2016.

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Gibbs Knotts. “The National Impact of SC’s Vote.” The Post and Courier,
February 20, 2016.

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Gibbs Knotts. “Why Haley’s a Strong Contender in the Republican
Veepstakes.” The Post and Courier, January 14, 2016.

Ragusa, Jordan M. “Ohio Said No to Legalizing Marijuana. It Might Have Nixed Federal Reforms,
Too” Washington Post / Monkey Cage Blog, November 5, 2015.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Inside the Mind of Charleston’s Voters.” The Post and
Courier, November 3, 2015.
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OP-EDS,
EDITORIALS,
& OTHER
PUBLICATIONS

Ragusa, Jordan M. “Gun Control? Not in this Congress.” The State, August 6, 2015.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Symbolism and Political Violence in the Holy City.” The
Huffington Post, June 19, 2015.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Special Elections Aren’t All That Special.” The Huffington
Post, May 6, 2015.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “A Fundamentally Good Election for the GOP.” The Post
and Courier, November 4, 2014.

Ragusa, Jordan M., and Gibbs Knotts. “Beware of Term Limits.” The Post and Courier, October
11, 2014.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa, “How Lindsey Graham Won.” The State, June 14, 2014.

Ragusa, Jordan M. “An Historical Take on the Filibuster.” The State, December 4, 2013.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Congressional Dysfunction Didn’t Happen Overnight.”
The State, October 16, 2013.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “1st District Fundamentally GOP Turf.” The Post and
Courier, May 8, 2013.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “Sex Scandal Didn’t Hurt Mark Sanford Like Some Thought
it Would.” The Post and Courier, March 20, 2013.

Ragusa, Jordan M. “Do State of the Union Speeches Lead or Follow?” The Post and Courier,
February 15, 2013.

Knotts, Gibbs, and Jordan M. Ragusa. “1st Congressional District: Will Voters Elect Sanford
Again?” The Sun News, February 13, 2013.

TECHNICAL
REPORTS

Diedrich, Chelsea, Jordan M. Ragusa and Kendra Stewart. 2020. “Lowcountry Local First Consumer
Sentiment Survey.” A report on consumer preferences and spending habits in the Charleston area.

Fletcher, Stephen, Jordan M. Ragusa and Ali Titus. 2019. “Alliance for Full Acceptance Needs
Assessment.” A report on LGBTQ Needs in Charleston, Berkeley and Dorchester Counties.

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2018. “An Analysis of Employee Engagement in Charleston County.” A report
on employee attitudes about their work environment for Charleston County.

Kahle, Bob, Jordan M. Ragusa and Kendra Stewart. 2017. “College of Charleston Student Housing
and Nutrition Needs Assessment.” A survey and report on students’ housing and food insecurity.

Ragusa, Jordan M. and Kendra Stewart. 2016. “Illumination Project Report.” A survey and report
on citizens’ views of policing in the City of Charleston.

Ragusa, Jordan M. and Kendra Stewart. 2016. “Charleston Community Policing Report.” A survey
and report on community policing conducted with the City of Charleston Police Department.

Craven, Jamie, Gibbs Knotts, Jordan M. Ragusa, and John Thevos. 2015. “An Examination of
Charleston’s Mayoral Election.” Exit polls and analysis of the 2015 mayoral election.

DeMaria, Andrea and Jordan Ragusa. 2015. “College of Charleston Absence Memo Policy.” A
survey and report on the College of Charleston’s policy regarding student absences.

Ragusa, Jordan M. and Kendra Stewart. 2015. “Charleston Community Policing Report.” A survey
and report on community policing conducted with the City of Charleston Police Department.
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BOOK
REVIEWS

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2018. Meinke’s “Leadership Organizations in the House of Representatives:
Party Participation and Partisan Politics.” Journal of Politics 80 (1): e9-e10.

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2017. Devine and Kopko’s “The VP Advantage: How Running Mates Influence
Home State Voting in Presidential Elections.” Political Science Quarterly 132 (1): 194-195.

Ragusa, Jordan M. 2015. Volden and Wiseman’s “Legislative Effectiveness in the United States
Congress: The Lawmakers.” Political Science Quarterly 130 (4): 778-780.

INVITED
PRESENTATIONS

“Undemocratic Democracy: the Filibuster and Electoral College” Keynote address for the Charleston
chapter of the League of Women Voters, Charleston, SC, April 2021.

“Polarization and the 2020 Presidential Election” Presented at Clemson University, organized by
the South Carolina Humanities Electoral Initiative, Clemson, SC, November 2020.

“Congress in Reverse: Repeals from Reconstruction to the Present.” Presented at Coastal Carolina
University, Conway, SC, February 2020.

“First in the South: Why South Carolina’s Presidential Primary Matters.” Presented at Coastal
Carolina University, Conway, SC, February 2020.

“First in the South: Why South Carolina’s Presidential Primary Matters.” Presented at the University
of South Carolina, Columbia, SC, February 2020.

“First in the South: Why South Carolina’s Presidential Primary Matters.” Presented at The Citadel,
Charleston, SC, February 2020.

“First in the South: Why South Carolina’s Presidential Primary Matters.” Presented at Winthrop
University’s John C. West Forum, Rock Hill, SC, January 2020.

“#NeverTrump: Why Republican Members of Congress Support and Oppose Donald Trump.”
Presented at the United States Military Academy, West Point, NY, October 2018.

“From Enactment to Repeal: Partisan Disagreements & the Fate of Landmark Laws (1877-2012).”
Presented at the Negotiating Agreement in Congress Conference, organized by the Social Science
Research Council, held in New York, NY, October 2017.

“Do the Rich Deserve a Tax Cut?” Presented at the Conference on the Social Legitimacy of Targeted
Welfare, organized by Bart Meuleman, Femke Roosma, Tim Reeskens, and Wim van Oorschot,
held at the University of Leuven, Brussels, Belgium, January 2016.

“Coordination and Partisanship in Modern Conference Committees.” Presented at the Conference
on Bicameralism organized by David Rohde and Bruce Oppenheimer and sponsored by the Political
Institutions and Public Choice Program at Duke, March 2009.

CONFERENCE
ATTENDANCE
(PAST 5 YEARS)

Citadel Symposium on Southern Politics, 2020. Discussant for “The South in Congress.”

Southern Political Science Association, 2020. Program Chair for the Legislative Politics Section.
Paper “Voting Behavior and Gun Control in Congress.” Panel Chair for “Polarization in Congress.”

South Carolina Political Science Association, 2019. Book Panel “First in the South: The Case for
the South Carolina Primary” (with Gibbs Knotts). Discussant for “Money, Satisfaction, and Fake
News.”
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CONFERENCE
ATTENDANCE
(PAST 5 YEARS)

Public Choice Society, 2018. Book Panel “From Enactment to Repeal: Examining the Post-Passage
Fate of Landmark Laws" (with Nate Birkhead).

Citadel Symposium on Southern Politics, 2018. Paper “GOP Bellwether: Explaining South Carolina’s
Predictive Ability in Republican Nominating Contests” (with Gibbs Knotts).

Southern Political Science Association, 2018. Paper “From Enactment to Repeal: When and Why
Repeals Happen” (with Nate Birkhead). Discussant for “Legislative Capacity.” Panel Chair for
“Polarization and Political Speech.”

American Political Science Association, 2017. Paper “From Enactment to Repeal: When and Why
Repeals Happen” (with Nate Birkhead).

Southern Political Science Association, 2017. Paper “From Enactment to Repeal: Measuring
Repeal Significance” (with Nate Birkhead). Paper “I’m With Her? Why Republican Lawmakers
Refused to Endorse Their Party’s Nominee” (with Lauren Johnson and Deon McCray).

ACADEMIC
AWARDS

Outstanding Reviewer Award in 2019, Political Research Quarterly.

Nominated by the Department of Political Science for the University of Florida’s 2010-2011 Best
Graduate Student Teacher Award.

Best Graduate Student Paper in 2010, Florida Political Science Association, for “Chamber Hopping
in the US Congress.”

High Pass on Political Methodology Ph.D. Qualifying Exam

Best Graduate Student Paper in 2008, Florida Department of Political Science, for “Contextual and
Institutional Explanations of Macro-Level Policy Change: 1951-2002.”

FELLOWSHIPS
AND GRANTS

Research Fellow, Center for Public Choice and Market Process ($66,000 total), 2012-present

Social Science Research Council, Negotiating Agreement in Congress Grant ($10,000), 2017

College of Charleston Faculty R&D Grant ($2,650), 2013

Dirksen Center Congressional Research Award ($2,000), 2012

College of Charleston HSS Dean’s Discretionary Research Award ($5,000 total), 2012, 2016, 2018,
2019

FELLOWSHIPS
AND GRANTS

Various University of Florida Fellowships and Grants, 2007-2011

Prestage-Cook Travel Award, Southern Political Science Association, 2008

COLLEGE &
DEPARTMENT
SERVICE

Associate Chair, Department of Political Science, College of Charleston 2019-present

Research Director, Center for Public Choice and Market Process, College of Charleston, 2019-present

Faculty Senate, College of Charleston, 2020-present
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COLLEGE &
DEPARTMENT
SERVICE

Founder and Director, American Politics Research Team, College of Charleston, 2015-present

College Ad Hoc Committee on Gun Violence, 2021-present
? Committee Secretary, 2021-present

College Student Affairs and Athletics Committee, 2013-17
? Committee Chair, 2015-17

Political Science Intellectual Life Committee, 2014-17 & 2018-19
? Committee Chair, 2015-17 & 2018-19

William V. Moore Undergraduate Research Conference Committee, 2018-2020

Department Curriculum Committee, 2011-13, 2014-17 & 2019-present
? Committee Chair, 2019-present

Department Graduate School Faculty Advisor, 2011-17

Faculty Advisor: South Carolina Student Legislature (2011-17), College Democrats (2012-17),
College of Charleston Debate Team (2014-17)

PROFESSIONAL
SERVICE &
MEMBERSHIPS

Editorial Board Member, Political Research Quarterly, 2018-present

Program Chair, Campaigns and Elections Section, Southern Political Science Association, 2021 &
2015

Program Chair, Legislative Politics Section, Southern Political Science Association, 2020 & 2015

Committee Member, Pi Sigma Alpha Award, Southern Political Science Association, 2013

Journal Referee: American Political Science Review, American Journal of Political Science, The
Journal of Politics, Legislative Studies Quarterly, American Politics Research, British Journal of
Political Science, Political Research Quarterly, The Journal of Law and Courts, Social Science
Quarterly, Publius, Environment and Planning

Professional Memberships: American Political Science Association, Midwest Political Science
Association, Southern Political Science Association

TECHNICAL
SKILLS

Stata, SPSS, Qualtrics, Excel, LATEX, HTML, WordPress, Prezi
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REFERENCES Lawrence C. Dodd, Ph.D. Gibbs Knotts, Ph.D.
Manning J. Dauer Eminent Scholar Dean, School of HSS
University of Florida College of Charleston
Gainesville, FL 32611-7325 Charleston, SC 29401
ldodd@ufl.edu knottshg@cofc.edu

Daniel A. Smith, Ph.D. Michael T. Heaney, Ph.D.
Professor Assistant Professor of Organizational Studies
University of Florida University of Michigan
Gainesville, FL 32611-7325 Ann Arbor, MI 48109-1042
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Michael D. Martinez, Ph.D. David W. Rohde
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University of Florida Duke University
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Overview 

I was asked by plaintiffs’ counsel to evaluate the report of Sean Trende, an expert for the defendants 

in this matter.  At the heart of Trende’s report is a comparison of South Carolina’s newly enacted 

congressional map to the map drawn after the 2010 Census.  Trende often refers to the prior map as 

the “benchmark plan” and the new map as the “enacted plan.”  In his report, Trende relies on a mix 

of summary statistics and demographic data. 

Trende finds that the new map splits fewer counties, from 12 to 10, and repairs several split voting 

tabulation districts, from 65 to 13 (pg. 10).  Trende also notes that the enacted plan, like its 

predecessor, contains equipopulous and contiguous districts (pg. 10) and keeps incumbents in the 

same district (pg. 21).  Finally, Trende concludes that the enacted plan is roughly equivalent to the 

benchmark plan on common measures of compactness (pgs. 19-20).  I do not challenge any of these 

summary statistics. 

Trende also reviews demographic data on the districts.  He concludes that the redrawn map 

“generally reflects only modest changes from the map that was in effect from 2012-2020” (pg. 35).  

For example, Trende notes that that the 7th district keeps 99.96% of its prior population, a statistic 

he calls the district “core.”  I do not dispute this characterization of the 7th district; in fact, my report 

reached the same conclusion with different data.1  I do, however, challenge two of Trende’s claims 

regarding the 1st district: that it maintains a “large share” of its core (pg. 18) and that the redrawn 

map has a “minimal effect” on the district’s racial composition (pg. 35). 

 

CD #1 Core Retention 

A key component of Trende’s report concerns “core retention.”  Trende defines core retention as 

“the percentage of a district’s residents who are kept in a district from one redrawing to the next” 

(pg. 17).  His data show that five of the seven districts (CDs #2-5 and CD #7) maintain 94% or 

more of their pre-redistricting population, with three of the seven above 98% core retention.  Once 

again, the 7th district tops the list, maintaining 99.96% of its prior population.  Trende refers to these 

five districts as having “very high” core retention rates (pg. 18).  In contrast, by Trende’s estimates, 

the 1st district keeps 82.8% of its core while the 6th district keeps 87.6% of its core (pg. 18).  Trende 

refers to these two districts as retaining a “large share” of their pre-redistricting population (pg. 18).   

Critically, however, Trende never defines what would qualify as “low” population maintenance, nor 

does he compare his core retention statistics to some baseline.  Of course, no statistic is inherently 

high or low.  As they say, context matters.  For example, Trende also notes that the 1st district’s 

82.8% core retention rate translates to 140,489 residents who were drawn out of the district (pg. 18).  

Is 140,489 a large number?  I believe it is, in one very important context. 

In the 2018 midterm election in the 1st district, Democrat Joe Cunningham defeated Republican 

Katie Arrington by just 3,982 votes, or about 1% of the total votes cast.2  Cunningham was the first 

Democrat to win election in the 1st district in forty years.  Two years later, Cunningham would lose 

 
1 See “Expert Report Evaluating South Carolina’s Congressional Map” dated April 11, 2022.  At the heart of 
my report is an examination of how the precincts were moved between districts.  On page 7, I explain that 
the 7th district is notable for how few precincts were altered during redistricting. 
2 I obtained these data from SCVotes.gov, the official website of the South Carolina Election Commission.  
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reelection to Republican Nancy Mace by just 5,415 votes, again about 1% of the total votes cast.3  

Despite a slight Republican lean, by 2020 the district had become South Carolina’s only competitive 

district. 

I raise this issue because the margin of victory in the 1st district in the two most recent elections is a 

small fraction of the population that was drawn out of the district during redistricting.4  Once again, 

whether a statistic is high or low requires additional context, and in this context the district lost a 

large and likely consequential portion of its core.  I focus on whether Black voters were 

disproportionally drawn out of the district in the next section. 

Another way to think about core retention is to consider the counties that comprise a district.  

Indeed, what constitutes a district’s “core” is also a geographic question.  On this matter, Trende 

says that “South Carolina’s district cores have remained surprisingly consistent over the past 

century.” (pg. 10).  He arrives at this conclusion by looking at district maps dating back to 1902.  In 

the case of the 1st district, Trende concludes that “Going back to the early 1900s, the 1st District was 

anchored in Charleston.” (pg. 10). 

A natural question arises: Is the 1st district still anchored in Charleston?  I believe the answer is no.  

Table 1 on the next page presents the 1st district’s voting age population by county before and after 

redistricting.  In the columns labeled old and new “VAP” is the county’s total voting age population 

while the columns labeled old and new “Percent” is the county’s VAP divided by the total voting 

age population in the district.   

Prior to redistricting, 38% of the 1st district’s voting age residents were in Charleston County, 15% 

greater than the next largest county, Berkeley, at 23%.  After redistricting, however, not only does 

Berkeley County eclipse Charleston with 30% of the new district’s voting age population, but 

Charleston County now ranks third for the most populous portion of the district.  In the redrawn 

map, Beaufort County makes up 27% of the 1st district’s voting age population compared to 

Charleston County’s 25%.  In total, Charleston County’s share of the district’s voting age population 

shrunk by 13% as a result of the redrawn map.5 

All in all, I do not share Trende’s view that the 1st district retains a large portion of its core.  Despite 

the 83% population retention statistic he cites, the raw number of voters drawn out of the district is 

quite large, especially when considered in the context of recent elections.  Given the competitiveness 

of the 1st district in recent election cycles, seemingly subtle changes in who was added to or removed 

from the district could affect election outcomes over the subsequent decade.6  I explore this issue in 

 
3 Finally, according to survey data from the Cooperative Election Study, in these two contests over 95% of 
Black respondents from the 1st district said they preferred Cunningham to his Republican opponents.  I 
obtained these data from the CES website: https://cces.gov.harvard.edu/. 
4 As noted later in my report, the 140,489 residents moved into the 6th district translates to 113,531 residents 
of voting age. 
5 I presume Trende’s point about the 1st district core is in reference to Charleston County.  However, my 
critique applies to the City of Charleston as well.  As Trende notes, the entire city peninsula (considered 
downtown Charleston) is now in the 6th district, as is the most populated portion of the city, West Ashley (pg. 
33).  According to the City’s “Fast Facts,” these two portions comprise 69% of the city’s total population.  I 
obtained these data from the city’s website: https://www.charleston-sc.gov/106/Demographics.  
6 Although Trende acknowledges that changes in the partisan makeup of the district “likely moved the district 

out of competitive territory and into reliably Republican territory, at least in the short term,” he dismisses 
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more detail in the next section, specifically as it relates to the ability of Black voters elect candidates 

of their choice.  Further, Trende’s claim that the state’s cores have remained consistent for a century 

is contradicted by the fact that Charleston County—the district’s “anchor” in Trende’s own 

words—now ranks third for the largest county share of the district voting age population. 

 

Table 1: CD #1 County Cores 

County 
Old 
VAP 

 
Old 

Percent 

 
New 
VAP 

New 
Percent 

 

Change 
Jasper 0 0%  4,368 1%  +1% 
Colleton 1,186 <1%  2,099 <1%  0% 
Dorchester 105,017 16%  94,831 17%  +1% 
Beaufort 142,046 22%  151,768 27%  +5% 
Berkeley 150,383 23%  173,949 30%  +7% 
Charleston 242,758 38%  143,523 25%  -13% 
        
District Total 641,390   570,538    

 

 
 

CD #1 Racial Composition 

I now examine how the redrawn map affects the racial composition of the 1st district.  On this topic, 

Trende relies on two comparisons.   

At the end of his report, Trende compares residents who were removed from the 1st district to those 

in Charleston and Dorchester counties (pg. 35).  As Trende notes, 113,531 residents of voting age 

were drawn out of the 1st district and into the 6th district, all of them from these two counties.  

Trende reports a BVAP of 22.5% in Charleston and Dorchester counties, compared to a BVAP of 

23.4% of residents drawn out of the 1st district.  Based on these statistics, Trende concludes that 

“the net effect of these moves on the racial composition of these districts is minimal.”  (pg. 35).   

I believe this comparison paints an incomplete picture as to how the redrawn map affects the racial 

composition of the 1st district.  First, I believe Trende’s estimate uses the wrong denominator in one 

of his calculations, and second, Trende’s data suffer from a conceptual flaw: they focus on the 

choices mapmakers made and do not consider the choices they could have made. 

On the first point, recall that Trende compares voters in Charleston and Dorchester counties to 

those drawn out of the 1st district.  In this comparison, the percentages are similar.  It is important to 

keep in mind, however, that sizable portions of both counties were in the 6th district prior to 

redistricting.  Furthermore, these portions of the 6th district have more than double the percentage 

 
changes in the district’s racial composition district as “minimal” (pg. 35).  I focus on this matter in the second 

section of my rebuttal. 
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of Black voters compared to the portions in the 1st district.7  Trende’s denominator includes these 

voters in the county BVAP calculation, thus inflating his baseline statistic.   

A better comparison, in my view, is to focus on the portions of Charleston and Dorchester counties 

that were within the 1st district prior to redistricting.  Doing so provides an apples-to-apples 

comparison.  After all, if the question is how the redrawn map affects the racial composition of the 

1st district, why include voters outside the district, especially when most of those voters remained 

outside the district even after redistricting?8 

If we recalculate Trende’s estimates but focus on the 1st district’s portions of the two counties, we 

find that Black voters were disproportionately drawn out of the 1st district.  Of the 347,775 voting 

age residents in the 1st district in Charleston and Dorchester counties under the old map, 61,395 

were Black, making the baseline BVAP 17.7%.9  Of the 113,531 residents of voting age who were 

removed from the district from these two counties, 27,626 are Black, making the BVAP for those 

drawn out of the 1st district 24.3%.  In other words, Black voters were 6.6% more likely to be 

removed from the 1st district compared to their proportions in Charleston and Dorchester counties 

within the district. 

On the second point, Trende’s focus on Charleston and Dorchester treats mapmakers’ decision to 

remove voters from these two counties (and not others) as a given.  I believe this is conceptually 

flawed.  Table 2 below lists the BVAP in the 1st district prior to redistricting, divided among its five 

counties.  In total, there were 110,761 Black residents of voting age in the old district.  We can see 

that Black voters were not evenly distributed across the counties, however.  Charleston County tops 

the list, with 37,855 Black voters in the prior district configuration, followed by Berkeley (31,227), 

Dorchester (23,540), Beaufort (18,093) and Colleton (46) counties. 

Critically, the voting age population removed from the 1st district correlates (albeit only roughly) 

with the pre-redistricting BVAP noted in the prior paragraph.  Table 2 lists these data in the second 

column.  “VAP Removed” is the county’s number of voting age residents (of any race) drawn out of 

the district divided by the total voting age population in the district and county.10  Charleston 

County once again tops the list, with 42% of its 1st district voting age residents moved to the 6th 

district by the redrawn map.  At the other end of the spectrum, the two counties with the lowest 

Black voting age population in the district (Colleton and Beaufort) kept 100% of their voting age 

residents.  Simply put: If we focus on just Charleston and Dorchester counties, we ignore portions 

of the district that mapmakers could have selected for removal but decided to leave intact.   

 

 
7 According to the data, 42.8% of the voting age population of Charleston and Dorchester counties in the old 
6th district are Black, compared to 17.7% of the portions of these counties in the 1st district. 
8 According to the data, just 4,110 residents of voting age were moved from the 6th district into the 1st district 
from Charleston and Dorchester counties.   
9 I list the total voting age population in the 1st district in each of the counties (the denominator) in Table 1 
above.  I list the BVAP in the district in each of the counties (the numerator) in Table 2 below.  
10 Dorchester County had 105,017 voting age residents prior to redistricting and 12,584 drawn out (or 12% 
removed) while Charleston County had 242,758 voting age residents prior to redistricting and 100,947 drawn 
out (or 42% removed). 
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Table 2: CD #1 County BVAP and Population 
Removed 

 

County 
Old 

BVAP 
VAP 

Removed 
Colleton 46 0% 
Beaufort 18,093 0% 
Dorchester 23,540 12% 
Berkeley 31,227 0% 
Charleston 37,855 42% 
   
Total 110,761  
   

 
 

Looking at the data in their entirety, as opposed to just two of the five counties, we once again see 

that Black voters were disproportionately drawn out of the 1st district.  As noted earlier, 27,626 Black 

voters were removed from the 1st district, comprising 24.3% of the 113,531 total voting age 

residents who were drawn out.  By comparison, the BVAP for the 1st district prior to redistricting 

was 17.3%.11  In other words, there is a 7.0% gap between the 1st district’s old BVAP and the 

portion drawn into the 6th district (slightly larger than the 6.6% statistic for the portions of 

Charleston and Dorchester counties in the district).   

It is worth noting that my initial report identified this disparity.12  At the heart of my report are three 

statistical models that examine the VTDs selected for each of the redrawn districts.  In the second of 

the three models, I examined whether race, partisanship, or precinct size explain which VTDs were 

removed from each district.13  At issue in this analysis is whether the VTDs moved out of the 

redrawn districts differ in systematic ways from those kept in the district.  Table 3, below, 

reproduces the results of this analysis for the 1st district. 

In this analysis the BVAP variable is statistically significant and positive, indicating that VTDs with a 

large Black population were more likely to be moved out of the 1st district.  In a subsequent 

calculation in my original report, I show that VTDs with 100 Black voters had only a 13% chance of 

being moved out of the 1st district, compared to 60% for VTDs with 1500 Black voters (pg. 5).   

 

 

 
11 I present the pre- and post-redistricting BVAP for each district in Table 4 at the end of this report. 
12 See “Expert Report Evaluating South Carolina’s Congressional Map” dated April 11, 2022. 
13 I measure a precinct’s racial composition using publicly available Census data from 2020.  Specifically, I 
record the Black voting age population (labeled BVAP) of each VTD in the state.  In the calculation I include 
any person who self-identified as Black, including Black in combination with any other category.  I also 
include a variable in my analysis that records each precinct’s total voting age population (labeled Total VAP).  
Lastly, I measure partisanship using the number of votes for Joe Biden in the 2020 general election (labeled 
Biden Vote).  I obtained these data from SCVotes.gov, the official website of the South Carolina Election 
Commission.  Additional details can be found in my prior report. 
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Table 3: Analysis of CD #1 

Variables 

 
Model 2 

VTDs Moved Out 
Biden Vote 0.39*** 
BVAP 0.18*** 
Total VAP -0.14*** 
Constant -2.06*** 

  
N 369 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 

Although my report does not focus on partisanship, it is notable that the Biden Vote variable is also 

statistically significant and positive in the analysis.  In other words, the results indicate that both Black 

and Biden voters were disproportionately removed from the 1st district.  As noted in footnote 6 

above, Trende only acknowledges the latter in his report. 

A possible counterpoint is that mapmakers targeted the district’s largest county, Charleston, and the 

largest precincts, given the requirement that the district shed roughly 88,000 voters.  If so, perhaps 

this explains why Black and Biden voters were disproportionately drawn out of the district.  My 

analysis dispels this possibility, however.  In fact, because the Total VAP variable is statistically 

significant and negative in the model, the results reveal that, on balance, mapmakers were more 

likely to remove from the 1st district VTDs with smaller total populations. 

We can see these racial and partisan disparities in a simple scatterplot.  Figure 1 below arranges the 

VTDs in the 1st district prior to redistricting based on their Biden vote (on the x-axis) and BVAP (y-

axis). As a reference point, the figure includes two lines at 1000 persons on each axis.  Green dots 

indicate VTDs kept in the district while red dots indicate VTDs that were drawn out.  In total, there 

were 369 precincts in the 1st district prior to redistricting, with sixty-five removed by the redrawn 

map.  So, the baseline probability that any given VTD was drawn out of the district is 17.6%. 

One way to read Figure 1 is to look at each quadrant.  In the lower left quadrant, there are 339 

VTDs with <1000 Biden and Black voters.  Among them, 52 (15.3%) were drawn out of the district.  

In other words, precincts with the fewest Biden and Black voters were less likely to be removed 

from the district compared to the baseline.  At the other extreme, in the upper right quadrant there 

are five VTDs with > 1000 Biden and Black voters.  Among them, four (80%) were drawn out of 

the district.  In the lower right quadrant, there are seventeen VTDs with >1000 Biden voters but 

<1000 Black voters.  Although just five of them were removed from the district, the percentage 

(29.4%) is roughly twice the baseline.  Finally, in the upper left quadrant, there are eight VTDs with 

<1000 Biden voters but >1000 Black voters.  Among them, four (50%) were drawn out of the 

district, approximately three times the baseline. 
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Another way to read Figure 1 is to look at either side of the reference lines (rather than the four 

quadrants).  On the right side, there are twenty-two VTDs in the 1st district with >1000 Biden 

voters, nine of which (41%) were drawn out of the district.  By comparison, fifty-six out of 347 

VTDs with <1000 Biden voters (16%) were removed.  In the top of the figure, there are thirteen 

VTDs in the 1st district with >1000 Black voters, eight of which (62%) were drawn out of the 

district.  By comparison, fifty-seven out of 356 VTDs with <1000 Black voters (16%) were drawn 

out.  Notably, we can see that the four precincts with the largest BVAP in the 1st district were all 

removed from the district.  According to these data, the racial composition of a precinct was a 

stronger predictor of whether it was removed from the 1st district than its partisan composition. 

I examined other reference points to evaluate the robustness of the above results.  I find the same 

patterns.  For example, 21% of VTDs in the 1st district with >500 Biden voters were drawn out of 

the district compared to 14% for VTDs with <500 Biden voters, while 26% of VTDs with >500 

Black voters were drawn out of the district compared to 15% of VTDs with <500 Black voters. 

As a final matter, the other statistic Trende relies on in his report is the BVAP in the 1st district 

before and after redistricting.  Trende concludes that the enacted plan produces “almost no change” 

in the district’s Black voting age population (pg. 22).  According to his Table 7, the district’s BVAP 

shifts from 16.6% under the old map to 16.7% in the redrawn map (pg. 22).  Although we use 

slightly different measures in our respective reports, my data confirm this modest change.14  Table 4, 

below, presents my estimate of the Black voting age population for each of the districts before and 

after redistricting.  According to my data, there is a 0.1% increase in the BVAP in the 1st district, 

nearly identical to Trende’s estimate.15   

 
14 I obtain my data on race from the 2020 Census: http://data.census.gov/.  See table “P3: Race for the 
Population 18 and Over.”  I include in my measure any person who self-identified as Black, including Black 
in combination with any other category.  Trende uses the non-Hispanic Black population. 
15 Although Trende lists the old and new BVAPs as 16.6% and 16.7%, receptively, he cites a 0.2% difference 
in the third column of his table (pg. 22).  No doubt this discrepancy is due to rounding.  My estimate, by 
comparison, rounds down to 0.1%, so practically speaking our estimates are the same. 
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Table 4: BVAP Change 

 

District 
BVAP 
(Old) 

BVAP 
(New) 

BVAP 
Change 

CD #1 17.3 17.4 0.1 
CD #2 23.9 25.4 1.5 
CD #3 17.4 17.6 0.2 
CD #4 18.3 19.0 0.7 
CD #5 25.7 24.7 -1.0 
CD #6 52.5 46.9 -5.6 
CD #7 25.4 25.4 0.0 
    

 
 

I believe this comparison suffers from the same flaw noted earlier.  Namely, it focuses on the 

choices mapmakers made and does not consider the choices they could have made.  Consider the 

disparity cited above: that Black voters were 7.0% more likely to be drawn out of the 1st district 

compared to their percentage in the district prior to redistricting.  One way to think about this 

statistic is in terms of the number of voters removed in excess of strict parity.  Namely, if 

mapmakers drew Black voters out of the district in a proportionate manner, they would number 

19,641.16  Recall that 27,626 Black voters were removed from the district by the redrawn map.  In 

other words, 7,985 additional Black voters were moved out of the 1st district in excess of parity. 

Finally, it should be noted that, according to my data, 16,074 Black voters were drawn into the 1st 

district from the 6th district.  On the one hand, this certainly serves to reduce the disparities noted 

above.  However, there are two points to keep in mind.  First, on balance the 1st district shed 11,552 

more Black voters than it gained from the 6th district.  Second, the data indicate that Black voters 

were less likely to be moved from the 6th district to the 1st when compared to their proportion in the 

6th district.  Prior to redistricting, 52.5% of the 6th district’s voting age population was Black, 

compared to 37.7% of those drawn into the 1st district.  As a result, 6,332 fewer Black voters were 

moved from the 6th district into the 1st district than would be considered proportionate.17  If we 

combine this number with the 7,985 Black voters who were disproportionately removed from the 1st 

district, the BVAP in the 1st district would be 19.9%.   

All in all, although the Black voting age population hardly changes under the redrawn map, the 

BVAP in the 1st district could be higher if Black voters were moved between the 1st and 6th districts 

in a proportionate manner.  In his report, Trende acknowledges that the redrawn map alters the 

partisan composition of the district in a way that “moved the district out of competitive territory and 

into reliably Republican territory” (pg. 35).  I would simply add that the racial composition of the 

redrawn district contributes to this pattern. 

 

 
16 As noted elsewhere in this report, the BVAP prior to redistricting is 17.3%, and 113,531 residents of voting 
age were removed from the 1st district.   
17 According to the data, 42,679 voting age residents were moved from the 1st district to the 6th district.  With 
a BVAP of 52.5%, this translates to 22,406 voters who would be drawn into the 1st under strict parity. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 

 
 

         Dr. Jordan Ragusa 
         May 4, 2022 
         Charleston, South Carolina 
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Jordan M. Ragusa , Ph.D. June 28, 2022
The South Carolina State Confvs.McMaster/Alexander

1   your deposition earlier; and you know, Dr. Ragusa,

2   you've been -- your report has been offered by the

3   Plaintiffs as an expert witness, right?

4               MR. FREEDMAN:  Objection.

5               THE WITNESS:  That's my understanding,

6          yes.

7   BY MR. TYSON:

8          Q.   In what field or topic do you contend

9   you are an expert?

10          A.   I often describe my expertise in

11   American politics as a generalist, and what I mean

12   by that is that my research and my teaching covers

13   a lot of different topics.

14               Some of my research is on the U.S.

15   Congress, some of it covers political parties.  I

16   also write papers on elections and voting behavior,

17   as well as South Carolina politics.

18               So on the one hand, my expertise

19   touches on a lot of things that encompass

20   redistricting.  At the same time, my second field

21   of expertise is research methodology and

22   statistics.  Obviously, when we're talking about

23   redistricting, we're talking about a lot of data,

24   and my expertise is in how we can use data to

25   understand political and social phenomenon.
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The South Carolina State Confvs.McMaster/Alexander

1               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

2               THE WITNESS:  So, again, I wouldn't

3          concede that understanding the outcomes is

4          inconsequential.  I think it is incredibly

5          consequential.

6   BY MR. TYSON:

7          Q.   Agreed.

8          A.   What I would say is that my expertise

9   on elections and South Carolina politics, and most

10   importantly how we can use data to understand those

11   things, is central to this matter.  And it is on

12   the front end, as you put it.

13          Q.   All right.  Well, let's walk through

14   that just a little bit, just your expertise, you

15   said, in elections.

16               What expertise is that, that you

17   just -- how would you describe that?

18          A.   So I've published a paper on special

19   elections to the U.S. House that concerns which

20   candidates win special elections and why.  That's

21   not unlike the issue at hand.

22          Q.   How so?

23          A.   In the sense that we want to know how

24   factors about a district could shape future

25   outcomes.
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1          Q.   Okay, we'll just leave that as that, I

2   hear you; I'm not sure I see the link as clearly as

3   you describe it.

4               Let me just go back through, then.  You

5   started to mention some things.

6               Neither of the two books that you

7   co-authored were about redistricting, though,

8   correct?

9          A.   Not redistricting specifically,

10   although I would note that the book on the South

11   Carolina primary is relevant in this context.

12          Q.   How so?

13          A.   One of the key features of the book on

14   the South Carolina primary is describing the

15   electorate in South Carolina, that, demographically

16   speaking, it talks a lot about race in South

17   Carolina politics; and those are all subjects that

18   I think come into play in this case.

19          Q.   But it's about the South Carolina

20   presidential primary, right?

21          A.   Correct.

22          Q.   Yeah.  And that doesn't affect

23   redistricting.  That's just -- you're just

24   analyzing the voters of South Carolina?  Is that

25   what you're talking about?
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The South Carolina State Confvs.McMaster/Alexander

1               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

2               THE WITNESS:  Yes, sir, it's analyzing

3          South Carolina's primary voters, but

4          broadly, it's about the demographics of the

5          state and in particular the central role

6          that African Americans play in the

7          democratic primary.  And so that parallels

8          in many ways what I'm doing in this matter.

9   BY MR. TYSON:

10          Q.   All right.  Well, how about your dozen

11   peer-reviewed articles on legislative politics,

12   political parties, national elections, political

13   economy, and South Carolina politics; they don't

14   have anything specific on redistricting either, do

15   they?

16               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

17               THE WITNESS:  I would say it depends on

18          how you define specific.

19               Again, my contention is that all of

20          those subjects are relevant to redistricting

21          and that, you know, knowing about those

22          topics can help inform an analysis of the

23          redrawn map.

24   BY MR. TYSON:

25          Q.   But if somebody was going to look up
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1   and they were doing research on redistricting, they

2   wouldn't go to your political economy peer-reviewed

3   article to found out anything about redistricting,

4   would they?

5               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

6               THE WITNESS:  I don't know that it

7          would be the first source that they consult.

8   BY MR. TYSON:

9          Q.   Political parties, that's not about

10   redistricting, though, specifically, is it?

11               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

12               THE WITNESS:  Again, I think we're

13          discussing what is meant by specifically.  I

14          think that political parties play a very

15          important role in redistricting.

16   BY MR. TYSON:

17          Q.   How about your two authored book

18   chapters, your two book chapters; they don't have

19   anything specifically to do with redistricting, do

20   they?

21          A.   No, those two are fairly far removed

22   from the topic of redistricting, but what I would

23   say is that both of those are quantitative papers

24   that use statistical analysis to try to understand

25   a political outcome.
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1          Q.   So they would be kind of the second leg

2   of your expertise, is how you would -- that would

3   be how you would deem yourself to be an expert

4   there?

5               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

6               THE WITNESS:  I think that's fair, yes.

7   BY MR. TYSON:

8          Q.   How about your two works in progress,

9   they're not about redistricting, right?

10               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to the form.

11               THE WITNESS:  No, they are not, but I

12          would give the same answer, that they are

13          quantitative papers that use data to try to

14          understand political phenomena.

15   BY MR. TYSON:

16          Q.   Gun owners in Congress doesn't have

17   anything to do with redistricting, right?

18          A.   Not as a subject matter, no.

19          Q.   "Locked, Loaded, and Legislating:  An

20   Examination of Gun Owners in Congress," that

21   doesn't have anything to do with it, right?

22          A.   Again, the subject matter may not be

23   relevant, but it is a quantitative piece that uses

24   political data to try to understand something that

25   is, at its essence, political.
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1          Q.   When I look at your op-eds, editorials,

2   and other publications, I don't see any of these

3   30-some-odd published -- these publications that

4   have anything specifically to do with

5   redistricting.

6               Can you point me to anything that

7   has -- any of these that have any specific

8   reference to redistricting?

9               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

10               THE WITNESS:  I'd have to review them

11          to know for sure.  I may have mentioned

12          redistricting in a piece or two; I'm not

13          confident on that.

14               But, again, I would say that most of

15          those are about elections, South Carolina

16          politics, the U.S. Congress, voting

17          behavior, and the like, all topics that, in

18          one way or another, matter when we talk

19          about redistricting.

20   BY MR. TYSON:

21          Q.   Well, you've got, it looks like, 6, 7,

22   8, 10 of them were about all the Democratic

23   candidates in the Democratic presidential primary

24   back several years ago.

25               Those wouldn't involve redistricting,
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1   right?  Tom Steyer, Pete Buttigieg, Amy Klobuchar,

2   Bernie Sanders, Joe Biden, those don't have any

3   reference points; do they?

4          A.   Again, not specifically, but they are

5   about those candidates and how they would perform

6   in the South Carolina primary, where one of the

7   important pieces of that is describing the South

8   Carolina electorate and what makes our voters

9   unique.

10          Q.   And you've got -- you referenced some

11   consulting work.  Clearly none of that has anything

12   to do with redistricting, right?

13          A.   No, although, again, I think that would

14   touch on the second leg, as I believe you put it.

15               They are all consulting projects where

16   my expertise was sought as a methodologist, that

17   is, as someone who can take political and social

18   data and help make sense of it.

19          Q.   As we were talking about this

20   redistricting process, the first part of it, you

21   don't have any experience in that, correct?

22               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

23               THE WITNESS:  Can you clarify what you

24          mean by experience?

25   BY MR. TYSON:
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1          Q.   Yeah, I mean just, have you ever

2   represented a governmental entity to help them draw

3   any district lines?

4          A.   No, sir.

5          Q.   Have you ever analyzed anybody's -- any

6   governmental entity -- school board, city council,

7   county council, legislative bodies -- redistricting

8   lines prior to this litigation?

9               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

10               THE WITNESS:  No, sir.

11   BY MR. TYSON:

12          Q.   I'm sorry, what did you say?

13          A.   No, sir.

14          Q.   No, sir?

15               I think you mentioned in your earlier

16   deposition that you had a software, or the software

17   that you used had a component where it would allow

18   you to draw a district or to draw -- and I think

19   you said you played around or tampered with that or

20   tinkered with that.

21               Is my memory right?

22               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

23               MR. TYSON:  That's correct.  I use a

24          software package called Stata, which is a

25          very common package among both political
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1   figuring out how to do -- how to do that analysis

2   for the congressional plan?

3          A.   Yes.

4          Q.   Okay.  And you did that, right?

5          A.   Correct.

6          Q.   Yeah.  And you came up with the

7   statistical modeling that you used to analyze the

8   plan, correct?

9          A.   Can you define what you mean by came up

10   with --

11          Q.   Yeah.

12          A.   -- the statistical modeling?

13          Q.   Yeah, thank you, that was -- that needs

14   to be defined.  Let's step back a little bit.  How

15   did you analyze the plan?  What was your modeling?

16   Can you describe it for me?

17               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.  Go

18          ahead.

19               THE WITNESS:  I can.

20               In the three models that I estimate,

21          the dependent variable is three different

22          versions of how the VTDs and thus voters

23          were moved around between the districts.

24               The specific statistical routine that I

25          use is something known as logistic
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1          regression, which is not mine; that is a

2          very common technique used in the social

3          sciences to analyze outcomes that have a

4          one-zero dependent variable.

5               In this case, the ones and zeros

6          indicate whether a VTD was added to and/or

7          removed from the district.

8               So to answer your question, the

9          statistical routine is not mine; it's a very

10          common basic technique.  What is mine is

11          using the data in this specific context.

12   BY MR. TYSON:

13          Q.   All right.  You said what is yours is

14   using the data in this specific what?

15          A.   In this specific context.

16          Q.   Context, okay.

17          A.   That is, data on South Carolina's

18   redrawn map from 2020.

19          Q.   And when you describe that, are you

20   talking about using -- analyzing this county

21   envelope -- taking this county envelope and then

22   determining what VTDs were in that in the prior

23   district compared to the new one, or which ones

24   were moved out that could have gone?  Is that what

25   you're describing?
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1   out and kept out.

2          Q.   And let me -- this methodology that

3   you're talking about, did you talk to anybody else

4   about using this prior to conducting your analysis

5   this way?

6          A.   I did not.

7          Q.   Has it been peer-reviewed before?

8          A.   No, because there has not been

9   sufficient time for me to submit the data to a

10   journal, have it refereed, and receive a decision.

11               But what I would say is that the

12   statistical routine that I'm using, logistic

13   regression, is something that I've used in

14   peer-reviewed articles, and my peer-reviewed

15   articles, of course, use various kinds of

16   demographic data in a similar manner that I'm using

17   in this report.

18          Q.   Have you seen anyone else that had used

19   this methodology that had been peer-reviewed by

20   others, not just whether you've done it but whether

21   you've seen it anywhere else?

22               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

23               THE WITNESS:  You would have to be

24          specific about which elements of the

25          methodology.
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1               If you're referring to logistic

2          regression, I can't put a number on the

3          number of articles that have been refereed

4          that have used that method.  We're talking

5          tens or hundreds of thousands.

6   BY MR. TYSON:

7          Q.   Right.  Let's move to kind of this

8   unique approach where you have taken the county

9   envelope and have described the moving in and out

10   of the VTDs.  How about that portion of it?  Have

11   you seen that peer-reviewed anywhere before?

12          A.   I don't know off the top of my head;

13   however, it's the kind of methodology that is

14   unlikely to be used except for in this very

15   specific context.  It's something that has more

16   applied applications.

17          Q.   It has what?  I'm sorry.

18          A.   It has more of an applied application

19   rather than one that tends to make it into academic

20   articles.

21          Q.   But you're not aware of anybody's prior

22   analysis of redistricting plans that have applied

23   this application, though, are you?

24               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

25               THE WITNESS:  Well, the Stephen
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1          Ansolabehere report does.  To my knowledge,

2          that has not been peer-reviewed.

3   BY MR. TYSON:

4          Q.   Just the last kind of question along

5   those lines, is there any information -- or it's

6   accurate to say that there's no information in

7   existence to research your methodology of analyzing

8   the congressional plan as to this component of the

9   county envelope, correct?

10               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

11               THE WITNESS:  I don't understand the

12          question.  Can you repeat it or restate it?

13   BY MR. TYSON:

14          Q.   Yeah, let me try again.

15               I'm just kind of trying to -- you've

16   got this notion of looking at the county envelope

17   and moving the VTDs in and out.

18               And what I'm just trying to understand,

19   is there analysis or information about that

20   anywhere out there besides what you just

21   referenced, Ansolabehere's report?

22               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

23               THE WITNESS:  There are papers that

24          look at how precincts or VTDs are moved

25          around as a way to assess redistricting.
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1   figure out.  The communities of interest that are

2   contained in the counties, within the counties, how

3   do they factor into this analysis?

4               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

5               THE WITNESS:  They are part of the

6          entire package of VTD changes that I'm

7          examining.

8   BY MR. TYSON:

9          Q.   So you just looked at the numbers and

10   then just concluded, because the VTD was changed,

11   or population changed, or this was done last time,

12   then that community of interest is captured; is

13   that what you're saying?

14               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

15               THE WITNESS:  What I would say is that

16          communities of interest are part and parcel

17          to the analysis that I'm doing.

18   BY MR. TYSON:

19          Q.   But you're not looking at Charleston

20   County to see whether the residents of Hollywood,

21   South Carolina remain whole as a community of

22   interest within a congressional district; you're

23   not doing that type of analysis, right?

24          A.   That's correct, yeah.

25          Q.   Have you looked at the congressional
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1   plan, not the numbers, but just looked at the map?

2          A.   I have.

3          Q.   Are you aware of what the 2012 map

4   looked like?

5          A.   Generally speaking, yes.

6          Q.   Were you able to look at it and try to

7   compare, just eyeball the new map and how it

8   compares against the prior map?

9               (Technical difficulties.)

10               THE WITNESS:  I'm having some kind of

11          audio trouble.

12               (Off-the-record discussion.)

13   BY MR. TYSON:

14          Q.   My question was just did you -- did you

15   look at the map, the new map, the congressional map

16   that's been challenged here?  And your answer was

17   yes.  And then you said you're generally familiar

18   with the prior map, right?

19          A.   Yes, my report looks at the raw data,

20   the raw population data, and how voters were moved

21   between the districts.  I don't analyze the

22   geography of the districts per se, but it is, of

23   course, something that I looked at in the course of

24   this work.

25          Q.   And that's what I was talking about, I
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1               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

2               THE WITNESS:  It could, yes.

3   BY MR. TYSON:

4          Q.   And so if you move that into the

5   district, or you assert, as your analysis, that it

6   was left in or left out, wouldn't that have the

7   potential to really alter a -- what a congressional

8   district looks like?

9          A.   Again, it depends on whether you're

10   talking geographically or demographically.

11          Q.   Both.

12          A.   So geographically, it could.  If the

13   district goes into a small portion of a county,

14   then the addition of one on the other side would

15   geographically change the contours of the district.

16   Demographically, it would depend.

17          Q.   All right.  Let me understand it.

18               For a redrawn map, you're not saying

19   that it could reach out and take a VTD, skip over

20   closer ones and grab one on the other side of the

21   county just because it's in the county envelope,

22   though, are you?

23               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

24               THE WITNESS:  No, because, as I

25          understand your question, that district
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1          Q.   And my point is, once that's done,

2   that's going to have an impact on what the old

3   district looks like and what the new district looks

4   like, correct?

5          A.   It would have an effect on what the new

6   district looks like, yes.

7          Q.   And as you said correctly, depending

8   on -- it impacts more, depending on whether we're

9   talking about geography or population.  So I

10   understand that.  But it will have an impact on it.

11               And, then, so my question is, that

12   analysis that you're talking about is based solely

13   on numbers, solely on the number of persons, right?

14               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

15               THE WITNESS:  That's correct.  You

16          know, I think one of the advantages of an

17          approach like mine is that I don't have any

18          preconceived notions about what a proper map

19          should look like.

20               I don't say anything in my report about

21          what's a good map, what's a bad map, whether

22          certain choices that were made were

23          permissible or impermissible.  I'm simply

24          looking at the data corresponding to the

25          choices that mapmakers made, and reporting
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1   BY MR. TYSON:

2          Q.   Just because race is a factor doesn't

3   make it the predominant factor, though, correct?

4               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

5               THE WITNESS:  That's possible, yes.

6   BY MR. TYSON:

7          Q.   Yeah, or it doesn't make it the

8   controlling factor, right?

9               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

10               THE WITNESS:  That's certainly

11          possible, yes.

12   BY MR. TYSON:

13          Q.   Because we just went through all of

14   those other redistricting criteria that we know the

15   mapmakers used, so we know that race couldn't be

16   the predominant factor, correct?

17               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

18               THE WITNESS:  I wouldn't concede that,

19          no.

20   BY MR. TYSON:

21          Q.   Why not?

22               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

23               THE WITNESS:  Again, I would say that

24          some of the other criteria are present in my

25          analysis, and not having examined all of
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1          those other criteria, I can't say, you know,

2          whether mapmakers were following them at the

3          expense of race, in spite of race.  Those

4          are all not things my report -- those are

5          things my report does not speak to.

6   BY MR. TYSON:

7          Q.   Yeah, so you can't conclude one way or

8   the other, is my point, but your report clearly

9   doesn't say race was the predominant factor in the

10   construction of these congressional districts;

11   let's be clear on that.

12               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

13               THE WITNESS:  Again, I don't use the

14          word predominance specifically.  What I do

15          say is that race was a significant factor in

16          the design of five of the seven districts.

17   BY MR. TYSON:

18          Q.   And you also -- you say that it was a

19   factor, but you also don't conclude in any of those

20   five that there was any discriminatory intent,

21   correct?

22               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

23               THE WITNESS:  Once again, that's a

24          legal question, one that's not addressed in

25          my report.
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1               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

2               THE WITNESS:  I have demographic

3          factors in my analysis for all of those

4          places, the racial composition of those

5          places, the partisanship of those places,

6          and whether the VTDs are large or small,

7          which would correlate with whether they're

8          urban or rural.

9   BY MR. TYSON:

10          Q.   You didn't look at whether there was a

11   neighborhood that needed to be protected or

12   preserved and put together, did you?  You just

13   looked at the numbers of the VTDs, correct?

14          A.   Something that granular is not in my

15   analysis, no.

16          Q.   Governmental jurisdictions, you didn't

17   look at what the county border or the city border

18   was, did you?

19               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to the form.

20               THE WITNESS:  I don't have a city

21          border variable in my analysis, no.

22   BY MR. TYSON:

23          Q.   You didn't look at split precincts or

24   anything like that, did you?

25          A.   I didn't independently analyze split
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1          aspect of Model 1.  I would say those three

2          criteria are all firmly part of my analysis.

3   BY MR. TYSON:

4          Q.   Let me ask you this, have you reviewed

5   the Complaint?

6          A.   I have not.

7          Q.   Do you know what the challenged

8   congressional districts are?

9          A.   I don't.

10          Q.   What would it say to you that if you

11   said race was a significant factor in five of the

12   districts but only three of the districts were

13   challenged?

14               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

15   BY MR. TYSON:

16          Q.   How would that affect your -- what does

17   that say to you?

18               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

19               THE WITNESS:  I think it says a few

20          things.  I mean, one, I would reiterate a

21          point from earlier that my report is one

22          among many pieces of evidence that could be

23          used in this case.  Evidence can sometimes

24          point in different directions.

25               The second thing I would say is that --
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1   other factors besides just these numerical data.

2   You know, you have pulled data and you've looked at

3   race based on these numbers that you have, but you

4   didn't look at any of the other things that you

5   just analyzed on why a district might be

6   challenged, correct?

7               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

8               THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  As I understand

9          your question, I'm not looking at the -- why

10          districts were drawn the way that they were.

11          I'm examining the choices that mapmakers

12          made.

13   BY MR. TYSON:

14          Q.   And Congressional District 3, you

15   concluded that race was a significant factor in two

16   of the models, correct, two of your models?

17          A.   That's correct.

18          Q.   And wouldn't you think that would lead

19   to some sort of correlation to a challenged

20   district?

21               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

22               THE WITNESS:  Again, it could be that

23          others have determined that even though race

24          was a factor in the design of Congressional

25          District 3, that was not impermissible, and
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1   versus whether -- how many of those there were

2   versus the last time, did you?

3          A.   I don't report precinct splits in my

4   analysis, no.

5          Q.   You didn't look at compactness, right?

6          A.   That's right.

7          Q.   You didn't look at the core retention,

8   right?

9          A.   I would qualify that.  I would say the

10   core retention is part of Model 2 in my analysis.

11   If you're asking whether I report core retention

12   statistics, I do not.

13          Q.   You said that you looked at some

14   communities of interest.  You argued, I think, that

15   it was baked in there because it talked about the

16   county, and you looked at it, what the county was,

17   and then whatever the numbers might be in the VTDs,

18   but you didn't look at anything beyond just those

19   kind of generic or general communities of interest

20   did you?

21               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

22               THE WITNESS:  What I would say is that

23          by looking at counties, that in part

24          encompasses communities of interest.

25               By looking at the district as it was
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1          previously drawn and all the VTDs contained

2          within the prior district, that in part gets

3          at communities of interest.  And by looking

4          at demographic factors, like partisanship

5          and race and precinct size, that, in a way,

6          gets at communities of interest.

7               But to your earlier question, on very

8          granular levels, looking at neighborhoods,

9          no, that is not something contained in my

10          analysis.

11   BY MR. TYSON:

12          Q.   And so you didn't look at political

13   subdivision boundaries that were protected either,

14   did you?

15               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

16               THE WITNESS:  Not explicitly, although

17          splits and repaired splits are included in

18          my analysis.

19   BY MR. TYSON:

20          Q.   But more importantly, one of the most

21   important aspects that you didn't look at was

22   public input, correct?

23               MR. FREEDMAN:  Objection, form.

24               THE WITNESS:  I did not review the

25          transcripts or the live proceedings of
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1   don't know if that methodology has ever been

2   subjected to any peer review; is that right?

3               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

4               THE WITNESS:  I believe Mr. Tyson was

5          asking about the county envelope method

6          specifically, and that is correct.  I don't

7          know whether that very specific approach has

8          been peer-reviewed.

9   BY MR. MOORE:

10          Q.   And I believe what you told me in

11   reference to the House districts, is that you used

12   your own methodology.  I believe I called it, at

13   one point, the Ragusa method, right?

14          A.   I remember that, yes.

15          Q.   And as I believe you told me, the

16   Ragusa method, to your knowledge, has not been

17   subjected to any sort of peer review; is that

18   right?

19               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

20               THE WITNESS:  I believe I said that in

21          the prior deposition, yes.

22   BY MR. MOORE:

23          Q.   And you used similar methodologies here

24   to prepare your report here; did you not, Doctor?

25               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.
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1               THE WITNESS:  Are you referring to my

2          congressional report or are we still talking

3          about --

4   BY MR. MOORE:

5          Q.   Yes, sir, I'm referring to your

6   congressional report, not your rebuttal report.

7          A.   That's correct.  That aspect of my

8   methodology is included in my congressional report.

9          Q.   And to your knowledge, it's not

10   peer-reviewed, is it?

11               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

12               THE WITNESS:  Again, that one specific

13          piece of my methodology has not been

14          peer-reviewed, to my knowledge.

15   BY MR. MOORE:

16          Q.   Are there any other specific pieces of

17   your methodology that have been subject to peer

18   review, Doctor?

19          A.   Yes.

20          Q.   Which ones, in your opinion?

21          A.   So I would say it's important to keep

22   in mind that a methodology has many components.

23               On the one hand, the overall approach

24   is deductive in nature; that is something that I

25   adopt in all of my refereed articles and books.  So
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1               THE WITNESS:  Again, that would be my

2          guess, but I have no way of answering that

3          question.

4   BY MR. TYSON:

5          Q.   So are your models overinclusive if

6   they've got this data and it says that it's a

7   significant factor but they're not included as

8   challenged districts?  How do we rely on your

9   report, I guess?

10               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

11               THE WITNESS:  Can you define

12          overinclusive?

13   BY MR. TYSON:

14          Q.   Yeah, I'm just trying to -- I'm a

15   simple fellow, Dr. Ragusa.  If you concluded five

16   districts have race as a factor and only three are

17   there, I'm trying to figure out why is your report

18   relevant to anything.  So help me.

19               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

20               THE WITNESS:  So with respect to CD 6,

21          we know that CD 6 was designed after the

22          1990 census to be a majority-minority

23          district.  The BVAP, in the current round of

24          redistricting, is less than

25          majority-minority.  I believe the BVAP is
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1          somewhere around 45 or 46 percent, but,

2          nonetheless, that still has a sizable

3          percentage of African American voters.

4               I think it would be kind of odd, going

5          back to a question you asked earlier, if

6          race wasn't a factor in the design of that

7          district.

8               So, again, just because race is a

9          factor in my analysis does not mean it's

10          impermissible, and so the decision to not

11          challenge it could be on those grounds.

12   BY MR. TYSON:

13          Q.   So couldn't that be true for

14   Districts 1, 2 and 5?  There could be other reasons

15   beyond this analysis that you've done related to

16   race as to why those districts were drawn the way

17   that they were to adhere to whatever criteria they

18   might have been drawn to?

19               MR. FREEDMAN:  Object to form.

20   BY MR. TYSON:

21          Q.   Can the same be true there?

22          A.   As I've said many times, I made no

23   claims about whether the changes are good or bad,

24   whether race was used properly or improperly.  My

25   analysis simply looks at the question of whether
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1        Q.   Okay.  All right.  So can you give me

2 any information as to whether this methodology

3 that's unique to you, okay, and I may -- I take it

4 this is a methodology that you developed to tackle

5 this particular project; is that right?

6        A.   Yes.

7        Q.   Okay.  All right.  So that methodology

8 has not attracted widespread acceptance within a

9 relative -- relevant scientific community, has it,

10 Doctor?

11        A.   This very specific approach, no.

12        Q.   Okay.  All right.  And I want to go

13 back to your modeling for a moment.  Do you know if

14 any other experts have used the modeling that you

15 use as opposed to the methodology in redistricting

16 cases?

17        A.   I don't.

18        Q.   Okay.  I believe that you mentioned --

19 and I'm going to mangle this name, okay, and maybe

20 you can help me, but you mention a gentleman named

21 Stephen Ansolabehere.  Did I pronounce that name

22 right, if you know?

23        A.   I don't know.  I've heard it pronounced

24 Ansolabehere.

25        Q.   Ansolabehere?  Okay.  All right.  Are
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1 because -- and maybe I'll ask the question a

2 different way.  It hasn't been subject to peer

3 review or publication, to your knowledge; right?

4        A.   To my knowledge, no.

5        Q.   Okay.  You can't tell me if there's any

6 way to account for known or potential error rate;

7 right?

8        A.   That's correct.

9        Q.   Okay.  You can't tell me if there are

10 any existence or maintenance of standards

11 concerning its operation; right?

12        A.   That's correct.

13        Q.   And whether it's -- whether it's

14 attracted widespread acceptance within a relevant

15 scientific community.  If it's unique to you, then

16 it hasn't; correct?

17        A.   Correct.

18        Q.   And that goes for all five -- excuse

19 me.  All of your models, is that right, Doctor?

20        A.   I believe that's fair, yes.

21        Q.   Okay.

22             MR. MOORE:  Can we take like a

23 five-minute break, please?  I'm checking to see

24 what time our lunch is going to be here, and when

25 it's here I'm going to want to take like a
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