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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

Regina Adams, et al.

Relators, Case No. 2021-1428

v Original Action Filed Pursuant to Ohio

tituti Article XIX tion 3(A
Governor Mike DeWine, et al. Constitution, Article , Section 3(A)

Respondents.

EXPERT AFFIDAVIT OF DR. JONATHAN RODDEN

I, Jonathan Rodden, having been duly sworn and cautioned according to law, hereby state
that I am over the age of eighteen years and am competent to testify to the facts set forth below
based on my personal knowledge and having personally examined all records referenced in this
affidavit, and further state as follows:

I INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

1. In a previous affidavit filed in this case, I examined whether the redistricting plan for the
Ohio delegation to the United States House of Representatives, adopted by the Ohio General
Assembly on November 18, 2021 and signed into law by Governor Mike DeWine two days
later, conformed to the requirement set forth in Article XIX, Section 1(C)(3)(a), namely, that
the plan does not “unduly favor[] or disfavor[] a political party or its incumbents.” I presented
evidence that the plan (the “Overturned Plan,” attached as Exhibit A) unduly favored the
Republican Party and its incumbents, elevating partisan advantage over traditional
redistricting criteria like compactness and the preservation of communities.

2. I have now been asked to conduct a similar exercise with a new plan, passed by the Ohio
Redistricting Commission on March 2, 2022 (the “New Plan,” attached as Exhibit B). After
doing so, I discovered that the key conclusions of my initial report still apply. The New Plan
favors the Republican Party and its incumbents in rather obvious and consequential ways
and disfavors the Democratic Party and its incumbents.

3. A comparison of the New Plan with the Overturned Plan reveals only small changes in the
treatment of the two parties. Both the Overturned Plan and the New Plan produce two
extremely Democratic districts: one in Columbus and one in Cleveland. And both produce
three districts where the statewide Democratic vote share in recent years was rather close to
50 percent. This means that with around 47 percent of the statewide vote shares, Democratic
Party can likely expect 20 or 27 percent of the seats. As with the Overturned Plan, even if
Democratic candidates are very fortunate and win all three “swing” districts in a given year,
the Democrats can expect no more than 33 percent of the seats. In fact, even if Democrats
experience a large swing in their favor of 3 percentage points, so that the Democratic Party



wins 50 percent of the statewide vote, it still cannot anticipate winning more than 33 percent
of the seats. By contrast, a similar 3 percentage point swing would result in the Republican
Party winning roughly 56 percent of the statewide vote, and 87 percent of the seats.

As in my previous report, [ seek to explain how the New Plan achieves this rather striking
counter-majoritarian outcome. The answer is largely the same: subverting traditional
redistricting principles by splitting communities in metro areas and strategically subsuming
urban fragments in their surrounding rural areas, often relying on relatively non-compact
districts. Specifically, the New Plan 1) splits the Cincinnati metro area in a way that prevents
the emergence of a Democratic district; 2) splits the Columbus and Cleveland areas in ways
that pack Democrats into a single district in each metro area, combining urban and suburban
Democratic communities with far-flung rural areas so as to avoid the emergence of a second
Democratic district; 3) separates Toledo from proximate metro areas and combines it with
very rural counties; and 4) carves out Lorain County from its geographic environment and
places it in a highly non-compact rural district that reaches to the Indiana border. All of these
features were present in the Overturned Plan as well.

By examining alternative plans that were before the General Assembly and the Commission,
it is clear to see that it is possible to achieve higher levels of compactness, greater respect for
communities, and a better reflection of the partisan preferences of Ohio voters by drawing
districts that are not crafted to advantage one political party and its incumbents. That is to
say, drawing districts that adhere to Ohio’s political and economic geography does not
require the degree of advantage for the Republican Party exhibited in the New Plan.

II. QUALIFICATIONS

I am currently a tenured Professor of Political Science at Stanford University and the founder
and director of the Stanford Spatial Social Science Lab—a center for research and teaching
with a focus on the analysis of geo-spatial data in the social sciences. I am engaged in a
variety of research projects involving large, fine-grained geo-spatial data sets including
ballots and election results at the level of polling places, individual records of registered
voters, census data, and survey responses. [ am also a senior fellow at the Stanford Institute
for Economic Policy Research and the Hoover Institution. Prior to my employment at
Stanford, I was the Ford Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology. I received my Ph.D. from Yale University and my B.A. from the University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, both in political science. A copy of my current C.V. is included as
Exhibit H.

In my current academic work, I conduct research on the relationship between the patterns of
political representation, geographic location of demographic and partisan groups, and the
drawing of electoral districts. I have published papers using statistical methods to assess
political geography, balloting, and representation in a variety of academic journals including
Statistics and Public Policy, Proceedings of the National Academy of Science, American
Economic Review Papers and Proceedings, the Journal of Economic Perspectives, the
Virginia Law Review, the American Journal of Political Science, the British Journal of
Political Science, the Annual Review of Political Science, and the Journal of Politics. One of
these papers was selected by the American Political Science Association as the winner of the



10.

Michael Wallerstein Award for the best paper on political economy published in the last year,
and another received an award from the American Political Science Association section on
social networks. In 2021, I received a John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation
Fellowship, and received the Martha Derthick Award of the American Political Science
Association for “the best book published at least ten years ago that has made a lasting
contribution to the study of federalism and intergovernmental relations.”

I have recently written a series of papers, along with my co-authors, using automated
redistricting algorithms to assess partisan gerrymandering. This work has been published in
the Quarterly Journal of Political Science, Election Law Journal, and Political Analysis, and
it has been featured in more popular publications like the Wall Street Journal, the New York
Times, and Boston Review. I have recently completed a book, published by Basic Books in
June of 2019, on the relationship between political districts, the residential geography of
social groups, and their political representation in the United States and other countries that
use winner-take-all electoral districts. The book was reviewed in The New York Times, The
New York Review of Books, Wall Street Journal, The Economist, and The Atlantic, among
others.

I have expertise in the use of large data sets and geographic information systems (GIS), and
I conduct research and teaching in the area of applied statistics related to elections. My PhD
students frequently take academic and private sector jobs as statisticians and data scientists.
I frequently work with geo-coded voter files and other large administrative data sets,
including in recent papers published in the Annals of Internal Medicine and The New England
Journal of Medicine. 1 have developed a national data set of geo-coded precinct-level election
results that has been used extensively in policy-oriented research related to redistricting and
representation.

I have been accepted and testified as an expert witness in several election law and
redistricting cases: Romo v. Detzner, No. 2012-CA-000412 (Fla. Cir. Ct. 2012); Mo. State
Conference of the NAACP v. Ferguson-Florissant Sch. Dist., No. 4:2014-CV-02077 (E.D.
Mo. 2014); Lee v. Va. State Bd. of Elections, No. 3:15-CV-00357 (E.D. Va. 2015);
Democratic Nat’l Committee et al. v. Hobbs et al., No. 16-1065-PHX-DLR (D. Ariz. 2016);
Bethune-Hill v. Virginia State Board of Elections, No. 3:14-cv-00852-REP-AWA-BMK
(E.D. Va. 2014); and Jacobson et al. v. Lee, No. 4:18-cv-00262 (N.D. Fla. 2018). I also
worked with a coalition of academics to file Amicus Briefs in the Supreme Court in Gill v.
Whitford, No. 16-1161, and Rucho v. Common Cause, No. 18-422. Much of the testimony in
these cases had to do with geography, electoral districts, voting, ballots, and election
administration. I recently worked as a consultant for the Maryland Redistricting
Commission, and I drew a Pennsylvania Congressional redistricting plan, known as the
“Carter Plan,” that was chosen by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court for implementation.
Carter v. Chapman, No. 7 MM 2022, 2022 WL 549106 (Pa. Feb. 23, 2022). I am being
compensated at the rate of $550/hour for my work in this case. My compensation is not
dependent upon my conclusions in any way.



III. DATA SOURCES

11. Thave collected statewide election data for 2012 to 2020 from the Ohio Secretary of State. I
also accessed precinct-level election results from the Ohio Secretary of State for statewide
elections from 2016 to 2020 that were matched to 2020 Ohio vote tabulation districts by a
team at Harvard University called the Algorithm-Assisted Redistricting Methodology
Project.! Additionally, I accessed several proposed Ohio congressional plans uploaded to the
web page of the Ohio Redistricting Commission as well as the websites for the Ohio House
and Senate, true copies of which are attached as Exhibits C, D, E, F, and G.? I also consulted
geographic boundary files of the New Plan that were provided to me by Counsel (and
available on the Ohio Redistricting Commission’s website). I also consulted the same U.S.
Census redistricting data used by the General Assembly, as archived in the “Ohio University
Common and Unified Redistricting Database.”* For the analysis conducted in this report, I
use three software packages: Stata, Maptitude for Redistricting, and ArcGIS Pro.

IV.  THE PARTISANSHIP OF THE NEW CONGRESSIONAL PLAN

12.  In my earlier report, I assembled data for the two major parties from statewide elections in
Ohio from 2012 to 2020 and demonstrated that statewide support for Democratic candidates
was around 46 percent in the period since 2012, but in more recent years, from 2016 to 2020,
it was around 47 percent.

13. I then examined the plan that had been passed by the Ohio Legislature, but that has been
subsequently overturned (the “Overturned Plan”). I summed up precinct-level results of
elections from 2016 to 2020 within the boundaries of each of the districts of the overturned
plan, and then demonstrated that Democratic candidates in statewide elections had
comfortable majorities in only two districts—one in Cleveland and one in Columbus. Beyond
those, the Overturned Plan included two districts in which the statewide vote share for the
two parties was very evenly split, such that with 47 percent of the statewide vote, Democrats
could anticipate only 20 percent of the seats (i.e., to win three of fifteen districts).

14. First, let us examine the new Congressional plan promulgated on March 2, 2022 (“the New
Plan”) using a similar approach. Again, there are two extremely Democratic districts, one in
Cleveland and one in Columbus. In this plan, there are also three very evenly divided
districts. In each of these districts, the Democratic statewide vote share from 2016 to 2020 is
slightly above 50 percent. Specifically, in District 1, which combines urban parts of
Cincinnati with rural Warren County, the Democratic vote share in statewide races
aggregates to 51 percent. In District 9, in Northwest Ohio, the Democratic vote share was
50.2 percent. In District 13, which combines Summit County and the Northern part of Stark
County, it was 52.2 percent. The remainder of the seats have relatively comfortable
Republican majorities—all equal to or greater than 53.3 percent.

! https://alarm-redist.github.io/posts/2021-08-10-census-2020/.
2 https://redistricting.ohio.gov/maps.
3 https://www.redistricting.ohio.gov/resources.
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If one wishes to assess the anticipated division of seats for the two parties under this plan,
one must come up with a way to allocate these three evenly divided seats. As described in
my previous report, District 1 has a longstanding Republican incumbent, Steve Chabot, who
over the last decade, received around 58 percent of the votes cast for the two major parties
in District 1, even though his statewide co-partisans had received, on average, around 54
percent of the votes in his district. If we consider his 4-point incumbency advantage, and the
fact that around 70 percent of the population in the new version of District 1 was in the old
version of District 1, this district should be viewed as having a Republican lean.

District 9 has been very evenly divided between the parties when we sum over all statewide
races from 2016 to 2020. However, in the most recent election, Donald Trump won 51.5
percent of the vote. The Democratic incumbent, Marcy Kaptur, has outperformed her
statewide co-partisans in the past, but her district has been redrawn so that only around half
of the population of the new, more rural version of District 9 was in the old version of District
9. As a result, this district is probably best seen as a true tossup.

To my knowledge, District 13 does not include any incumbents. With a Democratic vote
share of just over 52 percent in statewide races, and a Democratic vote share of 51.4 percent
in the most recent presidential election, it is best understood as a district with a slight
Democratic lean.

If one accepts this analysis, and considers that one of these districts leans Democratic,
another leans Republican, and a third is a toss-up where the expected probability of a
Democratic victory is .5, we would end up with the conclusion that Democratic candidates
can anticipate 3.5 seats, or 23 percent.

Alternatively, we might simply classify all three seats as tossups in which Democratic
candidates would win with probability .5. Summing over these probabilities, we would end
up with the same expectation: 3.5 seats, or 23 percent.

If one considered the seat with a 52.2 percent Democratic majority as a safer Democratic seat
and focused only on the bare majority Districts 1 and 9 as toss-ups, Democrats would still
win only 4 districts, giving them 27 percent of the seats.

Another approach might be to ignore these 3 evenly divided seats, and simply ask how many
of the remaining 12 seats lean Democratic, and how many Republican. With this approach,
we would view the Democratic seat share as 2 out of 12, or 17 percent. Even if we ignored
only 2 of the seats (District 1 and 9), we would view the Democratic seat share as 3 out of
13, or 23 percent.

In the event of a pro-Democratic wave, if Democrats would win all three seats, giving them
a total of 5, they would have a seat share of 33 percent.

In short, with around 47 percent of the statewide vote share, the Democrats could anticipate
anywhere from 13 percent of the seats if they lose all three of the competitive districts, to 33
percent if they win all three. Perhaps the most reasonable (but still optimistic) expectation,
ex ante, is 27 percent. In other words, the Democrats’ expected seat share falls far short of
their vote share.
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Figure 1: Discrete Histograms for Several Ohio Congressional Redistricting Plans
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Moreover, it is important to note that 33 percent is very likely the ceiling on the number of
seats the Democratic Party could possibly win under the New Plan. This is because the other
10 seats have been drawn to be very comfortable for Republican candidates. To comprehend
this, see the top two panels in Figure 1, which provides discrete histograms for the
Overturned Plan, and then for the New Plan. A discrete histogram simply displays a bar for
each district, arranged on the horizontal axis according to the Republican vote share, with a
red dotted line indicating 50 percent.

Figure 1 demonstrates that the main difference between the Overturned Plan and the New
Plan is that a couple of the bars have moved ever so slightly to the left, to the other
(Democratic) side of the 50 percent line. Note that this leaves a large gap on the right side of
50 percent in the New Plan. That is to say, there are no highly competitive Republican-
leaning districts that Democratic candidates might hope to capture in a pro-Democratic wave
election.
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The most competitive Republican-leaning district is District 10, where the statewide
Democratic vote share aggregates to 46.7 percent. However, as explained in my previous
report, the Republican incumbent, Mike Turner, won each general election from 2012 to
2020 with an average two-party vote share above 62 percent, outperforming his statewide
co-partisans by around 8.7 percentage points. In the New Plan, Representative Turner keeps
90 percent of the population of his old district, so there is no reason to anticipate that District
10 would be competitive in a typical election scenario.

Due to the lack of competitive but Republican-leaning districts, it is difficult to envision a
scenario in which the Democratic Party would be able to win more than 5 seats under this
plan. Relative to their 47 percent vote share in the period from 2016 to 2020, imagine a very
large uniform shift of 3 percentage points toward the Democratic Party in all districts, giving
them 50 percent of the statewide vote. Democratic candidates could still only anticipate only
33 percent of the seats. If we take a naive approach and ignore incumbency advantage,
focusing only on statewide vote shares, we might imagine that a truly extraordinary 4-point
uniform swing would be enough to tip District 10 to the Democrats, but it would be too little
for the Democrats to gain majorities in any other districts. This would generate a highly
counter-majoritarian result in which the Democrats received 51 percent of the votes but 40
percent of the seats.

In stark contrast, if the Republican Party experienced the same large uniform shift of 3
percentage points, it would win 56 percent of the statewide vote and all three of the
competitive seats—just about 87 percent of the congressional seats.

There is nothing about the geography of Ohio or the requirements of the Ohio Constitution
that requires this type of counter-majoritarian redistricting plan. In my previous report, [
discussed three alternative redistricting plans: one that was introduced by the House
Democrats on November 5, 2021 (Exhibit C); one that was introduced by the Senate
Democrats on November 10, 2021 (Exhibit D); and one that was introduced by the Ohio
Citizens’ Redistricting Commission on September 30, 2021 (Exhibit E).

Discrete histograms for these three plans have also been included in Figure 1. Note that the
distribution of partisanship is quite different in these plans than in the Overturned Plan and
the New Plan. Not only do they include a larger number of plans where the Democratic vote
share is above 50 percent—7 districts in the Senate Democrats’ and OCRC plans, 6 in the
House Democrats’ Plan—but the Democratic-leaning districts are not tightly clustered
around the 50 percent line.

V. HOW DOES THE NEW PLAN TREAT INCUMBENTS?

In addition to analyzing the extent to which the New Plan favors or disfavors a party in the
aggregate, | have also been asked to examine the extent to which it disproportionately favors
or disfavors the incumbents for one of the two parties. Under the previous plan, there were
12 Republican incumbents. One of these, Anthony Gonzalez, has announced his retirement.
Representative Brad Wenstrup has announced that he intends to seek re-election in District
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2, which is a comfortably Republican district.* All the remaining districts with Republican
incumbents continue to have Republican majorities—most of them quite comfortable. The
only exception is District 1, where it was necessary to make changes due to the Ohio
Constitution’s requirement that Cincinnati be kept whole and the Ohio Supreme Court’s
opinion striking down the Overturned Plan. Nevertheless, as described above, though
statewide races have been evenly divided in the redrawn version of the district, the incumbent
has enjoyed a large incumbency advantage in recent years and has been able to retain most
of the population of his old district. In all the other districts with Republican incumbents, as
documented above, safe margins have been maintained so that incumbents are likely to
survive even a significant statewide swing toward the Democratic Party.

In contrast, of the four Democratic incumbents, only two continue to reside in districts that
are clearly Democratic. The other two reside in dramatically reconfigured districts. Marcy
Kaptur represented a relatively urban and comfortably Democratic District 9 (drawn in 2011
to pair Kaptur with another Democratic incumbent). This district has been redrawn to
separate Ohio’s northern industrial cities, thus subsuming Toledo in a much more rural
district that is now evenly divided. Only around half of the new version of District 9 was in
her previous dlstrict. While the 2011 version of District 9 was rather non-compact, the
version of District 9 in the alternative maps discussed in my previous report are markedly
more compact than the 2011 version, while retaining more of the northern industrial cities
that comprised the 2011 version. Tim Ryan, who has announced that he is running for the
U.S. Senate, was the incumbent in the Youngstown-based District 13, which has been
completely reconfigured, with Ryan now placed in the predominantly rural, safe Republican
District 6 in the New Plan.

VI. HOW DOES THE NEW PLAN ACHIEVE THESE RESULTS?

Like the Overturned Plan, the New Plan favors the Republican Party and its incumbents,
while disfavoring the Democratic Party and its incumbents. My previous report demonstrated
that in order to achieve this partisan advantage, the Overturned Plan subordinated traditional
redistricting principles in several ways. Above all, the Overturned Plan contained needlessly
non-compact districts and split metropolitan area communities in order to prevent the
emergence of districts with Democratic majorities. The following decisions stood out most
clearly: 1) the Cincinnati metro area was split in a way that prevented the emergence of an
obvious, compact district with a clear Democratic majority, 2) Columbus and Cleveland-area
districts were drawn to prevent the creation of a second metro-area Democratic district, 3)
District 9 in Northwest Ohio was drawn so as to overwhelm Toledo and other Democratic
communities on Lake Erie with more rural communities, and 4) rather than being combined
with suburban Cleveland to its East or other proximate Democratic-leaning communities to
its West on Lake Erie, Lorain County is extracted from Northeast Ohio and connected via a
corridor of rural counties to the Western border of the state.

Each of these features remains in the New Plan. Before taking a closer look at specific
regions, it is useful to view the overall architecture of the New Plan, along with several

* https://highlandcountypress.com/Content/In-The-News/In-The-News/Article/Rep-Wenstrup-
announces-intent-to-seek-re-election-in-2nd-District/2/20/74059.



alternative plans. Figure 2 displays a map of the New Plan. For comparison, Figures 3
displays four alternative maps. First, it includes the maps produced by the Ohio House and
Senate Democrats that were discussed in my previous report. Additionally, I have examined
two additional redistricting plans that were submitted to the General Assembly and
Commission: The first was proposed by the Senate Democrats on March 2 (Exhibit F), and
the second was proposed by the Ohio Citizens’ Redistricting Committee (OCRC) on
February 8 (Exhibit G).> I note that the February 8 OCRC Plan is very similar to the earlier
OCRC Plan that was discussed in my initial report, so in Figure 3 and subsequent figures, I
only include the more recent OCRC map. It is not my intention to endorse any of these maps.
Rather, they provide valuable comparisons that help illuminate certain features of the New
Plan.

Figure 2: The New Plan

51 note that the OCRC Plan includes population deviations that may be greater than those
allowed under equal population requirements. I nevertheless consider the OCRC Plan’s
partisanship and district configuration for demonstrative purposes.



Figure 3: Four Alternative Plans

House Democrats 11/5/21 Senate Democrats 11/5/21

35.

Already from this bird’s eye view, it is possible to appreciate the non-compact arrangement
of District 1 in the New Plan relative to the alternatives, the extraction of part of Columbus
and its placement into a highly non-compact District 15, the non-compact arrangement of
District 9 designed to add Republicans to the Toledo district, and the extraction of Lorain
County from its geographic environment and placement in District 5. Let us now take a close
look at each of these maneuvers.

10



Figure 4: Black Population and New Districts, Cincinnati Area
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36. Figure 4 displays the boundaries of the New Plan, along with data from the most recent

census on race. It shows that the boundary between Districts 1 and 8 bisect the Black
community of Cincinnati, ensuring that it cannot contribute to the creation of a clear
Democratic district. District 1 maintains its old architecture, splitting the Black community
of Cincinnati from that of the Northern suburbs, combining the city of Cincinnati with
exurban and rural white areas to the Northeast, traveling via a narrow corridor to Warren
County.

11
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Figure 5: Democratic Vote Share and Boundaries of the New Plan, Cincinnati Area
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Figure 5 replaces the data on race with data on partisanship, using darker colors of blue to
capture more Democratic precincts. A comparison of Figures 4 and 5 reveals that
partisanship and race are highly correlated in the Cincinnati area, and demonstrates how the
line between Districts 1 and 8 in the New Plan not only needlessly splits the Black

community in two, but prevents the emergence of a clear Democratic district by generating
a highly non-compact arrangement.

12
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Figure 6: Democratic Vote Share and Boundaries of Alternative Plans, Cincinnati Area
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Figure 6 present the boundaries of four alternative maps, demonstrating that it is quite
straightforward to draw a compact Cincinnati district that keeps metro area communities
together. For instance, the Reock compactness score for District 1 in the New Plan is .31,
while it is .56 in the Democrats’ most recent (3/2/2022) plan, and .55 in the most recent
OCRC Plan. A higher Reock score indicates a greater level of compactness. The same is true
for the Polsby-Popper score, which is .24 in the New Plan, .43 in the Democrats’ 3/2/2022
Plan, and .46 in the OCRC 2/8/2022 Plan.

13



39.

Next, Figure 7 displays the districts of the New Plan in the Columbus Area, again overlaying

them on precinct-level partisanship. It demonstrates that District 3 is drawn to pack the most

Democratic part of Columbus in one district, extracting Democratic-leaning parts of
Columbus (including downtown Columbus) and its suburbs, and combining them with some
of the most rural, Republican communities of West-Central Ohio, circumnavigating

Springfield along the way, and splitting 4 counties to create a single, highly non-compact

District 15. These maneuvers made it possible to avoid the emergence of a second Columbus-

area Democratic district, creating a relatively comfortable Republican district with a

Republican incumbent.

Figure 7: Columbus Area: New Plan
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Figure 8: Columbus Area: Alternative Plans
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40. Figure 8 displays the Columbus-area districts for four alternative plans. Each demonstrates
ways to split fewer counties and draw more compact districts while keeping metro area
communities together. District 15 in the New Plan has a Reock score of .28, whereas District
15 in the Democrats’ most recent plan is .56, and District 12 in the most recent OCRC Plan
is .59. As for the Polsby-Popper Score, it is .14 for the New Plan, .42 for the Democrats’
Plan, and .3 for the OCRC Plan.

15



41.

Next, let us examine the Cleveland Area. Figure 9 provides a map of the districts of the New
Plan, and Figure 10 examines the alternative plans. A familiar strategy emerges again in the
New Plan. The most Democratic parts of metro Cleveland are packed into one district,
District 11, with the district lines carefully following the precinct-level vote shares. Instead
of keeping the Western suburbs together and extending District 7 into Lorain County, the
district reaches to the South and combines Democratic-leaning suburban areas with very rural
areas to produce a comfortable Republican district 7 with a Republican incumbent.

Figure 9: Cleveland Area, New Plan
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Figure 10: Cleveland Area: Alternative Plans
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The alternative maps display a number of alternative approaches to the Cleveland area,
several of which keep Democratic-leaning communities of Cuyahoga County together. For
instance, using the most compact arrangement of the three, the OCRC Plan keeps the Western
suburbs together, combining all of Lorain County with the suburban parts of Cuyahoga,
creating a rather natural Western Cleveland district with a Democratic majority of the
statewide vote.
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43.

44,

Finally, let us consider Northwest Ohio. Figure 11 presents the districts of the New Plan, and
Figure 12 displays the districts of alternative plans. The New Plan studiously avoids the
creation of a clear Democratic district by combining metro Toledo with rural counties and
avoiding a link to Lorain County. This results in a highly non-compact District 5, which
extracts Lorain County and connects it via a narrow corridor of rural counties all the way to
the Western border of the state.

In contrast, the alternative plans display more natural metro-oriented versions of District 9
that are also more compact. The Reock Score for District 9 in the New Plan is .26, compared
with .33 for the Democrats’ most recent plan, and .53 for the newest OCRC Plan. The Polsby-
Popper Score for the New Plan is .27, compared with .34 for the Democrats’ Plan and .58 for

the OCRC Plan.
Figure 11: Northwest Ohio: New Plan
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45.

Figure 12: Northwest Ohio, Alternative Plans
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The House Democrats’ approach to Northwest Ohio, also reflected in the Democrats’ March
2 map, includes the cities of Lorain County in District 9, while the OCRC version, as
described above, combines Lorain with Western Cleveland in District 4. Needless to say, not
only do they produce more compact districts, but both are more respectful of communities
of interest than the New Plan, which extracts Lorain County from its environment altogether.
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47.

48.

Table 1: Average Compactness Scores

Reock Polsby-Popper  Area/Convex Hull
New Plan 0.4 0.32 0.75
House Democrats 11/5/21 Plan 0.43 0.33 0.78
Senate Democrats 11/5/21 plan 0.43 0.29 0.76
Democrats 3/2/22 Plan 0.42 0.33 0.77
OCRC 2/8/22 Plan 0.46 0.34 0.79

In the paragraphs above, I have shown that efforts to split Democratic-leaning metro-area
neighborhoods from their communities and combine them with rural areas while keeping
Republican incumbents in their old districts sometimes required rather obvious violations of
traditional redistricting criteria and non-compact districts. This also leads to districts that are,
on average, less compact than those of the alternative plans, as set forth in Table 1. On each
of three common measures of compactness, the House Democrats’ Plan, the most recent
Democratic Plan of March 2, 2022, and especially the OCRC Plan are more compact than
the New Plan. The only exception is the Senate Democrats’ Plan on the Polsby-Popper
metric.

In my earlier report, I also reported simple statistics on the efficiency gap and electoral bias.
Recall that electoral bias involves imagining a hypothetical tied election, and asking whether,
and by how much, a party would exceed 50 percent of the seat share. As discussed above,
the Democratic Party could expect 5 seats in this scenario, which corresponds to 33 percent
of the seats for Democrats, and 67 percent for Republicans, for a bias measure of around 17
percent. As discussed in my initial report, this is identical to the Overturned Plan.

Table 2 provides information on the efficiency gap, using the statewide aggregate district-
level votes shares that have been described throughout this report. By making the three swing
districts slightly more Democratic, the New Plan reduces the efficiency gap from 24% to
10%, but this is still relatively high in comparison to other states, and to alternative Ohio
Congressional plans.

Table 2: Efficiency Gap

Efficiency Gap
Overturned Plan 24%
New Plan 10%
House Democrats 11/5/21 Plan 3.5%
Senate Democrats 11/5/21 plan -3.7%
Democrats 3/2/22 Plan -3.6%
OCRC 2/8/22 Plan -3.6%
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VII. CONCLUSION

49. Like the Overturned Plan, the New Plan is highly favorable to the Republican Party and its
incumbents, and it disfavors the Democratic Party and its incumbents. This is true not
because of the requirements of the Ohio Constitution or the political geography of Ohio, but
because of discretionary choices made by those drawing the districts, which had the effect of
“packing” Democrats into districts where they win by large majorities and “cracking”
Democratic communities that would otherwise have produced majority-Democratic districts.
In drawing districts to achieve partisan gain, the legislature sacrificed compactness,
introduced unnecessary splits to urban counties, and divided a number of urban and suburban
communities, including minority communities, throughout the state.

Sonathan Rodden
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