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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

GEORGIA STATE CONFERENCE OF
THE NAACP, et al.

Plaintiffs,
CIVIL ACTION
V.
FILE NO. 1:21-CV-5338-ELB-SCdJ-
STATE OF GEORGIA, et al. SDG

Defendants.

DEFENDANTS’ STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED MATERIAL FACTS

Defendants the State of Georgia; Brian Kemp, in his official capacity as
the Governor of the State of Georgia; and Brad Raffensperger, in his official
capacity as Secretary of State of Georgia (collectively, “Defendants”) pursuant
to Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Local Rule 56.1 submits
this Statement of Material Facts as to Which There is No Genuine Issue to be
Tried.

1. The Georgia General Assembly held town hall meetings before
redistricting maps were published in 2001, 2011, and 2021. Deposition of

Joseph Bagley, Ph.D. [Doc. 128] (Bagley Dep.) 68:15-23, 73:25-74:9.
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2. The town hall meetings in 2001, 2011, and 2021 were all “listening
sessions’ that took community comment without legislators responding to
questions. Bagley Dep. 69:25-70:8, 73:25-74:9.

3. Redistricting has historically been conducted in special legislative
sessions. Bagley Dep. Exs. 8-10.

4. The timeline for consideration of redistricting plans in 2001, 2011,
and 2021 was similar. Bagley Dep. 101:7-101:12, 105:11-15, 138:18-24.

5. The 2021 redistricting process was “generally analogous” to the
2001 and 2011 cycle. Bagley Dep. 140:13-140:17.

6. The 2001, 2011, and 2021 redistricting processes were
procedurally and substantively similar to each other. Bagley Dep. 86:25-87:19.

7. The 2020 Census data showed that the increase in the percentage
of Black voters in Georgia from 2010 to 2020 was slightly more than two
percentage points statewide. Deposition of Moon Duchin, Ph.D. [Doc. 134]
(Duchin Dep.) 48:5-12.

8. Following the delayed release of Census data in 2021, the Georgia
General Assembly began working on redistricting maps ahead of the November
2021 special session. Bagley Dep. Ex. 5.

9. Both chairs of the House and Senate committees with jurisdiction

over redistricting sought to meet with all of their colleagues, both Republican
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and Democratic, to gain input on their areas of the state. Deposition of Gina
Wright [Doc. 132] (Wright Dep.) 68:17-69:7.

10.  For the first time in 2021, the General Assembly created a public
comment portal to gather comments. Wright Dep. 252:20-253:4.

11. After holding a committee education day with stakeholder
presentations, the committees adopted guidelines to govern the map-drawing
process. Deposition of John F. Kennedy [Doc. 129] (Kennedy Dep.) 161:1-4;
Deposition of Bonnie Rich [Doc. 131] (Rich Dep.) 214:19-215:7; Bagley Dep.
89:9-18.

12. To draw the congressional map, Ms. Wright worked with a group
to finalize a plan based on an earlier draft plan from Sen. Kennedy. Wright
Dep. 28:19-30:23.

13. Political considerations were key to drawing the congressional
map, including placing portions of Cobb County into District 14 to increase
political performance. Wright Dep. 111:16-112:10, 115:8-11, 115:17-24, 158:4-
21.

14. Georgia’s prior 2011 districts were precleared on the first attempt
by the U.S. Department of Justice and were never found by any court to be

unlawful or unconstitutional. Bagley Dep. 56:20-57:8, 58:4-11.
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15. For the legislative maps, Ms. Wright first drafted “blind” maps for
the House and Senate, drawing based on her own knowledge of Georgia and
the historic districts. Wright Dep. 45:15-25 (Senate map); 62:17-62:24 (House
map).

16. The chairs of the House and Senate committees then met with Ms.
Wright to adjust district boundaries based on the input they received. Wright
Dep. 54:3-20, 77:2-7 (Senate map); 197:2-6 (House map).

17.  Some changes requested by Democrats were included. Wright Dep.
59:5-60:7 (Sen. Rhett); Bagley Dep. 107:3-11.

18. Information about draft maps was also shared with members of
the Democratic caucus, and Democratic members were able to work with the
joint Reapportionment Office. Wright Dep. 223:14-224:4, 226:11-17; Bagley
Dep. 116:1-7.

19. The chairs and Ms. Wright also consulted with counsel about
compliance with the Voting Rights Act. Wright Dep. 92:8-20.

20. Although racial data was available, the chairs of each committee
focused on past election data to evaluate the partisan impact of the new plans
while drawing with awareness of Republican political performance. Wright

Dep. 55:25-56:7; 140:3-11; 140:17-19; 257:21-258:1; 258:2-14.
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21.  When drawing redistricting plans, Ms. Wright never used tools
that would color the draft maps by racial themes. Wright Dep. 259:24-260:8.

22. The office included estimated election returns at the Census block
level, so political data was available across all layers of geography. Wright Dep.
140:3-11.

23. The past election data was displayed on the screen with other data.
Wright Dep. 140:17-19.

24. The chairs evaluated the political performance of draft districts
with political goals. Wright Dep. 178:5-22, 191:25-193:3, 206:13-207:16.

25.  After releasing draft maps, legislators received public comment at
multiple committee meetings. Bagley Dep. 91:8-15, 93:8-10, 94:21-23, 95:14-
96:6, 100:8-11, 111:24-112:1, 113:6-10, 115:4-11.

26. Democratic leadership presented alternative plans for Congress,
state Senate, and state House that were considered in committee meetings.
Bagley Dep. 109:15-110:1 (Congress), 112:18-22 (Congress), 93:2-13 (Senate),
93:21-94:5 (House).

27. After the plans were considered, they were passed by party-line
votes in each committee before passing almost completely along party lines on
the floor of the Senate and House. Bagley Dep. 93:14-20, 105:16-106:1, 113:22-

114:4, 115:12-17, 117:2-4.
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28. Dr. Bagley agreed that he couldn’t say the 2021 redistricting maps
were an abuse of power by Republicans. Bagley Dep. 63:25-64:3.

29. Dr. Duchin said that she was not “criticizing Georgia for not doing
enough” in her report. Duchin Dep. 81:25-82:16.

30. The enacted congressional map resulted in five districts that
elected Black- and Latino- preferred candidates Report of Moon Duchin,
attached as Ex. A (Duchin Report), 49 4.1, 6.3.

31. The enacted congressional map reduced the number of split
counties from the 2011 plan. Duchin Report, 49 4.1, 6.3.

32. The enacted state Senate map reduced the number of split counties
from the prior plan. Duchin Report, 49 6.3, 6.4; Kennedy Dep. 106:4-11.

33. The enacted state Senate map did not pair incumbents of either
party running for re-election. Duchin Report, 49 6.3, 6.4; Kennedy Dep. 106:4-
11.

34. The enacted state Senate map maintained the same number of
majority-Black districts as the prior plan. Duchin Report, 49 6.3, 6.4; Kennedy
Dep. 106:4-11.

35. The enacted state House map also reduced the number of split

counties from the 2011 plan. Duchin Report, 49 6.3, 6.4.



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142 Filed 03/27/23 Page 7 of 19

36. The enacted state House map increased the number of majority-
Black districts from the prior plan. Duchin Report, 99 6.3, 6.4.

37. One of Plaintiffs’ proposed Senate plans increases the number of
majority-Black voting age population (VAP) districts by three and another
decreases the number of majority-Black VAP districts by six when compared
with the enacted plan. Duchin Report, 9 6.4.

38.  Plaintiffs’ proposed House plans either increase the number of
majority-Black VAP districts by one or decrease them by 12 when compared
with the enacted plan. Duchin Report, 9 6.4; Duchin Dep. 29:15-22; 113:9-
114:8.

39. Dr. Duchin’s goal in creating the proposed plans was to create
districts that “meet a 50 percent plus one threshold” for minority voters.
Duchin Dep. 47:10-48:4; 76:2-15.

40. Dr. Duchin’s proposed congressional plan does not convert District
6 into a majority-Black district but instead converts District 3 to be majority-
Black. Duchin Dep. 119:25-120:11.

41. When describing the process of drawing the congressional plan,
Dr. Duchin was unable to identify a reason why she connected various rural

and urban areas. Duchin Dep. 58:18-59:13; 71:14-19.
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42.  Dr. Duchin also could not explain the reasoning behind the various
alternative configurations of her Senate and House plans, instead relying on
various computer-drawn drafts. Duchin Dep. 64:24-66:20, 71:7-13, 121:13-
123:8, 139:10-20, 158:5-14, 163:15-164:3.

43. Some of Dr. Duchin’s legislative plans included Senate districts
with Black VAP percentages as high as 86.5% and multiple House districts
with more than 80% Black VAP, including one over 90%. Duchin Dep. 123:24-
127:8, 137:22-139:2, 162:8-22.

44. Dr. Duchin did not consider those districts “packed.” Duchin Dep.
123:24-127:8, 137:22-139:2, 162:8-22.

45. All of Dr. Duchin’s legislative plans have population deviations
higher than the enacted plans. Duchin Dep. 101:18-23 (Senate), 101:24-102:2
(House).

46. Two of the three Senate plans have the same or more county splits
than the enacted plan. Duchin Dep. 107:10-15.

47. All of the House plans split the same or more counties than the
enacted plan. Duchin Dep. 107:16-21.

48. While all of the compactness scores are generally similar, Dr.
Duchin also reviewed compactness reports while drawing her plans and

modified them to improve the scores. Duchin Dep. 103:17-105:20, 69:11-16.
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49. Dr. Duchin was not able to categorize whether the differences in
the various compactness scores were significant. Duchin Dep. 103:17-105:14.

50. The only consistent metric across all of Dr. Duchin’s plans is that
each one increases Democratic political performance over the comparable
enacted plan. Expert Report of John Morgan, attached as Ex. B (Morgan
Report), § 12.

51. Those differences run from two additional Democratic-leaning
seats on the congressional plan, Morgan Report, Chart 7, to ten additional
Democratic-leaning seats on the Senate plan, Morgan Report, Chart 4, to 12
additional Democratic-leaning seats on the House plan, Morgan Report, Chart
1.

52. The Ga. NAACP plaintiffs put forth only one member’s name in
discovery and could not identify how many members were affected by
redistricting. Deposition of Gerald Griggs [Doc. 136] (Griggs Dep.) 79:1-13.

53. The Ga. NAACP never identified any legislative districts in which
that member lived and only that testified that the member had previously been
in congressional District 6 and now was in District 7. Griggs Dep. 79:1-13.

54. The Georgia Coalition for the Peoples’ Agenda plaintiffs
designated just one member to establish standing, and provided no information

as to that member’s residence, their voter-registration status, or a process by
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which they determine they had members in all districts named in the
Complaint. Deposition of Helen Butler [Doc. 138] (Butler Dep.) 74:7-76:13.

55. The GALEO plaintiffs designated just one member to establish
standing, and provided no information as to that member’s residence, their
voter-registration status, or a process by which they determine they had
members in all districts named in the Complaint. Deposition of Geraldo
Gonzalez [Doc. 139] (Gonzalez Dep.) 81:6-82:25.

56. The evidence from legislative depositions demonstrates that
legislators were concerned about political performance, not race. Wright Dep.
55:25-56:7, 111:16-112:10, 115:8-11, 115:17-24, 140:3-11, 140:17-19, 158:4-21,
257:21-258:1, 258:2-14.

57. Legislators had political data at all levels of geography and
regularly evaluated the political performance of districts as they were drawn.
Wright Dep. 140:3-11, 178:5-22, 191:25-193:3, 206:13-207:16.

58. For the Congress plan, Plaintiffs only asked about Congressional
District 6 (Wright Dep. 111:16-125:25, 130:22-133:17; Kennedy Dep. 176:3-
179:13), the boundary between Congressional Districts 4 and 10 (Wright Dep.
133:18-138:1, 143:5-15), Congressional District 13 (Wright Dep. 168:22-171:7,

175:5-11; Kennedy Dep. 180:1-181:21), and Congressional District 14 (Wright

10
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Dep. 152:9-158:21; Kennedy Dep. 182:2-188:1; Rich Dep. 135:13-141:9, 142:3-
16).

59. In each case, Ms. Wright or the Chairs testified either
unequivocally about race-neutral or political goals for the creation of each
district or did not testify as to any racial motivations. Id.

60. For the Senate, Plaintiffs only asked about Senate District 17
(Wright Dep. 185:12-187:3; Kennedy Dep. 250:16-253:3) and Senate District 48
(Wright Dep. 188:8-14, 190:21-193:3; Kennedy Dep. 244:7-245:2).

61. In both cases, Ms. Wright or Chairman Kennedy testified either
unequivocally about race-neutral or political goals for the creation of each
district or did not testify as to any racial motivations. Id.

62. For the House, Plaintiffs asked about House District 44 (Wright
Dep. 215:16-218:17; Rich Dep. 145:21-148:4), House District 48 (Wright Dep.
213:19-215:15; Rich Dep. 148:5-149:11), House District 49 (Wright Dep.
199:14-205:8; Rich Dep. 149:15-150:6), House District 52 (Rich Dep. 150:7-21),
and House District 104 (Wright Dep. 205:19-207:16, 210:7-22; Rich Dep.
150:22-152:12).

63. In each case, Ms. Wright and Chairman Rich testified either
unequivocally about race-neutral or political goals for the creation of each

district or did not testify as to any racial motivations. Id.

11
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64. None of Plaintiffs’ experts besides Dr. Duchin provided opinions
about district boundaries. Deposition of Peyton McCrary [Doc. 130] (McCrary
Dep.) 48:19-21; Bagley Dep. 28:19-29:6; Report of Benjamin Schneer, attached
as Ex. C (Schneer Report), 49 5-8.

65. Dr. Duchin’s report evaluates core retention and “racial swaps”
only for Congressional Districts 6 and 14; Senate Districts 14, 17, and 48 (with
a brief reference to Senate District 7); and House Districts 44, 48, 49, 52, and
104. Duchin Report, § 10.1.

66. Dr. Duchin acknowledges that there were “many other
considerations” in play besides core retention. Duchin Dep. 171:22-172:7.

67. Dr. Duchin acknowledged that racial population shifts are not
conclusive evidence of racial predominance and that she could not say that the
various metrics she reviewed showed racial predominance. Duchin Dep.
180:18-23, 198:6-21 (Congress), 200:11-20 (Congress), 201:8-21 (Senate),
202:24-203:12 (House).

68. Dr. Duchin provides information about what she says are racial
splits of counties in Congressional Districts 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 10, 13, and 14 and
what she says are racial splits of precincts in Congressional Districts 4, 6, 10,

and 11. Duchin Report, § 10.2.1; Duchin Dep. 167:5-15. 174:9-14, 186:17-23.

12
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69. Dr. Duchin did not look at the political data behind those county
splits on the congressional plan. Duchin Report, § 10.2.1; Duchin Dep. 167:5-
15, 174:9-14, 186:17-23.

70. The only state Senate districts Dr. Duchin discusses regarding
racial splits are Senate Districts 1, 2, 4, and 26. Duchin Report, 9 10.2.2.

71. Dr. Duchin does not identify any state House districts with racial
splits. Duchin Report, 9 10.2.3; Duchin Dep. 189:2-19.

72.  Dr. Duchin did not describe any House districts as drawn
“primarily” based on race. Duchin Report, q 10.2.3; Duchin Dep. 189:2-19.

73. Dr. Duchin created her draft plans with the goal of drawing
majority-minority districts. Duchin Dep. 47:10-48:4, 64:24-66:20, 71:7-13, 76:2-
15, 121:13-123:8, 139:10-20, 158:5-14, 163:15-164:3.

74. Dr. Duchin was unable to identify why particular counties were
connected on her various plans. Duchin Dep. 47:10-48:4, 64:24-66:20, 71:7-13,
76:2-15, 121:13-123:8, 139:10-20, 158:5-14, 163:15-164:3.

75.  When asked about particular district decisions, Dr. Duchin fell
back to her maps being “demonstrations.” Duchin Dep. 47:10-48:4, 64:24-66:20,
71:7-13, 76:2-15, 121:13-123:8, 139:10-20, 158:5-14, 163:15-164:3.

76. Dr. Duchin’s plans do not attempt to evaluate traditional

redistricting principles beyond the ones she can represent numerically. Duchin

13
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Dep. 47:10-48:4, 64:24-66:20, 71:7-13, 76:2-15, 121:13-123:8, 139:10-20, 158:5-
14, 163:15-164:3.

77. Dr. Duchin does not profess to have a knowledge of communities
in Georgia. Duchin Dep. 47:10-48:4, 64:24-66:20, 71:7-13, 76:2-15, 121:13-
123:8, 139:10-20, 158:5-14, 163:15-164:3.

78. Plaintiffs also offer a variety of plans that decrease the number of
majority-Black districts while increasing the number of majority-minority
districts, primarily by combining Black and Latino individuals as a “minority”
category. Duchin Report, 99 6.4; Duchin Dep. 29:15-22; 113:9-114:8.

79. Plaintiffs have not offered evidence on polarization from primary
elections in Georgia. Schneer Report, 9 20.

80. Black voters in Georgia overwhelmingly vote for Democrats.
Deposition of Benjamin Schneer [Doc. 135] (Schneer Dep.) 48:14-20.

81. Dr. Schneer’s decision not to review any primary election results
in his report undermines the usefulness of the data and analysis he presents
as purported evidence of racial polarization in Georgia’s elections. Schneer
Report, 9 20; Schneer Dep. 60:11-61:20.

82. Dr. Schneer’s data demonstrates two things: The race of the

candidate does not change voting behavior of Georgia voters; and the party of

14
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the candidate does. Report of John Alford, attached as Ex. D (Alford Report),
p. 3; Schneer Report, § 21 n.18.

83. The 2021 congressional plan has five districts where Black-
preferred candidates succeed. Duchin Report, 9 4.1.

84. The Any-Part Black VAP for Georgia as a whole is 31.73%. Duchin
Report, 9§ 3.3.

85. Both of Georgia’s U.S. senators are Black-preferred candidates
because they are Democrats (Sen. Ossoff was elected in 2021 and Sen. Warnock
was re-elected in 2022). Schneer Report, p. 78, Table 10.

86. Dr. Bagley found no “obvious discriminatory intent.” Bagley Dep.
277:22-28:1.

87. While Dr. Bagley analyzed the second, third, fourth, and fifth
Arlington Heights factors, he did not opine that discriminatory intent was the
driving factor of the legislature or that there was discriminatory intent in the
legislative process of redistricting. Bagley Report, p. 7; Bagley Dep. 27:22-28:1;
123:3-14.

88. Dr. Bagley did not opine that the specific sequence of events
leading to the adoption of the plans was discriminatory, but only that it would

“lend credence” to a finding of discriminatory intent. Bagley Dep. 122:14-123:1.

15
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89. Dr. Bagley did not opine that the Georgia district lines were drawn
to deny voters of color their equitable right to participate in the political
process, although he believed a court could make that finding. Bagley Dep.
133:11-20.

90. Dr. Bagley found no procedural or substantive departures in the
2021 redistricting process when compared to the 2001 and 2011 processes and
agreed that the process was not rushed when compared to those prior cycles.
Bagley Dep. 86:25-87:19, 138:18-24.

91. Dr. Bagley found one contemporary comment that concerned him,
when Chair Rich stated in committee that there was not a “magic formula” for
compliance with the Voting Rights Act. Bagley Dep. 110:2-111:23, 121:11-
122:13.

92. Dr. McCrary did not offer any opinion about discriminatory intent
or about the design of the districts. McCrary Dep. 48:9-21.

93. Dr. Duchin did not offer any opinion about discriminatory intent,
but rather offered that she could provide “evidence that might be persuasive
in terms of discerning intent” but that she could not “make hard and fast
conclusions about what was in the hearts and minds of the legislators or . . .

staff.” Duchin Dep. 34:11-22; see also Duchin Dep. 34:23-35:6.

16
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Respectfully submitted this 27th day of March, 2023.

Christopher M. Carr
Attorney General

Georgia Bar No. 112505
Bryan K. Webb

Deputy Attorney General
Georgia Bar No. 743580
Russell D. Willard

Senior Assistant Attorney General
Georgia Bar No. 760280
Elizabeth Vaughan
Assistant Attorney General
Georgia Bar No. 762715
State Law Department
40 Capitol Square, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

/s/Bryan P. Tyson

Bryan P. Tyson

Special Assistant Attorney General
Georgia Bar No. 515411
btyson@taylorenglish.com
Frank B. Strickland

Georgia Bar No. 687600
fstrickland@taylorenglish.com
Bryan F. Jacoutot
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bjacoutot@taylorenglish.com
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Donald P. Boyle, Jr.
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Daniel H. Weigel
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Atlanta, Georgia 30339

(678) 336-7249

Counsel for Defendants
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

Pursuant to L.R. 7.1(D), the undersigned hereby certifies that the
foregoing Statement has been prepared in Century Schoolbook 13, a font and

type selection approved by the Court in L.R. 5.1(B).

/s/Bryan P. Tyson

Bryan P. Tyson
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EXHIBIT A
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

GEORGIA STATE CONFERENCE OF
THE NAACP, et al.

Plaintiffs,
v

STATE OF GEORGIA, et al. Case No. 1:21-CV-5338-ELB-SCJ-SDG

Defendants.

COMMON CAUSE, et al.,

Plaintiffs, Case No. 1:22-CV-00090-ELB-SCJ-SDG

V.
BRAD RAFFENSPERGER

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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Expert Report of Dr. Moon Duchin
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Analysis of Race and Redistricting in Georgia

Moon Duchin
Professor of Mathematics, Tufts University
Senior Fellow, Tisch College of Civic Life

January 13, 2022
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1 Background and qualifications

| am a Professor of Mathematics and a Senior Fellow in the Jonathan M. Tisch College of Civic
Life at Tufts University. At Tisch College, | am the director and principal investigator of an
interdisciplinary research group called the MGGG Redistricting Lab, focused on geometric and
computational aspects of redistricting. My areas of research and teaching include the structure
of census data, the history of the U.S. Census, the design and implementation of randomized
algorithms for generating districting plans, and the analysis of redistricting more broadly. In
2019, | was awarded a major grant from the National Science Foundation to study Network
Science of Census Data.

I am compensated at $400/hour for my work in this case. | have previously written reports
and provided testimony by deposition, a hearing, or at trial in North Carolina, Pennsylvania,
Wisconsin, Alabama, South Carolina, and Texas.lﬂ A full copy of my CV is attached to this
report.

1.1 Assignment

| have been asked to examine the Congressional, state Senate, and state House districts
enacted in Georgia this year in connection with challenges under the Voting Rights Act of
1965 (VRA) and the U.S. Constitution.

INC League of Conservation Voters, et al. v. Hall, et al. No. 21-cvs-500085 (Wake Cnty. Sup. Ct. 2021); Carter v.
Chapman, No. 7 MM 2022, 2022 WL 702894 (Pa. Mar. 9, 2022); Johnson v. Wis. Elections Comm’n, No. 2021AP1450-
OA, 2022 WL 621082 (Wis. Mar. 3, 2022); Milligan, et al. v. Merrill, et al., Case No. 2:21-cv-01530-AMM and Thomas,
et al. v. Merrill, et al., Case No. 2:21-cv-01531-AMM (N.D. Ala. 2021); SC NAACP et al. v. Alexander, et al., Case No. 3-
21-cv-03302-MBS-TJH-RMG (D.S.C.) (three-judge ct.); TX NAACP et al. v. Abbott, Case No. 1:21-CV-00943-RP-JES-]VB.
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In particular, | review the maps’ conformance with traditional districting principles (§6), then
supply demonstration maps for the "Gingles 1" prong of a VRA challenge. Using a notion of
district "effectiveness" based on electoral history (§5), | show that it is readily possible to draw
additional majority-minority districts, while simultaneously increasing the number of effective
districts (§7). These effective districts are shown to be highly likely to provide an opportunity
for Black and Latino voters to elect candidates of their choice.

I have also assessed the maps to investigate the possibility of excessively race-conscious
line-drawing (§10), especially noting when traditional districting principles have been under-
mined in a manner that results in "packing" and "cracking"—the related practices of over-
concentrating Black and Latino voters on one hand, or splitting communities and dispersing
their voters over multiple districts on the other. | have considered whether or not the design
of the districts ultimately leads to discernible dilution of voting opportunity for Black voters
in Georgia, or for coalitions of Black and Latino voters, and have found ample evidence to
support that conclusion.

All work in this report was completed by me and by research assistants working under my
direct supervision.

1.2 Materials

Materials consulted in the preparation of this report include the following.

e A major source is Census data, primarily the Decennial Census releases (i.e., the PL 94-
171). Other data products from the Census Bureau, including the American Community
Survey and the TIGER/Line shapefiles, were also used.

e For priorities and criteria, | consulted the "2021-22 Guidelines for the House Legislative
and Congressional Reapportionment Committee." These are reprinted in full in the corre-
sponding publication by the Senate Committee on Reapportionment and Redistricting.

e Shapefiles for the enacted plans are available on the state’s redistricting website, hosted
at/legis.ga.gov.

e A collection of precinct shapefiles with historical election data joined to the shapes was
provided by counsel, as well as addresses for incumbent representatives. | was also
provided with written transcriptions of oral testimony in public hearings in Georgia about
redistricting, and with corresponding written communication.

2 Summary of findings

e Census data shows that the state of Georgia is rapidly diversifying, and in fact now has
a population very nearly evenly split between White people and people of color. At the
same time, it has shifted to become what we might call "bright purple," with recent
elections repeatedly demonstrating that candidates preferred by Black and Latino voters
can be elected by simple majority on a statewide basis.

e At a high level, an examination of recent electoral history shows that the enacted plans
at all three levels are conspicuously uncompetitive, which has been fueled by acutely
race-conscious moves in the recent redistricting. In particular:

- A Congressional district that had proved to perform for the preferences of Black and
Latino voters—CD 6—has been targeted to eliminate electoral opportunity. This was
achieved by excising parts of urban counties and adding conservative White counties
to the north of the benchmark configuration.

- In a ripple effect from the reconfiguration of CD 6, a dense, urban, largely Black
residential segment of Cobb County has been submerged in CD 14.

4
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- On the western edge of Georgia, CD 3 has been drawn to retain its character as a
firewall between racially and politically diverse parts of the state in metro Atlanta
and the Southwest region. Meanwhile, CD 13 has been kept highly packed, which is
cemented in the enacted plan through race-conscious county splitting.

- In the enacted Senate map, numerous districts that had trended into diverse and
competitive population configurations were targeted for "dismantling," i.e, were re-
drawn in a way that splits the population of the benchmark district across numerous
new districts. This is especially visible in the reconfiguration of SD 17 and 48, which
flouts traditional districting principles and creates districts that lock out opportunity.

- There is strikingly low core retention in the enacted House plan, with roughly three in
every five Georgia residents assigned to a new district today relative to the bench-
mark plan. This dovetails with a pattern of "dismantling" districts in a way that
usually eliminates electoral opportunity for Black and Latino voters, using racially
imbalanced transfers of population.

| have introduced a label of district "effectiveness" in §5: by definition, a district is deemed
effective if candidates of choice for Black and Latino voters can frequently win both pri-
mary and general elections. To make this concrete, | have used a list of four primary and
eight general statewide elections selected as being highly probative for the preferences
of Black and Latino Georgians. To be effective, a district must have an electoral history
such that the candidate of choice would win in at least 3/4 primary elections and 5/8
general elections from this dataset. | have confirmed that this is well aligned with actual
2022 electoral performance at the Congressional and state legislative level.

A review of metrics associated with traditional districting principles (and other principles
cited in the state’s redistricting guidelines) is presented in §6 My alternative plans are
shown to be highly compact, to respect the integrity of counties and cities, and to be far
more cognizant of the integrity of state precincts than the enacted plans.

| present Gingles 1 alternatives on a regional/district cluster basis in These plans
increase both the number of majority-BHVAP districts and the number of majority-BHCVAP
districts, relative to the state, while also securing the "effective" label on the basis of
electoral history. The modular design of the legislative alternatives will make it easy to
mix and match plans from different clusters.

If we foreground effectiveness instead of majority demographics, we find that districts can
frequently be effective even well under the 50%+1 demographic threshold. This provides
helpful examples leading in to a discussion of racial gerrymandering in the following
section.

Counties are often split in a racially sorted way, beyond what the partisan geography
would suggest from a race-neutral process. In many cases this secures a high partisan
differential as well; in some cases, the racial differential significantly exceeds the partisan

gap.

It is extremely frequent for precinct splits to show major racial disparity. If mapmakers
were using cast vote history to track partisan lean, as is frequently done around the
country, then these splits of state precincts are especially telling, since the vote history
can not provide a partisan basis for the decision. These splits are shown to essentially
always align with packing and cracking. Again, my alternative maps show that far less
precinct splitting is possible.

Public input, such as the record of strong pushback against the targeting of CD 6 and the
encroachment of CD 14 into Cobb, also explains why the enacted plans are dissonant in
terms of shared community interests.
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3 Demographics of Georgia

3.1 Regions, counties, and cities
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Figure 1: Choropleth of Black voting age population by state precinct, with the enacted Con-
gressional map overlaid. County lines are shown in gray. The Atlanta metro area has dense
Black population, while high proportions of Black residents in smaller cities and rural areas can
be found in the swath of the state from Columbus to Augusta, broadly called Georgia’s "Black
Belt" region.

Georgia has 159 counties, the second highest number in the nation (after Texas with 254).
Georgia’s counties vary in population from Fulton County, with over a million residents, to
Taliaferro County, with just 1559 residents, so that they differ by a factor of over 680x. Twenty-
two of the counties are majority-Black, from DeKalb (pop. 764,382) to Taliaferro.
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In Georgia, the cities proper are not very populous; even Atlanta has under 500,000 peo-
ple by the 2020 Census numbers, smaller than the ideal Congressional district population of
765,136. However, the Atlanta metro area (formally the “Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Alpharetta,
GA Metropolitan Statistical Area") is the eighth largest in the country, with over six million
residents (6,089,815), making up nearly 57% of Georgia’s total population.

3.2 Sources of population data

Apportionment and redistricting was the fundamental motivation for the establishment of the
U.S. Census. The primary source of ground-truth data for redistricting is the Decennial Census
tables in the PL94-171 (also called the redistricting data release). There are many reasons
to rely on the 2020 Decennial data: it is the most recent available, it is based on a more
extensive enumeration of the population (rather than a survey), it is available on the smallest
geographic units (census blocks), it offers a high level of detail in its categories of race and
ethnicity, and it includes both total population (TOTPOP) and voting age population (VAP).

An important secondary source of data, also produced by the Census Bureau, is the Amer-
ican Community Survey, or ACS. This has the advantage of being collected every year rather
than at ten-year intervals, and it includes an estimate of citizen voting age population (CVAP),
but this trades off with a number of well-known caveats. Since it is survey-based, it is known
to have wider error bars on small geography: accordingly, the Bureau only releases single-
year estimates at the tract level; 5-year estimates are released at the level of block groups,
but this is still not sufficiently detailed to get exact totals on electoral districts. Furthermore,
the ACS racial and ethnic categories are significantly simplified relative to the Decennial data,
so that for instance it is not possible to tabulate Any-Part Black population with the same set
of multiracial categories or even to tabulate Afro-Latino (Black and Hispanic) population. In
addition, the use of a 5-year average will mean that the numbers are somewhat out of date,
since even the most recent currently available data draws partly from 2016, which is quite a
long time ago in a rapidly diversifying state. Finally, the 2020 ACS was so badly compromised
by the COVID pandemic that the Bureau has cautioned people to treat the numbers that year
as "experimental.'?|

For these reasons | have chosen to emphasize VAP in discussing the demographics of dis-
tricts in this report, such as when counting the majority-Black districts in a plan. However,
the plaintiffs’ claims involve a coalition of Black and Latino voters, and the voting eligibility
rate for Latino voters can be significantly lower than other groups, particularly due to a lower
rate of citizenship. Therefore litigation involving Latino plaintiffs typically uses a secondary
data source to validate that Gingles plans meet the 50%+1 threshold. Below, | will rely on
estimated CVAP built from block-level adjusted VAP, where the citizenship rate (CVAP/VAP) for
Black, Latino, White, and Other residents is pulled from the 2020 5-year ACS on larger ge-
ographies, namely census tracts. | judge this to be significantly more accurate than using the
2016-2020 5-year CVAP numbers directly. For one vivid illustration of why this is important,
consider that the total voting age population of Georgia is 8,220,274 in the redistricting data,
but only 8,011,265 in the 2016-2020 5-year numbers. That is, there is a shortfall of more than
200,000 adults if we pull from the ACS directly.

A full description of racial categories and of the construction of CVAP for this report can
be found in Appendix [Al In §8] I will confirm that my alternative plans satisfy the Gingles 1
standard for coalition districts using estimated Black and Hispanic CVAP as well as using VAP.

2"The Census Bureau will not release its standard 2020 ACS 1-year supplemental estimates because of the impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic on data collection. Experimental estimates, developed from 2020 ACS 1-year data[,] are avail-
able on the ACS Experimental Data page. They will not be available on data.census.gov or the Application Program-
ming Interface (API)." From www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/ACS-supplemental-data/2020.html,
accessed January 4, 2023.
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3.3 Demographic trends

A snapshot of the demographics of Georgia can be extracted from data products by the Census
Bureau, as in Table Below, | will use the abbreviations B, H, BH, W, and POC to denote the
share of population (or VAP, etc.) that is Black, Latino, Black and/or Latino, White, and people
of color respectively. Detailed definitions of the racial and ethnic groupings can be found in

Appendix [Al

All Black alone | Black (APB) | Hispanic | BH Coalition | AfroLatino || White alone POC
TOTPOP | 10,711,908 3,278,119 3,538,146 | 1,123,457 | 4,578,941 82,662 5,362,156 | 5,349,752
30.60% 33.03% 10.49% 42.75% 0.77% 50.06% 49.94%
VAP 8,220,274 2,462,933 2,607,986 742,918 3,302,581 48,323 4,342,333 | 3,877,941
29.96% 31.73% 9.04% 40.18% 0.59% 52.82% 47.18%
2,422,569 2,537,328 429,562 2,920,522 — 4,285,394 | 3,313,393
CVAP 7,598,787 ! ! ! ’ ' ! ! ! ’ ’ !
31.88% 33.39% 5.65% 38.43% — 56.40% 43.60%

Table 1: Demographics overview. The TOTPOP and VAP figures are taken from the 2020 De-
cennial Census. The CVAP figures use citizenship rates drawn from the most recent 5-year ACS
(ending in 2020), applied to decennial VAP.

Georgia’s fast growth is entirely due to the expansion in the population of people of color.
In fact, the (non-Hispanic) White population of Georgia actually dropped from 2010 to 2020—
from 5,413,920 to 5,362,156—while the state overall grew by over a million people. As a
result, the population share of Black and Latino residents expanded from 39.75% to 42.75%
in the time between the 2010 and the 2020 Census data release, while the White population
share dropped markedly from 55.88% to 50.06%. Thus, to within a tenth of a percent, current
redistricting data finds Georgia evenly split between White residents and people of color.

The steady diversification is visible in the citizen voting age population as well, for which
we can get a snapshot each year from the American Community Survey (Table |g).|ﬂ

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

BCVAP 1,961,750 | 2,008,587 | 2,055,423 | 2,096,295 | 2,140,693 | 2,179,729 | 2,228,551 | 2,276,776 | 2,322,275 | 2,376,110
0.3029 0.3049 0.3071 0.3089 0.3110 0.3123 0.3155 0.3182 0.3201 0.3230

HCVAP 188,878 210,412 230,724 245,517 263,787 282,158 290,840 306,713 324,368 344,182
0.0292 0.0319 0.0345 0.0362 0.0383 0.0404 0.0412 0.0429 0.0447 0.0468

BHCVAP 2,150,628 | 2,218,999 | 2,286,147 | 2,341,812 | 2,404,480 | 2,461,887 | 2,519,391 | 2,583,489 | 2,646,643 | 2,720,292
0.3321 0.3368 0.3415 0.3451 0.3493 0.3528 0.3567 0.3610 0.3648 0.3698

POC CVAP 2,239,082 | 2,299,730 | 2,358,789 | 2,415,907 | 2,477,036 | 2,538,250 | 2,603,198 | 2,671,269 | 2,738,577 | 2,811,677
0.3457 0.3491 0.3524 0.3560 0.3599 0.3637 0.3685 0.3733 0.3775 0.3822

WCVAP 4,237,007 | 4,288,602 | 4,335,200 | 4,369,477 | 4,405,843 | 4,440,410 | 4,460,606 | 4,484,704 | 4,516,116 | 4,544,881
0.6543 0.6509 0.6476 0.6440 0.6401 0.6363 0.6315 0.6267 0.6225 0.6178

| total CVAP | 6,476,089 | 6,588,332 [ 6,693,989 | 6,785,384 | 6,882,879 | 6,978,660 | 7,063,804 | 7,155,973 | 7,254,693 | 7,356,558 |

Table 2: Georgia has seen significant growth in its citizen adult population, and nearly all of
it is from communities of color. This table shows the 1-year ACS figures from 2010 through
20109.

3As noted in the last section, the American Community Survey (ACS) is based on an annual survey, often presented
in 5-year rolling averages, where not all of the same racial and ethnic categories from the PL94-171 are available.
Since the methodology, categories, and time periods are different between the ACS and the Decennial data, there is
no contradiction in observing WCVAP>WVAP, for instance.

4As described above, the 2020 ACS was not recommended for standard use on a 1-year basis, which is why it is
excluded from Table 2.
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Figure 2: Racial dot density plot in the counties of the Atlanta metro area. Dense concentra-
tions of Black population are visible in Cobb, Douglas, Fulton, Clayton, DeKalb, and southern
Gwinnett Counties. Gwinnett is the heart of Georgia’s Latino population, and following the
[-85/1-985 corridor north connects to a substantial Latino community in Hall County.
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4 Overview of enacted plans for Congress, Senate, and
House

4.1 Congress

As discussed in the last section, the last decade has seen substantial growth in the Black
and Latino population of Georgia and a reduction in White population. At the same time,
and in a climate where the racial polarization between White Georgians and voters of color is
essentially undisputed, Black and Latino candidates of choice are now routinely competitive
in statewide elections, and now can frequently win outright. Despite this, the newly enacted
Congressional plan makes major changes to the benchmark and does so in a way that reduces
the number of performing districts for Black- and Latino-preferred candidates from 6 out of 14
(42.9%) to just 5 out of 14 (35.7%).

In 2018, Democratic candidate Lucy McBath won a surprise victory in CD 6, north of Atlanta,
unseating Republican Karen Handel. She then defended her seat in 2020. My study of the
Congressional plan enacted in Georgia in 2021 is completely consistent with the scenario that
line-drawers targeted McBath’s district, specifically by removing Black and Hispanic voters
from CD 6 and replacing them with White suburban, exurban, and rural voters in Forsyth and
Dawson counties. This displacement ripples across CD 11 and ends up submerging Black
urban voters in rural CD 14. This is corroborated by the core retention numbers that show that
CD 6 was singled out for major reconfiguration (see §10).

Correspondingly, the community of interest narratives supplied to the state in a series
of public hearings and communications show that coherent and salient local identities were
disregarded in the process: rural, mountainous, and industrial interests in the Northwest coun-
ties; metro Atlanta’s urban counties with large Black populations and clear shared needs for
infrastructure, transit, and housing; and largely suburban Forsyth and Dawson. (See §10.3.)

Strikingly, all fourteen new districts had wider than a ten-point margin between Biden and
Trump in the 2020 Presidential voting—there are zero remotely competitive districts. In partic-
ular, the completely reconfigured CD 6 is now far out of reach for a Black-preferred candidate;
Biden had just 42.5% of the major-party vote against Trump in the district. This lean held up
in actual Congressional voting under the new lines in 2022, where the closest of the fourteen
outcomes was Sanford Bishop’s margin of 9.95 percentage points over opponent Chris West in
CD 2; every other race was a blowout. The overall effect of the Congressional redistricting in
Georgia is the instrumentalization of Black and Latino voters to achieve a profoundly uncom-
petitive plan in which the line-drawers have gone a long way to locking in the outcomes.

In this section | will show images, and in the following section | will present statistics, for the
enacted Congressional plan compared to the benchmark plan from ten years prior. | will also
consider a map | have labeled Duncan-Kennedy, a draft congressional map released to the
public by Lt. Governor Geoff Duncan and Chairman John F. Kennedy on September 27, 2021.

10
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Congress Alt Duncan-Kennedy

Figure 3: Congressional plans.
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4.2 State Senate

SD Alt Eff 1 SD Alt Eff 2 SD Alt Eff 3

Figure 4: State Senate plans.

The state Senate plan enacted in Georgia is also remarkable in its lack of competitiveness.
Despite Georgia’'s clear status as a new swing state, only one of the districts (SD 48) would
have been within a ten-percentage-point margin (i.e., 55-45 or closer) in the Biden-Trump
presidential contest of 2020. And indeed, only two of 56 districts (SD 7 and 14) were within
a ten-point margin in the actual legislative voting of 2022. (Note that Georgia state Senators
stand for election every two years, as for U.S. House and Georgia’s state House.) More than
half of the districts—30 out of 56—were uncontested.

12
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Below, | will propose alternative districts with a modular approach, starting by dividing the
56 districts in the enacted plan into six district clusters, shown in Figure In three of the
six—Atlanta, Gwinnett, and East Black Belt—I will present alternative "Gingles 1" plans that
increase the number of majority-Black and/or the number of majority-coalition districts, while
ensuring that new districts are effective at securing electoral opportunity for Black and Latino
voters. | will supplement the Gingles plans with regional maps showing improved effectiveness
in additional clusters to create plans that span many regions of the state to form SD Alt Eff 1
and SD Alt Eff 2. Finally, | will offer an all-clusters alternative keyed to increased effectiveness
alone, called SD Alt Eff 3. (See Table [10l) This is accomplished while maintaining scores
for traditional districting principles that are comparable or superior to those of the enacted
plan, and while giving great deference to the enacted plan by reconfiguring its own districts in
clusters rather than starting from a blank map.

SD East Black Belt

SD Southeast

Figure 5: Six "modular" Senate clusters made up of groups of enacted districts. Below, Gingles
demonstrative plans will be offered in selected clusters and effectiveness-oriented demonstra-
tive plans will be presented in all six.

Senate Clusters
e SD Atlanta (14 districts): 6, 10, 16, 28, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39, 42, 44
e SD Gwinnett (16 districts): 5, 7, 9, 14, 17, 27, 40, 41, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 55
SD Southwest (6 districts): 11, 12, 13, 15, 18, 29
SD East Black Belt (7 districts): 4, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26
SD Southeast (5 districts): 1, 2, 3, 8, 19
SD Northwest (8 districts): 21, 32, 37, 51, 52, 53, 54, 56

13
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4.3 State House

HD Alt Eff 1 HD Alt Eff 2 HD Alt Eff 3

Figure 6: State House plans.

The state House plan repeats the uncompetitive design found in the other levels of redis-
tricting; only fifteen of the 180 districts were within a ten-point margin for Biden-Trump, and
only nine (HD 48, 50, 53, 99, 101, 105, 108, 117, and 151) had 2022 legislative outcomes
in that range.Like in the Senate, more than half of the House districts—93 out of 180—were
uncontested in 2022.

I have extended the modular approach from state Senate to the House, using seven regions
formed by clusters of enacted districts, as in Figure [7. Each can be reconfigured to create

14
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additional majority-coalition districts, and | offer up to two demonstration maps per cluster
(Alt 1 and Alt 2) as Gingles 1 demonstratives in As overviewed in Table[10] the alternative
plans can be completed to highly effective alternatives statewide, which | call HD Alt Eff 1 and
HD Alt Eff 2; a third all-clusters effective alternative is also offered, called HD Alt Eff 3.

L-r;.

e g |
! ‘ " HD East Black Belt

HD Southeast

Figure 7: Seven "modular" House clusters made up of groups of enacted districts.

House Clusters

e HD Atlanta (25 districts): 61, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 71, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 90,
91, 92, 93, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117

e HD Cobb (25 districts): 20, 22, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 53, 54,
55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 62, 63

o HD DeKalb (22 districts): 21, 24, 25, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87,
88, 89, 96, 97, 98

e HD Gwinnett (18 districts): 26, 29, 30, 94, 95, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106,
107, 108, 109, 110, 111

o HD Southwest (18 districts): 137, 140, 141, 146, 147, 148, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 169,
170,171, 172,173,175, 176

e HD East Black Belt (18 districts): 33, 118, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131,
132, 133, 142, 143, 144, 145, 149

e HD Southeast (12 districts): 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 179, 180

Together, these cover 138 of the 180 districts in the Georgia House. All of my demonstrative
plans will leave the other 42 House districts unchanged.
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5 Assessing effective opportunity-to-elect districts

The Gingles demonstration maps shown below in Section[7]are presented to satisfy the Gingles
1 condition for use with a Voting Rights Act challenge. In part, they are designed to show that
it is (readily) possible to draw additional districts with a majority of Black and Latino adults in
many parts of the state of Georgia, and for each of the three levels of districting plan, even
while giving great deference to the Legislative enacted plan by only replacing its districts in
modular clusters[5

In addition to demographic composition, | have offered alternative districts that showcase
effective electoral opportunity. This shows that the harms to voters can be remedied by better
design and, in the context of racial gerrymandering, demonstrates that better performance on
traditional districting principles is completely compatible with greater electoral opportunity for
Black and Latino voters.

There are many reasons that we should not rely on the 50%+1 line as a predictor of elec-
toral opportunity. Some have argued that the Gingles/Bartlett 50%+1 requirement requires an
element of race-consciousness that is in tension with other aspects of best practices in map-
making. Additionally, a demographic share alone does not take into account voting eligibility,
registration levels, and turnout. It has long been well understood that a majority-minority
district is neither necessary nor sufficient to secure electoral opportunity.

Therefore it is critical to use electoral history to gauge whether a district affords a reason-
able opportunity for a group to elect a candidate of its choice. | will describe an effectiveness
analysis here and will provide demonstration maps emphasizing increased electoral opportu-
nity for Black and Latino voters, without any racial threshold in play, in

5.1 Identifying probative elections

In the voting rights sphere, it is well understood that certain past elections are more probative—
that is, provide better and clearer evidence of polarization patterns and preferences—than
others. The peer-reviewed literature is certainly clear that some factors flagging probative
contests include the following: all other things being equal, elections are more suitable for
an effectiveness analysis when they are more recent, when they have a viable POC candi-
date on the ballot, and when we can make confident statistical inferences about each group’s
preference. They are less suitable when they are blowouts or, of course, uncontested.

To this end, | have designated the following eight general elections and four Democratic
primary elections (Tables [3) to be especially probative for analyzing effective electoral oppor-
tunity for Black and Latino voters in Georgia. All are recent statewide elections (held since
2018)@most have a Black candidate on the ballot, and most are quite close on a statewide
basis.

51t is my understanding that the VRA, as clarified in Bartlett v. Strickland, requires a demonstration of additional
districts that are have at least 50%+1 minority population. The usual standard uses VAP, or voting age population,
when Black voters are the main minority group in a challenge; sometimes, CVAP, or citizen voting age population, is
used when the principal group of plaintiffs has a large share of immigrants, as for Latino or Asian plaintiffs. In this
case, the claims are for a coalition of Black and Latino voters, and | have used both VAP and CVAP, as explained in

‘3 2
°Even Robinson’s primary election, which was won with nearly 63% of the statewide vote, shows substantial district-

level variation. By contrast, in the Democratic primary for Governor in 2018, Abrams won with 76.4% and with little
regional variation, making it a less informative contest, which explains why it is not included.
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Year Contest R Candidate D Candidate D share
2016 President Trump-Pence Clinton-Kaine 4734
2018 Governor Brian Kemp Stacey Abrams (B) .4930
2018 Super. Pub. Instruc. Richard Woods Otha Thornton (B) 4697
2020 President Trump-Pence Biden-Harris (B) .5013
2020 Public Serv. Commiss. Lauren McDonald Daniel Blackman (B) .4848
2021 Senate Runoff David Perdue Jon Ossoff .5061
2021 Senate Runoff Special Kelly Loeffler Raphael Warnock (B) .5104
2022 Governor Brian Kemp Stacey Abrams (B) 4620

Year Contest BH-Preferred Candidate D share (outcome)

2018 Lt. Governor Triana Arnold James (B) 4475 (L)

2018 Super. Primary Otha Thornton (B) .4387 (1st of 3)

2018 Super. Runoff Otha Thornton (B) .5914 (W)

2018 Insurance Commiss. Janice Laws Robinson (B) .6286 (W)

Table 3: Eight general elections and four primaries and primary runoffs are chosen for the
score of effectiveness.

5.2 Constructing and evaluating a score of electoral alignment

Using the four primary and eight general elections listed here, | will deem a district to be effec-
tive if it is electorally aligned with the preferences of Black and Latino voters in at least three
out of four primaries and at least five out of eight general elections. This standard ascertains
that minority-preferred candidates can be both nominated and elected from the district, and it
distinguishes minority preferences from (related, but distinct) Democratic party preferences.
This same core idea of measuring district effectiveness—keyed to electoral history, not to de-
mographics of the district—appears frequently in the peer-reviewed literature, for instance in
[1].

The enacted plans starkly limit the number of districts that earn the label of effective.
Tables [4{6] show that five out of 14 Congressional districts are likely to give Black and Latino
voters an effective opportunity to elect candidates of choice.

Similarly, the enacted plans have 19 expected effective districts out of 56 in the Senate,
and 68/180 in the House. (For detailed supporting tables, see Appendix [B].)

Since elections were conducted under these new districts in 2022, we can review some
basic evidence about the success of the classification of "effective" opportunity districts. | have
not conducted a racially polarized voting analysis, but we can nonetheless use information
about whether each district elected candidates of color as a rough proxy for the preferences of
voters of color. Since White and/or Republican candidates can certainly be preferred by voters
of color, this is imperfect, but it is at least an indication that can help us assess the labeling
mechanism/” Here is what we find for the enacted plans:

e 5/5 Congressional districts marked effective elected POC Democrats (100%);

0/9 Congressional districts marked ineffective elected POC Democrats (0%);

18/19 Senate districts marked effective elected POC Democrats (94.7%);

1/37 Senate districts marked ineffective elected POC Democrats (2.7%);

58/68 House districts marked effective elected POC Democrats (85.3%);
e 4/112 House districts marked ineffective elected POC Democrats (3.6%).
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cD Primaries | Generals Effective?
out of 4 out of 8
1 3 0 N
2 4 8 Y
3 3 0 N
4 3 8 Y
5 3 8 Y
6 0 0 N
7 3 8 Y
8 3 0 N
9 2 0 N
10 3 0 N
11 3 0 N
12 3 0 N
13 4 8 Y
14 3 0 N

Table 4: By the standard of requiring that the candidate of choice should win at least three out
of four primaries and at least five out of eight generals, the enacted plan has five districts that
present an effective opportunity: CD 2, 4, 5, 7, and 13.

CcDh James18P | Thornton1l8P | Thorntonl1l8R | Robinsonl18P
overall 0.4475 0.4387 0.5914 0.6286
1 0.4992 0.4997 0.7150 0.6967
2 0.5515 0.4720 0.6379 0.7430
3 0.4177 0.4185 0.5388 0.6178
4 0.4566 0.4444 0.5622 0.6034
5 0.3747 0.4082 0.5611 0.5184
6 0.2815 0.3458 0.4720 0.4789
7 0.4489 0.4515 0.5968 0.6082
8 0.4861 0.4403 0.6273 0.6940
9 0.3411 0.3811 0.5444 0.5560
10 0.4112 0.4294 0.6444 0.5898
11 0.3603 0.4200 0.5276 0.5549
12 0.4928 0.4196 0.6462 0.7626
13 0.5594 0.5089 0.6524 0.7190
14 0.4190 0.3863 0.5049 0.6123

Table 5: Vote shares for the candidate of choice in probative primary and runoff elections.
(Note that the Superintendent primary from 2018 (Thorntonl8P) is a race with three candi-
dates, so a win is recorded if Thornton has the most votes, even if that does not exceed 50%
of cast votes.)

7Indeed, Nan Orrock of SD 36, the only White Democrat in the Senate to be elected from a district marked effective,
is an Associate Member of the Georgia Black Legislative Caucus, suggesting with high likelihood that she is the Black
candidate of choice.
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CDh Clintonl6 | Abramsl1l8 | Thorntonl8 | Biden20 | Blackman20 | Ossoff21 | Warnock2l1l | Abrams22
overall 0.4734 0.4930 0.4697 0.5013 0.4848 0.5061 0.5104 0.4620
1 0.4149 0.4245 0.4105 0.4322 0.4193 0.4379 0.4386 0.3950
2 0.5463 0.5508 0.5354 0.5524 0.5445 0.5611 0.5624 0.5188
3 0.3168 0.3287 0.3119 0.3476 0.3312 0.3524 0.3564 0.3130
4 0.7692 0.7886 0.7567 0.7917 0.7789 0.7927 0.7982 0.7707
5 0.8352 0.8418 0.7910 0.8366 0.8080 0.8203 0.8287 0.8072
6 0.3603 0.3878 0.3498 0.4250 0.3851 0.4068 0.4151 0.3602
7 0.5727 0.6113 0.5788 0.6307 0.6136 0.6366 0.6421 0.5874
8 0.3430 0.3427 0.3280 0.3604 0.3473 0.3648 0.3664 0.3185
9 0.2650 0.2822 0.2668 0.3081 0.2897 0.3084 0.3129 0.2554
10 0.3510 0.3654 0.3518 0.3814 0.3650 0.3864 0.3903 0.3480
11 0.3708 0.4014 0.3741 0.4223 0.3972 0.4163 0.4233 0.3696
12 0.4324 0.4319 0.4174 0.4487 0.4331 0.4511 0.4526 0.4023
13 0.7790 0.8112 0.7916 0.8048 0.8068 0.8230 0.8261 0.8056
14 0.2767 0.2961 0.2873 0.3105 0.3015 0.3217 0.3234 0.2778

Table 6: Vote shares for the candidate of choice in probative general/runoff elections.

In addition, this method works quite well to distinguish race from party: if we flag districts
with 0/4 primary wins and at least 5/8 general wins, these might reasonably be considered
likely to elect White-preferred Democrats. There are no such districts in the enacted Congres-
sional map, but the Senate map has three (which elected three White Democrats and one
Asian Democrat in November 2022) and the House map has eight (which elected seven White
Democrats and one Asian Democrat).
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6 Metrics for enacted plans

Georgia has 14 Congressional districts, 56 state Senate districts, and 180 state House dis-
tricts, making the task of redistricting into an extremely complicated balancing act. The list of
substantive criteria for assessing districting plans that was published by each chamber of the
Legislature reads as follows, in full:

A. GENERAL PRINCIPLES FOR DRAFTING PLANS
1. Each congressional district should be drawn with a total population of plus
or minus one person from the ideal district size.
2. Each legislative district of the General Assembly should be drawn to
achieve a total population that is substantially equal as practicable,
considering the principles listed below.
3. All plans adopted by the Committee will comply with Section 2 of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended.
4. All plans adopted by the Committee will comply with the United States
and Georgia Constitutions.
5. Districts shall be composed of contiguous geography. Districts that
connect on a single point are not contiguous.
6. No multi-member districts shall be drawn on any legislative redistricting plan.
7. The Committee should consider:
a. The boundaries of counties and precincts;
b. Compactness; and
c. Communities of interest.
8. Efforts should be made to avoid the unnecessary pairing of incumbents.
9. The identifying of these criteria is not intended to limit the consideration
of any other principles or factors that the Committee deems appropriate.

This is unusually terse for a redistricting framework at the state level, declining to specify
more detail, for example, about the operative principles of racial fairness, the definition of
communities of interest, or even whether to encourage the use of quantitative metrics of
compactness.

All of the plans under consideration are contiguous, and | will systematically discuss the
other principles below.

6.1 Population balance

All plans are tightly balanced in population terms, using the Census redistricting data.

Maximum Maximum Top-to-bottom
positive deviation | negative deviation deviation
EnactedCD +1 -1 2
DuncanKennedy +2 -1 3
CD Alt +1 -1 2
EnactedSD +1879 —1964 3843 (2.01%)
SD Alt Eff 1 +2457 —2598 5055 (2.64%)
SD Alt Eff 2 +2547 —2490 5037 (2.63%)
SD Alt Eff 3 +3200 —3305 6505 (3.40%)
EnactedHD +797 —833 1630 (2.74%)
HD Alt Eff 1 +1194 —1176 2370 (3.98%)
HD Alt Eff 2 +1222 —1097 2319 (3.90%)
HD Alt Eff 3 +1173 —1026 2199 (3.70%)

Table 7: Population deviation in each plan.
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6.2 Compactness

In redistricting, the notion of compactness is connected to the shapes of the districts, where
simple boundaries and regular shapes are traditionally thought to indicate a "natural” division
of population, while eccentric boundaries and contorted shapes can signal that some other
agenda has predominated.

The two most common compactness metrics are the Polsby-Popper score and the Reock
score. These are both contour-based scores that rely on the outline of the district on a map.
Polsby-Popper is a ratio formed by comparing the district’s area to its perimeter via the for-
mula 4mA/P2. Reock considers how much of the smallest bounding circle is filled out by the
district’s area. Recently, mathematicians (such as myself) have argued for the use of discrete
compactness metrics that de-emphasize the outline and instead consider how the districts
are formed from units of census geography. The simplest discrete metric is called (block) cut
edges, found by counting the number of pairs of census blocks that are adjacent to each other
in the state, but are assigned to different districts. This assesses the "scissors complexity" of
a plan, giving a measure of how many blocks would have to be separated from one another to
divide up all the districts.

An advantage of the contour scores is that they are familiar and in wide use. An advan-
tage of discrete scores is that they do not excessively penalize districts for having winding
boundaries when those boundaries come from physical geography, like coastlines or rivers.

avg Polsby-Popper avg Reock Block cut edges
(higher is better) (higher is better) (lower is better)
BenchmarkCD 0.238 0.452 5775
EnactedCD 0.267 0.441 5075
DuncanKennedy 0.295 0.471 4665
CD Alt 0.287 0.452 4729
BenchmarkSD 0.250 0.421 12,549
EnactedSD 0.287 0.418 11,005
SD AIt Eff 1 0.287 0.427 10,897
SD Alt Eff 2 0.296 0.440 10,349
SD Alt Eff 3 0.295 0.431 10,479
BenchmarkHD 0.244 0.382 24,001
EnactedHD 0.278 0.391 22,014
HD Alt Eff 1 0.275 0.399 21,360
HD Alt Eff 2 0.281 0.406 21,301
HD AIt Eff 3 0.279 0.403 20,917

Table 8: Compactness scores for each plan.

Note that compactness scores should only be used to make relative assessments, compar-
ing plans to others in the same state and at the same level of redistricting.
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6.3 Respect for political boundaries

The most populous Georgia counties by 2020 population are Fulton County (pop. 1,066,710),
Gwinnett County (pop. 957,062), Cobb County (pop. 766,149), and DeKalb County (pop.
764,382). Both Cobb and DeKalb are within 0.1% of ideal Congressional district size of 765,136,
with Cobb slightly larger and DeKalb slightly smaIIer

Since there are four times as many Senate as Congressional districts, this also means
that Cobb (4.005) and DeKalb (3.996) are ideally suited in population terms to make up four
Senate districts; in addition, Gwinnett (5.003) is very nearly five times ideal Senate population.
Instead, Cobb touches six Senate districts, DeKalb touches seven, and Gwinnett is split among
nine in the enacted Senate plan. This observation spotlights the fact that it is important to
consider not only how many counties are split, but into how many pieces, as in Table[9] If a
unit is split in two, that adds two to the "pieces" count; likewise, if it is split into three parts,
this counts as three "pieces," and so on. Unsplit units do not count toward "pieces." (A forensic
look at the nature of the county and precinct splits can be found below in §10.2.) In this table,
the "muni" units are Census places with functional status A ("Active government providing
primary general-purpose functions")B These primarily include cities and towns.

County County Muni Muni Precinct Precinct
Splits Pieces Splits Pieces Splits Pieces
(out of 159) (out of 538) (out of 2685)

BenchmarkCD 16 38 67 141 67 134
EnactedCD 15 36 64 136 86 172
DuncanKennedy 15 36 53 114 66 132
CD Alt 13 30 58 127 47 95
BenchmarkSD 37 100 114 269 154 309
EnactedSD 29 89 109 266 144 289
SD AlIt Eff 1 33 95 112 275 110 221
SD Alt Eff 2 26 78 108 264 97 196
SD Alt Eff 3 29 84 108 264 106 213
BenchmarkHD 72 284 169 506 303 630
EnactedHD 69 278 166 494 352 724
HD Alt Eff 1 73 276 164 492 279 570
HD Alt Eff 2 69 266 168 494 276 567
HD Alt Eff 3 69 265 165 478 277 567

Table 9: Number of county, muni, and precinct splits and pieces in each plan.

8This means that only three Georgia counties are larger than the ideal population of a Congressional district. Twelve
Georgia counties are larger than ideal Senate size, and thirty-nine Georgia counties, from Fulton down to Effingham
(pop. 64,769) are larger than ideal House size.

9https://www.census.gov/library/reference/code-lists/functional-status-codes.html
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6.4 Racial demographics

Though majority-minority districts are not demanded for compliance with the Voting Rights Act,
they nonetheless play a significant role in VRA litigation, especially in the Gingles 1 threshold
test. For that purpose, plaintiffs must show maps with additional districts that are at least
50%+1 person composed of members of the specified minority group. Typically, when Black
residents are the largest minority group, the basis for measurement is BVAP, or voting age
population, as tabulated in the Decennial Census data. For a coalition of Black and Latino
voters, we additionally use a secondary basis of population, in this case BHCVAP.

Here, | review the plans discussed in this report and enumerate the number of districts
that have a majority of voting age population that is Black by VAP, Black and Latino by VAP, or
Black and Latino by CVAP. The final column enumerates the number of districts that, according
to their recent electoral history in statewide contests, are likely to provide an effective oppor-
tunity for Black and Latino voters to nominate and elect candidates of their choosing. Racial
and ethnic categories are described in Appendix [A] and the concept of measuring district ef-
fectiveness is delineated in §5.

majorit majorit majorit .

BVAP | BHVAP | BHCvap | Sffective
BenchmarkCD 4 4 4 5
EnactedCD 2 5 4 5
Duncan-Kennedy 3 5 4 5
CD Alt 4 6 6 6
BenchmarkSD 14 17 17 19
EnactedSD 14 17 17 19
SD Alt Eff 1 17 23 22 23
SD Alt Eff 2 15 21 21 23
SD Alt Eff 3 8 17 16 28
BenchmarkHD 46 57 57 62
EnactedHD 49 62 60 68
HD Alt Eff 1 50 77 74 77
HD Alt Eff 2 44 75 71 79
HD Alt Eff 3 37 62 54 83

Table 10: The first three columns report the number of majority-BVAP, majority-BHVAP, and
majority-BHCVAP districts, in the plans under discussion in this report. Overall, the state is
31.7% Black by VAP, 40.18% Black and Latino by VAP, and 38.43% Black and Latino by CVAP.
The final column reports the number of districts labeled as effective in terms of electoral
opportunity for Black and Latino voters.
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6.5 Incumbency and core retention

Next, we review the handling of incumbency and the more general issue of reassigning voters
to new districts in the plans under consideration. Note that members of Congress do not
have to establish residency in the district that they represent, while Georgia law does have
a district residency requirement for members of the state Iegislature@ In this section, | am
relying on address data for incumbents that was supplied by counsel and there is certainly a
strong possibility that it is not fully up-to-date or accurate.

The enacted Congressional plan double-bunked two pairs of incumbents: Nikema Williams
(D) and David Scott (D) in CD 5; Jody Hice (R) and Andrew Clyde (R) in CD 10. However, Hice
did not run for Congress in 2022, shifting to an unsuccessful run for Secretary of State, and
David Scott already lived in CD 5 in the benchmark plan.

The enacted Senate plan also double-bunked two pairs of incumbents: Tyler Harper (R) and
Carden Summers (R) in SD 13; Chuck Hufstetler (R) and Bruce Thompson (R) in SD 52. But
Harper ran a successful campaign for Agriculture Commissioner, leaving Summers to win SD
13, while Thompson ran a successful campaign for Labor Commissioner, leaving SD 52 for
Hufstetler. This leaves no meaningful pairings in the Senate map.

The shifting of incumbents is also apparent in the state House map. The enacted House
plan seemingly double-bunks seventeen pairs of incumbents: nine R/R pairs, six D/D pairs,
and two R/D pairs.

However, the apparent HD 10 collision is suspect (likely due to an inaccurate address for
Lauren "Bubba" McDonald) because McDonald was reelected in HD 26, which contains no
incumbent address from our list. Several seeming collisions are not meaningful because one of
the Representatives had already retired or resigned: this includes Micah Gravley (now located
in HD 19), Wes Cantrell (HD 21), Tommy Benton (HD 31), Matt Dollar (HD 45), Susan Holmes
(HD 118), and Dominic LaRiccia (HD 176). The HD 100 collision is real, and Bonnie Rich lost to
David Clark in the Republican primary; the HD 149 collision also ended in a primary showdown.

Among Democratic collisions, we note that Matthew Wilson (placed in HD 52) made an
unsuccessful primary run for Insurance Commissioner; William Boddie made an unsuccessful
run for Labor Commissioner; and David Dreyer (HD 62) did not run. Mitchell and Hutchinson
did face off in a primary in HD 106.

Among the R/D collisions, Mickey Stephens (HD 74) died in office; Timothy Barr (HD 101)
ran an unsuccessful primary for CD 10; and Winifred Dukes (HD 154) ran an unsuccessful
primary for Agriculture Commissioner.

In all, this means that of 17 apparent collisions of incumbents, only three ended in a con-
test between incumbents. By far most of the others seem to be explained by retirement,
resignation, or a run for another ofﬁce.lﬂ

While incumbent pairings were therefore avoided, this is not to say that the new House
plan was very favorable to incumbents in other ways. As | will discuss throughout this report,
the state’s line-drawers clearly placed a low priority on core retention, i.e., on maintaining
voters in the same districts as they belonged to in the benchmark plan. The enacted plans for
Congress and for state Senate each reassign more then two million residents to new districts
relative to the prior assignment of their census block. But the House plan is on another level,
with 6,135,234 people—roughly three out of every five Georgia residents—voting in a different
district than before. This unusually high displacement is certainly permissible under the law,
but it reveals that the legislature was willing to accept major changes to the map in pursuit
of other goals. Below, in §10.1, | will present a closer look at which districts were particularly
targeted for wholesale reconfiguration.

105ee|law.georgia.gov/opinions/2001-3-0,

1with the caveat that these numbers may not be highly meaningful without considering who planned to run again,
and that they may not be wholly accurate, here are the numbers of districts with more than one incumbent address
for the alternative plans. Benchmark CD - 1, SD - 0, HD - 5; Duncan-Kennedy - 3; CD Alt - 3; SD Alt Eff 1 - 11; SD Alt
Eff 2 - 8; SD Alt Eff 3- 9; HD Alt Eff 1 - 35; HD Alt Eff 2 - 31; HD Alt Eff 3 - 31.
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7 Gingles demonstration plans

7.1 Congressional alternatives

The state’s enacted Congressional plan has two majority-BVAP districts (CD 4 and CD 13).
Moving to the Black and Latino coalition, three more districts (CD 2, CD 5, and CD 7, by a
hair) join these in being majority-BHVAP. However, if we switch the basis of population to CVAP
rather than VAP, the number of coalition districts in the state’s enacted plan drops to 4, losing
CD 7.

Here, | have provided an alternative plan with 4/6/6 majority districts (by BVAP, BHVAP, and
BHCVAP, respectively). That is, the six coalition-majority districts (CD 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 13)
are still BH-majority on the basis of CVAP, making this a gain of two districts over the state.
The newcomer to the list is CD 3, which runs along Georgia’s western border, connecting the
metro Atlanta area to Sanford Bishop’s district in the southwest. By the notion of electoral
effectiveness outlined in below, all six of these districts offer an effective opportunity for
Black and Latino voters to elect candidates of choice (Table[50).

CD Enacted (Statewide) CD AIt1
Black Hisp BH White Polsby Black Hisp BH White Polsby
CD | VAP VAP VAP VAP Popper R€OK| yap  vAP VAP VAP  Popper ReOCK
1 | 282% 6.8% 350% 604% 0.285 0456 | 30.3% 6.9% 37.2% 585% 0.312 0.633
2 | 493% 5.1% [54.4% 42.7% 0267 0.458 | 47.7% 4.7% [52.4% 44.5% 0.315 0.494
3 |233% 5.3% 28.6% 66.8% 0.275 0.461 |51.2% 7.2%  58.4% 37.4% 0.278 0.411
4 [545% 10.1% |64.6% 28.3% 0.246 0.307 | 50.6% 8.2%  58.8% 33.8% 0.295 0.481
5 | 49.6% 6.7%  56.3% 37.9% 0.322 0.512 | 50.1% 11.4% 61.5% 33.4% 0.216 0.424
6 | 99% 9.1% 19.0% 66.6% 0.198 0.424 | 13.7% 10.9% 24.6% 57.1% 0.232 0.346
7 | 29.8% 21.3% [51.1% 32.8% 0.386 0.496 | 34.3% 22.4% [56.7% 29.4% 0.351 0.518
8 |30.0% 6.1% 36.1% 60.5% 0.210 0.338 |27.3% 6.9% 34.2% 63.0% 0.227 0.377
9 |10.4% 12.9% 23.3% 68.3% 0.253 0.380 | 4.6% 11.5% 16.1% 77.9% 0.403 0.512

10 | 22.6% 6.5% 29.1% 66.2% 0.284 0.558 | 17.6% 6.9% 24.5% 69.8% 0.335 0.576
11 | 17.9% 11.2% 29.1% 64.0% 0.207 0.480 | 17.6% 7.6% 25.2% 68.1% 0.283 0.364
12 | 36.7% 4.9% 41.6% 54.6% 0.278 0.502 | 39.2% 4.6% 43.8% 51.9% 0.181 0.489
13 | 66.7% 10.5% 77.2% 18.8% 0.157 0.380 | 52.0% 6.8% | 58.8% 37.8% 0.276 0.510
14 | 14.3% 10.6% 24.9% 71.3% 0.373 0.426 | 7.6% 11.0% 18.6% 77.0% 0.514 0.484
Avg 0.267 0.441 0.301 0.473

Table 11: VAP statistics and compactness comparison by district for the enacted Congressional
plan and an alternative plan. The alternative plan has more majority-minority districts; it is
also more compact by all three scores of compactness, including both contour-based scores
in the table as well as 4665 rather than 5075 cut edges. The alternative also splits only 13
counties while the enacted plan splits 15. CVAP comparison is shown below in Table 24}

7.2 State Senate alternatives

Overall, the enacted state Senate plan creates majority BVAP/BHVAP/BHCVAP majority districts
in the numbers 14/17/17 out of 56. By mixing and matching the options | have provided, my
modular alternatives can replace that with a new Senate plan with and additional 1-6 majority
districts.

The increase is accomplished while maintaining other traditional principles—like compact-
ness and splitting scores—that are generally comparable to or better than those of the state’s
enacted plan.

Below, | will review the Gingles demonstration alternatives one cluster at a time, showing
the enacted plan and alternatives (which sometimes include both an Alt 1 and an Alt 2) for
each cluster. The purpose of showing multiple alternatives is to illustrate the kinds of tradeoffs
present in all redistricting problems, and to give a sense of the enormous range of possible
directions for satisfying the Gingles 1 threshold test.
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7.2.1 SD Atlanta

Enacted 7/8/8

Alt 1 9/10/10 Alt 2 8/9/9

Figure 8: SD Atlanta (14 districts).
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SD Atlanta Enacted SD AIt 1
Black Hisp BH White  Polsby Black Hisp BH White Polsby
SD | VAP VAP VAP VAP Popper €K yap VAP VAP VAP  Popper Reock

6 | 23.9% 82% 32.1% 57.8% 0.236 0.405 | 50.1% 6.1% 56.2% 39.8% 0.169 0.246
10 | 71.5% 5.2%  76.7% 19.6% 0.231 0.281 | 59.5% 11.0% 70.5% 23.4% 0.238 0.420
16 | 22.7% 5.0% 27.7% 66.9% 0.314 0.368 | 50.2% 6.2% | 56.4% 40.9% 0.254 0.354
28 | 19.5% 6.4% 259% 69.4% 0.246 0.445 | 50.6% 6.8%  57.4% 39.3% 0.335 0.489
30 | 20.9% 6.1% 27.0% 69.4% 0.407 0.597 | 14.3% 5.1% 19.4% 76.9% 0.286 0.361
31 | 20.7% 7.4% 28.1% 683% 0.379 0.366 | 19.7% 7.2% 26.9% 69.4% 0.470 0.395
33 | 43.0% 22.9% 65.9% 30.2% 0.215 0.401 | 50.4% 18.1% 68.5% 27.9% 0.381 0.528
34 | 69.5% 12.7% 82.2% 13.4% 0.335 0.451 | 72.2% 11.6% 83.8% 11.5% 0.163 0.326
35 | 71.9% 7.5% 79.4% 18.8% 0.263 0.472 | 50.9% 8.0%  58.9% 38.2% 0.347 0.400
36 | 51.3% 7.1% 58.4% 36.2% 0.305 0.321 | 50.0% 5.7% | 55.7% 38.8% 0.339 0.452
38 | 65.3% 8.4% 73.7% 21.9% 0.208 0.361 | 27.9% 15.4% 43.3% 46.1% 0.271 0.487
39 | 60.7% 5.6% 66.3% 27.9% 0.128 0.166 | 51.2% 5.4%  56.6% 38.6% 0.277 0.357
42 | 30.8% 8.6% 39.4% 51.4% 0.321 0.479 | 35.8% 9.6% 45.4% 43.5% 0.112 0.289
44 | 71.3% 8.6% 79.9% 15.3% 0.185 0.180 | 61.6% 3.6%  65.2% 31.0% 0.237 0.356
Avg 0.270 0.378 0.277 0.390

Table 12: SD Atlanta Alt 1 splits 8 counties within the cluster compared to 7 in the enacted
plan and has a better discrete compactness score, with 2017 cut edges rather than 2197, to
go with comparable Polsby-Popper and superior Reock compactness.

SD Atlanta Enacted SD Alt 2
Black Hisp BH White  Polsby Black Hisp BH White Polsby
SO | VAP VAP VAP VAP Popper K| yap VAP VAP VAP  Popper HeOcK

6 | 23.9% 82% 32.1% 57.8% 0.236 0.405 | 28.0% 14.9% 42.9% 46.7% 0.256 0.477
10 | 71.5% 5.2% | 76.7% 19.6% 0.231 0.281 | 59.7% 9.8% |[69.5% 23.3% 0.307 0.416
16 | 22.7% 5.0% 27.7% 66.9% 0.314 0.368 | 48.4% 6.1% | 54.5% 42.4% 0.258 0.366
28 | 19.5% 6.4% 259% 69.4% 0.246 0.445 | 15.8% 6.1% 21.9% 72.8% 0.347 0.371
30 | 20.9% 6.1% 27.0% 69.4% 0.407 0.597 | 15.7% 6.6% 22.3% 74.2% 0.473 0.508
31 | 20.7% 7.4% 28.1% 683% 0.379 0.366 | 25.9% 6.7% 32.6% 63.6% 0.591 0.636
33 | 43.0% 22.9% 65.9% 30.2% 0.215 0.401 | 50.6% 18.2% | 68.8% 27.4% 0.224 0.463
34 | 69.5% 12.7% 82.2% 13.4% 0.335 0.451 | 54.4% 11.9% 66.3% 27.9% 0.246 0.381
35 | 71.9% 7.5% 79.4% 18.8% 0.263 0.472 | 60.9% 7.5%  68.4% 29.3% 0.206 0.490
36 | 51.3% 7.1% 58.4% 36.2% 0.305 0.321 | 54.0% 6.8%  60.8% 33.6% 0.263 0.466
38 | 65.3% 8.4%  73.7% 21.9% 0.208 0.361 | 51.0% 5.6% @ 56.6% 37.6% 0.154 0.260
39 | 60.7% 5.6% 66.3% 27.9% 0.128 0.166 | 86.5% 5.5%  92.0% 7.0% 0.118 0.271
42 | 30.8% 8.6% 39.4% 51.4% 0.321 0.479 | 17.0% 10.7% 27.7% 61.4% 0.144 0.282
44 | 71.3% 8.6% 79.9% 15.3% 0.185 0.180 | 76.3% 3.2% | 79.5% 18.7% 0.374 0.456
Avg 0.270 0.378 0.283 0.417

Table 13: SD Atlanta Alt 2 splits 6 counties within the cluster and has just 1985 cut edges,
better than the enacted plan’s 7 and 2197, while also improving on both contour-based com-
pactness scores.
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7.2.2 SD Gwinnett
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Alt 1 4/7/6

Figure 9: SD Gwinnett (16 districts).

28



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-1 Filed 03/27/23 Page 30 of 71

SD Gwinnett Enacted SDAIt1
Black Hisp BH White  Polsby Black Hisp BH White Polsby
SD | VAP VAP VAP VAP Popper €K yap VAP VAP VAP  Popper Reock

5 129.9% 41.7% 71.6% 15.7% 0.207 0.166 | 20.3% 34.6% 54.9% 28.0% 0.285 0.384
7 |21.4% 16.6% 38.0% 37.8% 0.339 0.344 | 17.1% 14.3% 31.4% 455% 0.278 0.401
9 |29.5% 18.8% 48.3% 35.8% 0.213 0.233 | 29.3% 27.0% | 56.3% 26.2% 0.234 0.498
14 | 19.0% 12.1% 31.1% 57.1% 0.242 0.273 | 18.1% 11.4% 29.5% 57.6% 0.208 0.296
17 | 32.0% 51% 37.1% 59.4% 0.168 0.342 | 51.1% 6.6% |57.7% 35.9% 0.113 0.188
27 | 5.0% 10.2% 15.2% 71.5% 0.456 0.499 | 4.7% 10.2% 14.9% 70.8% 0.500 0.497
40 | 19.2% 21.6% 40.8% 46.3% 0.345 0.508 | 50.1% 17.7% | 67.8% 25.1% 0.130 0.208
41 | 62.6% 6.7% 69.3% 21.4% 0.302 0.509 | 57.3% 10.0% | 67.3% 23.3% 0.149 0.279
43 | 64.3% 6.9% 71.2% 26.5% 0.346 0.635 | 52.0% 7.0%  59.0% 38.3% 0.420 0.537
45 | 18.6% 13.1% 31.7% 55.5% 0.305 0.350 | 19.8% 12.1% 31.9% 58.8% 0.226 0.380
46 | 16.9% 7.0% 23.9% 69.9% 0.207 0.365 | 16.5% 5.0% 21.5% 73.4% 0.416 0.514
47 | 17.4% 9.6% 27.0% 67.5% 0.187 0.353 | 16.7% 8.7% 25.4% 68.5% 0.176 0.326
48 | 95% 7.0% 16.5% 52.2% 0.342 0.348 | 10.1% 6.4% 16.5% 54.8% 0.266 0.387
49 | 8.0% 21.9% 29.9% 65.6% 0.341 0.461 | 8.1% 24.6% 32.7% 62.8% 0.382 0.573
50 | 5.6% 8.8% 14.4% 81.5% 0.228 0450 | 54% 6.1% 11.5% 84.3% 0.232 0.462
55 | 66.0% 8.7%  74.7% 20.6% 0.271 0.333 | 50.0% 13.9% | 63.9% 30.0% 0.419 0.451
Avg 0.281 0.386 0.277 0.399

Table 14: SD Gwinnett Alt 1 has 9 splits and 2024 cut edges, both better than the enacted
plan (10 and 2232). The Polsby-Popper scores are comparable while the alternative plan has
a better Reock score.
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7.2.3 SD East Black Belt

Alt 1 2/3/3 Alt 2 2/3/3

Figure 10: SD East Black Belt (7 districts).
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SD East Black Belt Enacted SD Alt 1
Black  Hisp BH White  Polsby Black  Hisp BH White Polsby
SO | VAP VAP VAP VAP Popper €K | vap VAP VAP VAP Popper R€O°K

4 | 23.4% 5.5% 289% 66.8% 0.265 0.471 | 23.5% 5.5% 29.0% 66.7% 0.284 0.495
20 | 31.3% 3.5% 34.8% 61.7% 0.358 0.404 | 34.4% 5.1% 39.5% 56.5% 0.231 0.498
22 | 56.5% 53% 61.8% 34.4% 0.288 0.404 | 50.5% 3.8% 54.3% 42.6% 0.241 0.455
23 | 35.5% 4.5% 40.0% 56.9% 0.164 0.365 | 23.0% 5.6% 28.6% 64.6% 0.466 0.497
24 | 19.9% 4.4% 24.3% 69.8% 0.213 0.366 | 25.0% 3.5% 28.5% 69.1% 0.083 0.229
25 | 33.5% 3.7% 37.2% 59.9% 0.241 0.386 | 50.0% 4.0% 54.0% 43.4% 0.174 0.344
26 | 57.0% 4.2% 61.2% 36.6% 0.203 0.469 | 50.1% 3.7%  53.8% 43.4% 0.209 0.472
Avg 0.247 0.409 0.241 0.427

Table 15: SD East Black Belt Alt 1 has more cut edges than the state (1301 vs. 1021 from
the enacted plan), paired with a comparable Polsby-Popper and a superior Reock score. This
alternative plan splits seven counties while the state splits four within the cluster.

SD East Black Belt Enacted SD Alt 2
Black  Hisp BH White  Polsby Black  Hisp BH White  Polsby
SO | VAP VAP VAP VAP Popper €K | vap VAP VAP VAP Popper HeOCK

4 | 23.4% 55% 28.9% 66.8% 0.265 0471 | 23.4% 55% 28.9% 66.8% 0.265 0.471
20 | 31.3% 3.5% 34.8% 61.7% 0.358 0.404 | 32.5% 4.9% 37.4% 58.7% 0.304 0.586
22 | 56.5% 5.3% 61.8% 34.4% 0.288 0.404 | 50.4% 3.5% 53.9% 42.9% 0.264 0.432
23 | 35.5% 4.5% 40.0% 56.9% 0.164 0.365 | 47.4% 4.1% 51.5% 45.8% 0.231 0.441
24 | 19.9% 4.4% 24.3% 69.8% 0.213 0.366 | 23.1% 5.6% 28.7% 64.5% 0.327 0.458
25 | 33.5% 3.7% 37.2% 59.9% 0.241 0.386 | 28.2% 4.5% 32.7% 64.3% 0.176 0.311
26 | 57.0% 4.2% 61.2% 36.6% 0.203 0.469 | 51.2% 3.1% 54.3% 43.5% 0.205 0.331
Avg 0.247 0.409 0.253 0.433

Table 16: SD East Black Belt Alt 2 has just two county splits, compared to four in the state’s
plan. With just 1008 cut edges, it also executes a clean sweep of compactness scores relative
to the enacted plan.
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7.3 State House alternatives

In the state House, the enacted plan creates majority districts for BVAP/BHVAP/BHCVAP in
the numbers 49/62/60 out of 180. Taken together, my modular alternatives can combine
to replace that with a new House plan with up to 77 majority-BHVAP districts and up to 74
majority-BHCVAP districts.

7.3.1 HD Atlanta

Enacted 18/18/18

062000000 ®
190 2@ D-0000

Figure 11: HD Atlanta (25 districts).
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Alt 1 20/20/20

Alt 2 19/20/20

Figure 12: HD Atlanta (25 districts).
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HD Atlanta Enacted HD Alt 1
Black Hisp BH White Polsby Black Hisp BH White Polsby
HD | vap VAP VAP VAP Popper R€OK| yap  vAP VAP VAP  Popper Reock
61 |743% 7.6% |81.9% 16.8% 0.198 0.247 [50.1% 10.0% | 60.1% 37.1% 0.229 0.265
64 | 30.7% 7.4% 38.1% 57.8% 0.361 0.365 | 50.9% 6.5% | 57.4% 40.0% 0.132 0.263
65 | 62.0% 4.5% |66.5% 31.5% 0.172 0.454 |81.7% 4.7% | 86.4% 12.5% 0.222 0.350
66 | 53.4% 9.5% 62.9% 33.9% 0.246 0.356 | 51.0% 9.0%  60.0% 36.2% 0.256 0.386
67 | 589% 7.8%  66.7% 30.9% 0.122 0.357 | 89.9% 5.4% 953% 4.4% 0.195 0.515
68 | 55.7% 6.3% 62.0% 33.9% 0.172 0.318 | 13.7% 6.6% 20.3% 71.5% 0.310 0.518
69 | 63.6% 5.4% 69.0% 26.9% 0.247 0.403 [ 51.9% 8.8% |60.7% 34.0% 0.339 0.409
71 | 199% 6.2% 26.1% 69.8% 0.352 0.441 | 19.9% 6.2% 26.1% 69.8% 0.350 0.441
73 | 121% 7.0% 19.1% 72.6% 0.198 0.278 | 11.8% 6.4% 182% 75.9% 0.335 0.417
74 | 25.5% 5.6% 31.1% 64.4% 0.247 0.496 | 50.8% 6.9% |57.7% 39.7% 0.205 0.461
75 | 74.4% 11.3% | 85.7% 11.3% 0.285 0.420 | 54.2% 7.7% | 61.9% 34.1% 0.133 0.230
76 | 67.2% 13.2% 80.4% 10.5% 0.509 0.524 | 61.6% 20.0% ' 81.6% 11.2% 0.460 0.409
77 | 76.1% 12.2% 88.3% 7.6% 0.211 0.396 | 89.6% 5.0%  94.6% 3.5% 0.211 0.292
78 | 71.6% 8.9% 80.5% 15.0% 0.194 0.210 | 64.2% 11.3% | 75.5% 15.4% 0.256 0.414
79 | 71.6% 16.0% 87.6% 7.1% 0.209 0.498 | 73.3% 14.6%  87.9% 8.0% 0.370 0.444
90 | 58.5% 4.3% 62.8% 34.0% 0.286 0.359 | 58.5% 4.3%  62.8% 34.0% 0.286 0.359
91 | 70.0% 5.9%  75.9% 22.0% 0.202 0.447 | 50.3% 5.2% 55.5% 40.7% 0.245 0.384
92 | 68.8% 4.7%  73.5% 24.1% 0.198 0.361 | 87.6% 3.5% 91.1% 8.3% 0.260 0.543
93 | 65.4% 9.6%  75.0% 22.9% 0.112 0.260 | 62.1% 10.4%  72.5% 25.4% 0.160 0.232
112 | 19.2% 3.3% 22.5% 73.7% 0.522 0.619 | 19.2% 3.3% 22.5% 73.7% 0.522 0.619
113 | 59.5% 6.7% | 66.2% 31.8% 0.318 0.501 | 51.0% 5.1% |56.1% 41.2% 0.338 0.425
114 | 24.7% 3.7% 28.4% 68.8% 0.283 0.502 |32.8% 4.4% 37.2% 60.3% 0.267 0.438
115 | 52.1% 7.0% |59.1% 36.9% 0.226 0.436 | 50.2% 6.0% | 56.2% 38.6% 0.193 0.282
116 | 58.1% 7.3%  65.4% 27.2% 0.280 0.407 | 54.8% 8.0%  62.8% 29.6% 0.333 0.478
117 | 36.6% 5.4% 42.0% 54.5% 0.275 0.408 | 51.0% 7.2%  58.2% 39.0% 0.409 0.511
Avg 0.257 0.402 0.281 0.403
Table 17: In HD Atlanta, the enacted plan has 10 county splits and 2221 cut edges. Alt 1
maintains 10 county splits and improves to 1988 cut edges.
HD Atlanta Enacted HD Alt 2
Black Hisp BH White Polsby Black Hisp BH White  Polsby
HD | VAP VAP VAP VAP Popper R€OK| yap VAP VAP VAP  Popper R€O°K
61 | 743% 7.6% 81.9% 16.8% 0.198 0.247 | 47.4% 10.1% | 57.5% 39.6% 0.290 0.276
64 | 30.7% 7.4% 38.1% 57.8% 0.361 0.365 | 50.5% 6.8% 57.3% 40.0% 0.201 0.271
65 | 62.0% 4.5% |66.5% 31.5% 0.172 0.454 | 67.6% 4.1%  71.7% 26.6% 0.302 0.458
66 |53.4% 9.5%  62.9% 33.9% 0.246 0.356 | 51.2% 9.1%  60.3% 36.0% 0.336 0.407
67 | 58.9% 7.8% 66.7% 30.9% 0.122 0.357 | 90.4% 5.3%  95.7% 4.0% 0.131 0.428
68 | 55.7% 6.3% 62.0% 33.9% 0.172 0.318 | 58.2% 6.8%  65.0% 31.0% 0.168 0.329
69 | 63.6% 54% 69.0% 26.9% 0.247 0.403 | 54.6% 6.3%  60.9% 34.4% 0.310 0.538
71 [ 19.9% 6.2% 26.1% 69.8% 0.352 0.441 | 19.9% 6.2% 26.1% 69.8% 0.352 0.441
73 | 12.1% 7.0% 19.1% 72.6% 0.198 0.278 | 11.9% 7.0% 18.9% 73.6% 0.373 0.498
74 | 25.5% 5.6% 31.1% 64.4% 0.247 0.496 | 12.8% 5.7% 185% 75.5% 0.192 0.320
75 | 74.4% 11.3% [ 85.7% 11.3% 0.285 0.420 | 61.4% 12.0% | 73.4% 17.6% 0.225 0.404
76 | 67.2% 13.2% 80.4% 10.5% 0.509 0.524 | 70.4% 13.2%  83.6% 9.6% 0.352 0.416
77 | 76.1% 12.2% 88.3% 7.6% 0.211 0.396 | 77.0% 12.6%  89.6% 7.0% 0.491 0.510
78 | 71.6% 8.9% 80.5% 15.0% 0.194 0.210 | 68.6% 8.4% | 77.0% 21.0% 0.325 0.540
79 | 71.6% 16.0% 87.6% 7.1% 0.209 0.498 | 73.1% 15.5% 88.6% 7.5% 0.357 0.549
90 | 585% 4.3% 62.8% 34.0% 0.286 0.359 | 585% 4.3%  62.8% 34.0% 0.286 0.359
91 | 70.0% 5.9%  75.9% 22.0% 0.202 0.447 | 53.0% 5.2% | 58.2% 38.4% 0.231 0.369
92 | 68.8% 4.7% 73.5% 24.1% 0.198 0.361 | 69.6% 6.9% | 76.5% 21.3% 0.174 0.330
93 | 654% 9.6% 75.0% 22.9% 0.112 0.260 | 85.5% 7.2% 92.7% 7.0% 0.201 0.329
112 | 19.2% 3.3% 22.5% 73.7% 0.522 0.619 | 19.2% 3.3% 22.5% 73.7% 0.522 0.619
113 | 59.5% 6.7% |66.2% 31.8% 0.318 0.501 | 53.9% 5.6% | 59.5% 37.9% 0.153 0.355
114 | 24.7% 3.7% 28.4% 68.8% 0.283 0.502 | 24.9% 3.8% 28.7% 68.6% 0.235 0.487
115 | 52.1% 7.0% |[59.1% 36.9% 0.226 0.436 | 50.3% 6.9% |57.2% 39.8% 0.304 0.475
116 | 58.1% 7.3%  65.4% 27.2% 0.280 0.407 | 53.2% 7.9% @ 61.1% 31.0% 0.382 0.452
117 | 36.6% 5.4% 42.0% 54.5% 0.275 0.408 | 50.1% 6.5%  56.6% 38.4% 0.155 0.323
Avg 0.257 0.402 0.282 0.419
Table 18: With 9 county splits and 1995 cut edges, Alt 2 dominates the enacted plan.
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7.3.2 HD Southwest

®
@

150 173

Alt 1 8/8/8

Figure 13: HD Southwest (18 districts).
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HD Southwest Enacted HD Alt 1
Black Hisp BH White Polsby Black Hisp BH White  Polsby
HD | vap VAP VAP VAP Popper R€OK| yap  vAP VAP VAP  Popper Reo<K

137 | 52.1% 4.5% 56.6% 40.8% 0.165 0.328 | 51.7% 3.7% 55.4% 42.0% 0.143 0.259
140 | 57.6% 8.0%  65.6% 31.7% 0.192 0.289 | 57.1% 7.9%  65.0% 32.4% 0.197 0.257
141 | 57.5% 6.6%  64.1% 31.8% 0.200 0.261 | 53.6% 6.7%  60.3% 35.5% 0.299 0.423
146 | 27.6% 4.7% 32.3% 61.8% 0.195 0.257 | 23.3% 4.9% 28.2% 64.4% 0.208 0.468
147 | 30.1% 7.2% 37.3% 55.3% 0.261 0.331 | 31.8% 7.2% 39.0% 55.1% 0.220 0.341
148 | 34.0% 3.1% 37.1% 60.4% 0.235 0.438 | 38.6% 3.4% 42.0% 56.1% 0.388 0.590
150 | 53.6% 6.1% | 59.7% 38.3% 0.275 0.439 | 51.2% 5.3% | 56.5% 41.5% 0.250 0.544
151 | 42.4% 7.3% 49.7% 47.2% 0.222 0.528 | 51.0% 7.5% 58.5% 38.6% 0.275 0.424
152 | 26.1% 2.3% 28.4% 67.9% 0.297 0.394 | 34.2% 3.2% 37.4% 58.7% 0.314 0.473
153 | 67.9% 2.5% @ 70.4% 27.7% 0.297 0.298 | 52.9% 2.7% 55.6% 43.0% 0.400 0.536
154 | 54.8% 1.7% 56.5% 42.2% 0.332 0.410 | 50.1% 2.1%  52.2% 45.7% 0.175 0.261
169 | 29.0% 7.7% 36.7% 61.0% 0.226 0.283 | 24.0% 9.0% 33.0% 64.6% 0.296 0.456
170 | 24.2% 8.7% 32.9% 64.2% 0.342 0.531 | 26.8% 12.5% 39.3% 57.9% 0.223 0.285
171 | 39.6% 4.6% 44.2% 53.9% 0.368 0.347 | 51.0% 4.0% 55.0% 43.4% 0.249 0.275
172 | 23.3% 13.4% 36.7% 61.0% 0.316 0.437 | 25.1% 9.4% 34.5% 63.1% 0.217 0.375
173 | 36.3% 5.4% 41.7% 55.7% 0.378 0.564 | 35.4% 5.6% 41.0% 56.4% 0.412 0.424
175 | 24.2% 5.0% 29.2% 66.5% 0.374 0472 | 21.0% 5.7% 26.7% 68.7% 0.143 0.273
176 | 22.7% 8.2% 30.9% 66.2% 0.160 0.335 | 23.8% 6.2% 30.0% 67.1% 0.116 0.227
Avg 0.269 0.386 0.252 0.383

Table 19: HD Southwest Alt 1 splits 12 counties within the cluster, to the state’s 10 split
counties. Its 2290 cut edges are more than the state’'s 2094, though the Reock scores are
nearly identical.
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7.3.3 HD East Black Belt

Enacted 7/7/7

Alt 1 8/9/9

Alt 2 8/8/8

Figure 14: HD East Black Belt (18 districts).
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HD East Black Belt Enacted HD Alt 1
Black  Hisp BH White Polsby Black  Hisp BH White Polsby
HD | "Vap  vAP VAP VAP Popper R€OK| 'vAp VAP VAP VAP Popper R€0K

33 | 11.2% 3.1% 14.3% 82.3% 0.371 0.487 | 18.7% 3.8% 22.5% 74.6% 0.405 0.343
118 | 23.6% 3.7% 27.3% 69.7% 0.223 0.350 | 23.2% 3.1% 26.3% 70.6% 0.218 0.329
123 | 24.3% 4.3% 28.6% 68.1% 0.178 0.295 | 13.3% 5.8% 19.1% 76.3% 0.281 0.357
124 | 25.6% 6.2% 31.8% 65.0% 0.233 0.442 | 28.4% 4.7% 33.1% 64.4% 0.224 0.362
125 | 23.7% 7.7% 31.4% 63.0% 0.173 0.409 | 24.1% 8.0% 32.1% 61.5% 0.255 0.328
126 | 54.5% 3.2% 57.7% 40.0% 0.414 0.516 | 52.5% 3.5% 56.0% 41.6% 0.322 0.534
127 | 18.5% 4.8% 23.3% 68.1% 0.201 0.351 | 14.6% 4.9% 19.5% 70.1% 0.585 0.546
128 | 50.4% 1.7% 52.1% 46.5% 0.319 0.601 | 50.1% 1.6% 51.7% 46.7% 0.357 0.628
129 | 54.9% 4.3% 59.2% 37.2% 0.254 0.482 | 51.9% 3.5% 55.4% 40.7% 0.108 0.314
130 | 59.9% 3.9% 63.8% 33.7% 0.255 0.508 | 54.4% 4.3% | 58.7% 38.7% 0.253 0.451
131 | 17.6% 5.9% 23.5% 68.2% 0.283 0.377 | 27.1% 5.1% 32.2% 63.3% 0.285 0.604
132 | 52.3% 7.8%  60.1% 35.6% 0.296 0.270 | 53.6% 8.2% 61.8% 33.1% 0.293 0.243
133 | 36.8% 2.1% 38.9% 584% 0.415 0543 | 48.7% 2.0% | 50.7% 47.2% 0.178 0.385
142 | 59.5% 3.7% | 63.2% 34.8% 0.229 0.353 | 50.8% 3.7% 54.5% 42.3% 0.539 0.605
143 | 60.8% 4.7% 65.5% 32.3% 0.299 0.502 | 52.4% 6.3% 58.7% 38.4% 0.176 0.332
144 | 29.3% 2.6% 31.9% 63.0% 0.325 0.510 | 50.4% 4.3% 54.7% 41.3% 0.299 0.298
145 | 35.7% 5.9% 41.6% 55.1% 0.194 0.376 | 23.1% 2.8% 25.9% 71.1% 0.204 0.422
149 | 32.1% 5.7% 37.8% 61.0% 0.223 0.325 | 32.1% 5.7% 37.8% 61.0% 0.223 0.325
Avg 0.271 0.428 0.289 0.411

Table 20: The Alt 1 map has 10 split counties within the HD East Black Belt cluster, while the
enacted plan has 9. Its 1775 cut edges improves on the state’s 1887, while also being more
compact by Polsby-Popper.

HD East Black Belt Enacted HD Alt 2
Black  Hisp BH White Polsby Black  Hisp BH White Polsby
HD | Vap  vAP VAP VAP Popper R€OK| yap VAP VAP VAP  Popper ReocK

33 | 11.2% 3.1% 14.3% 82.3% 0.371 0.487 | 18.3% 3.5% 21.8% 75.2% 0.370 0.323
118 | 23.6% 3.7% 27.3% 69.7% 0.223 0.350 | 27.0% 4.1% 31.1% 65.9% 0.229 0.342
123 | 24.3% 4.3% 28.6% 68.1% 0.178 0.295 | 13.7% 6.0% 19.7% 75.8% 0.293 0.395
124 | 25.6% 6.2% 31.8% 65.0% 0.233 0.442 | 255% 3.8% 29.3% 68.1% 0.234 0.381
125 | 23.7% 7.7% 31.4% 63.0% 0.173 0.409 | 30.2% 6.1% 36.3% 60.1% 0.396 0.670
126 | 54.5% 3.2% 57.7% 40.0% 0.414 0.516 | 50.7% 4.2% 54.9% 42.3% 0.394 0.494
127 | 18.5% 4.8% 23.3% 68.1% 0.201 0.351 | 17.6% 6.2% 23.8% 67.2% 0.267 0.264
128 | 50.4% 1.7% 52.1% 46.5% 0.319 0.601 | 50.2% 1.5% | 51.7% 46.8% 0.409 0.672
129 | 54.9% 4.3% 59.2% 37.2% 0.254 0.482 | 50.4% 3.6% 54.0% 41.8% 0.248 0.323
130 | 59.9% 3.9%  63.8% 33.7% 0.255 0.508 | 57.1% 4.7%  61.8% 35.4% 0.231 0.325
131 | 17.6% 59% 23.5% 682% 0.283 0.377 |17.6% 5.7% 23.3% 67.8% 0.318 0.373
132 | 52.3% 7.8% | 60.1% 35.6% 0.296 0.270 | 54.4% 7.1% | 61.5% 34.1% 0.219 0.278
133 | 36.8% 2.1% 38.9% 58.4% 0.415 0.543 | 46.6% 2.1% 48.7% 49.0% 0.296 0.438
142 | 59.5% 3.7% 63.2% 34.8% 0.229 0.353 | 50.1% 3.8% 53.9% 42.9% 0.436 0.605
143 | 60.8% 4.7% 65.5% 32.3% 0.299 0502 | 52.9% 6.3% 59.2% 38.0% 0.143 0.316
144 | 29.3% 2.6% 31.9% 63.0% 0.325 0.510 | 51.0% 4.2%  55.2% 40.8% 0.226 0.243
145 | 35.7% 5.9% 41.6% 55.1% 0.194 0.376 | 23.1% 2.8% 25.9% 71.1% 0.190 0.359
149 | 32.1% 5.7% 37.8% 61.0% 0.223 0.325 | 32.1% 5.7% 37.8% 61.0% 0.223 0.325
Avg 0.271 0.428 0.285 0.396

Table 21: Alt 2 eliminates one county split relative to the enacted plan and has a sharply
improved 1604 cut edges.
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7.3.4 HD Southeast

Enacted 1/4/4

Alt 1 0/4/4 Alt 2 0/4/4

Figure 15: HD Southeast (12 districts).
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HD Southeast Enacted HD Alt 1
Black Hisp BH White Polsby Black Hisp BH White  Polsby
HD | vap VAP VAP VAP Popper R€OK| yap VAP VAP VAP  Popper Reo<K

159 | 245% 2.9% 27.4% 69.4% 0.219 0.345 | 22.2% 3.7% 25.9% 70.5% 0.204 0.358
160 | 22.6% 5.0% 27.6% 685% 0.369 0.483 | 26.6% 5.1% 31.7% 64.7% 0.242 0.373
161 | 27.1% 6.8% 33.9% 60.2% 0.306 0.511 | 42.1% 8.8% | 50.9% 42.7% 0.359 0.475
162 | 43.7% 9.6% | 53.3% 40.6% 0.211 0.366 | 39.9% 10.5% 50.4% 42.6% 0.147 0.372
163 | 45.5% 7.4%  52.9% 41.9% 0.175 0.271 | 44.0% 6.9% 50.9% 43.7% 0.244 0.335
164 | 23.5% 8.5% 32.0% 60.6% 0.167 0.299 | 12.9% 5.1% 18.0% 76.5% 0.143 0.309
165 | 50.3% 5.3% | 55.6% 39.2% 0.162 0.230 | 47.3% 4.7% | 52.0% 42.9% 0.189 0.380
166 | 5.7% 4.1% 9.8% 84.7% 0.364 0429 | 7.2% 4.7% 11.9% 82.4% 0.245 0.459
167 | 22.3% 7.4% 29.7% 66.0% 0.192 0.417 | 20.0% 6.2% 26.2% 70.1% 0.266 0.327
168 | 46.3% 10.3% 56.6% 39.3% 0.258 0.243 | 45.9% 10.7% 56.6% 39.2% 0.236 0.246
179 | 27.0% 6.4% 33.4% 63.7% 0.417 0.451 | 32.0% 7.5% 39.5% 56.9% 0.433 0.539
180 | 18.2% 5.6% 23.8% 71.2% 0.396 0.606 | 17.0% 5.4% 22.4% 72.8% 0.348 0.594
Avg 0.270 0.388 0.255 0.397

Table 22: HD Southeast Alt 1 has fewer county splits (5 vs. 6) and a better cut edges score
(1122 vs. 1245) than the enacted plan.

HD Southeast Enacted HD Alt 2
Black Hisp BH White  Polsby Black Hisp BH White  Polsby
HD | VAP VAP VAP VAP Popper R€OK| yap VAP VAP VAP Popper HeOo°K

159 | 245% 2.9% 27.4% 69.4% 0.219 0.345 | 22.0% 3.6% 25.6% 70.7% 0.192 0.356
160 | 22.6% 5.0% 27.6% 685% 0.369 0483 |26.3% 51% 31.4% 64.9% 0.333 0.515
161 | 27.1% 6.8% 33.9% 60.2% 0.306 0.511 | 41.6% 10.0% 51.6% 42.2% 0.180 0.332
162 | 43.7% 9.6%  53.3% 40.6% 0.211 0.366 | 43.0% 8.5%  51.5% 42.5% 0.191 0.341
163 | 45.5% 7.4% 52.9% 41.9% 0.175 0.271 | 42.7% 7.7% 50.4% 43.1% 0.282 0.411
164 | 23.5% 8.5% 32.0% 60.6% 0.167 0.299 | 13.4% 5.5% 18.9% 75.6% 0.168 0.290
165 | 50.3% 5.3% 55.6% 39.2% 0.162 0.230 | 45.5% 5.0%  50.5% 44.4% 0.229 0.501
166 | 5.7% 4.1% 9.8% 84.7% 0.364 0.429 | 7.2% 4.1% 11.3% 83.0% 0.391 0.653
167 | 22.3% 7.4% 29.7% 66.0% 0.192 0.417 | 36.5% 7.4% 43.9% 52.5% 0.204 0.331
168 | 46.3% 10.3% | 56.6% 39.3% 0.258 0.243 | 40.9% 10.8% | 51.7% 44.3% 0.327 0.555
179 | 27.0% 6.4% 33.4% 63.7% 0.417 0451 | 18.7% 6.0% 24.7% 71.6% 0.196 0.454
180 | 18.2% 5.6% 23.8% 71.2% 0.396 0.606 | 18.6% 5.7% 24.3% 70.7% 0.346 0.577
Avg 0.270 0.388 0.253 0.443

Table 23: Alt 2 also has just 5 county splits, to go with 1263 cut edges.
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8 Secondary population estimates for coalition districts

Above, in | described my construction of an estimated citizen voting age population for
the state of Georgia. In this section, | confirm that nearly all of the majority-BHVAP districts in
my alternative plans are still majority districts by BHCVAP.

CD enacted CD Alt

BH BH BH BH
Cb VAP CVAP Cb VAP CVAP
1 | 345% 33.4% 1 | 36.6% 35.6%
2 | 54.0% 53.5% 2 | 51.8% 51.6%
3 | 28.3% 27.2% 3 | 57.7% 57.1%
4 | 63.9% 63.3% 4 | 58.0% 57.7%
5 | 55.6% 55.8% 5 | 60.6% 59.8%
6 | 18.7% 16.6% 6 | 24.0% 21.6%
7 | 50.2% 46.6% 7 | 55.5% 52.4%
8 | 35.8% 34.5% 8 | 33.8% 32.0%
9 | 23.0% 18.2% 9 | 159% 11.0%
10 | 28.8% 27.2% 10 | 24.2% 22.5%
11 | 28.7% 25.1% 11 | 24.7% 22.6%
12 | 41.2% 40.7% 12 | 43.2% 43.1%
13 | 76.3% 76.0% 13 | 57.9% 57.0%
14 | 24.6% 20.5% 14 | 18.3% 13.9%

Table 24: The enacted Congressional plan has 5 majority-BHVAP districts, but only four majority
districts by BHCVAP. My alternative Congressional plan has 6 majority-BH districts by both
either basis of population.

Next, | will present the statistics for the Alt Eff 1 and Alt Eff 2 plans in Senate and House,
which use the Alt 1 and Alt 2 Gingles demonstrative plans above and add more modular
effectiveness-boosting changes.
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SD enacted SD Alt Eff 1 SD Alt Eff 2
BH BH BH BH BH BH
sb VAP CVAP sb VAP CVAP sb VAP CVAP
1 31.9% 31.2% 1 31.8% 31.2% 1 31.8% 31.2%
2 53.8% 54.0% 2 53.7% 54.0% 2 53.7% 54.0%
3 27.1% 24.8% 3 26.9% 24.8% 3 26.9% 24.8%
4 28.6% 27.1% 4 28.6% 27.2% 4 28.5% 27.1%
5 70.4% 65.7% 5 53.9% 45.2% 5 58.6% 52.2%
6 31.5% 30.3% 6 55.5% 55.4% 6 42.0% 39.8%
7 37.2% 34.7% 7 30.6% 28.6% 7 46.2% 43.2%
8 36.3% 35.4% 8 36.2% 35.4% 8 36.2% 35.4%
9 47.4% 44.4% 9 55.1% 51.6% 9 53.1% 50.5%
10 | 75.7% 75.8% 10 | 69.4% 68.9% 10 | 68.5% 68.5%
11 | 38.4% 36.2% 11 | 38.4% 36.2% 11 | 38.4% 36.2%
12 | 61.2% 60.7% 12 | 61.1% 60.7% 12 | 61.1% 60.7%
13 | 32.8% 31.2% 13 | 32.8% 31.2% 13 | 32.8% 31.2%
14 | 30.5% 26.8% 14 | 28.8% 26.0% 14 | 26.5% 24.6%
15 | 59.8% 59.8% 15 | 59.7% 59.8% 15 | 59.7% 59.8%
16 | 27.5% 26.7% 16 | 55.6% 54.6% 16 | 53.7% 52.7%
17 | 36.6% 35.4% 17 | 56.8% 56.4% 17 | 51.2% 50.3%
18 | 34.6% 33.8% 18 | 34.5% 33.8% 18 | 34.5% 33.8%
19 | 33.7% 31.2% 19 | 33.6% 31.2% 19 | 33.6% 31.2%
20 | 34.5% 34.2% 20 | 39.1% 38.4% 20 | 37.0% 36.4%
21 | 16.0% 13.5% 21 | 15.9% 13.5% 21 | 15.9% 13.5%
22 | 61.2% 61.3% 22 | 53.6% 53.8% 22 | 53.3% 53.5%
23 | 39.6% 39.0% 23 | 28.0% 27.7% 23 | 51.1% 51.2%
24 24.0% 23.4% 24 28.3% 27.5% 24 28.1% 27.8%
25 | 36.8% 36.3% 25 | 53.5% 53.5% 25 | 32.4% 31.4%
26 | 60.8% 60.6% 26 | 53.4% 53.5% 26 | 53.9% 53.9%
27 | 15.0% 11.6% 27 | 14.7% 11.4% 27 | 15.0% 11.6%
28 | 25.6% 24.3% 28 | 56.7% 56.1% 28 | 21.6% 20.3%
29 | 31.0% 30.8% 29 | 31.0% 30.8% 29 | 31.0% 30.8%
30 | 26.6% 24.8% 30 | 19.2% 17.3% 30 | 22.0% 19.4%
31 | 27.7% 25.4% 31 | 26.4% 24.3% 31 | 32.0% 30.3%
32 | 249% 21.8% 32 | 24.8% 21.8% 32 | 24.8% 21.8%
33 | 65.1% 61.5% 33 | 67.5% 65.0% 33 | 67.7% 65.4%
34 | 81.2% 80.9% 34 | 82.6% 83.2% 34 | 65.4% 64.4%
35 | 78.5% 78.3% 35 | 58.0% 56.8% 35 | 67.4% 66.8%
36 | 57.7% 57.6% 36 | 54.9% 55.3% 36 | 59.9% 60.5%
37 | 27.5% 24.7% 37 | 27.4% 24.7% 37 | 27.4% 24.7%
38 | 72.9% 73.3% 38 | 42.4% 40.2% 38 | 55.8% 56.4%
39 | 65.6% 67.1% 39 | 55.9% 56.1% 39 | 90.9% 91.5%
40 | 40.2% 33.0% 40 | 66.6% 64.4% 40 | 44.9% 35.6%
41 | 68.5% 69.1% 41 | 66.4% 66.3% 41 | 69.8% 70.6%
42 38.9% 37.4% 42 44.6% 44.3% 42 27.0% 23.7%
43 | 70.5% 69.8% 43 | 58.2% 57.2% 43 | 61.0% 60.3%
44 | 79.0% 79.3% 44 | 64.5% 65.2% 44 | 78.6% 79.0%
45 | 31.1% 28.7% 45 | 31.3% 28.8% 45 | 27.2% 24.9%
46 | 23.6% 22.0% 46 | 21.2% 19.8% 46 | 21.2% 19.5%
47 | 26.8% 24.0% 47 | 25.2% 23.0% 47 | 27.2% 24.7%
48 16.1% 16.1% 48 16.1% 15.4% 48 19.3% 17.7%
49 29.6% 20.2% 49 32.4% 22.2% 49 30.7% 20.6%
50 | 14.3% 10.5% 50 | 11.4% 8.9% 50 | 12.6% 10.3%
51 5.5% 3.9% 51 5.5% 3.9% 51 5.5% 3.9%
52 | 21.1% 18.1% 52 | 21.1% 18.1% 52 | 21.1% 18.1%
53 8.2% 6.7% 53 8.2% 6.7% 53 8.2% 6.7%
54 | 26.2% 16.7% 54 | 26.2% 16.7% 54 | 26.2% 16.7%
55 | 73.6% 73.2% 55 | 62.6% 60.9% 55 | 64.9% 64.7%
56 | 15.0% 13.2% 56 | 14.9% 13.2% 56 | 14.9% 13.2%

Table 25: The enacted Senate plan has 17 coalition districts, whether by VAP or CVAP. Both
alternative plans add numerous districts, finding additional majority districts in several areas
of the state.
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HD enacted HD Alt Eff 1 HD Alt Eff 2
BH BH BH BH BH BH
HD VAP CVAP HD VAP CVAP HD VAP CVAP
1 6.2% 5.7% 1 6.2% 5.7% 1 6.2% 5.7%
2 10.6% 7.4% 2 10.6% 7.4% 2 10.6% 7.4%
3 6.2% 4.7% 3 6.2% 4.7% 3 6.2% 4.7%
4 49.2% 34.8% 4 49.2% 34.8% 4 49.2% 34.8%
5 17.0% 11.1% 5 17.0% 11.1% 5 17.0% 11.1%
6 13.4% 7.8% 6 13.4% 7.8% 6 13.4% 7.8%
7 6.1% 3.7% 7 6.1% 3.7% 7 6.1% 3.7%
8 4.1% 2.9% 8 4.1% 2.9% 8 4.1% 2.9%
9 6.2% 4.9% 9 6.2% 4.9% 9 6.2% 4.9%
10 | 13.6% 9.2% 10 | 13.6% 9.2% 10 | 13.6% 9.2%
11 6.0% 4.8% 11 6.0% 4.8% 11 6.0% 4.8%
12 | 15.7% 12.6% 12 | 15.7% 12.6% 12 | 15.7% 12.6%
13 | 29.8% 25.8% 13 | 29.8% 25.8% 13 | 29.8% 25.8%
14 | 12.6% 10.4% 14 | 12.6% 10.4% 14 | 12.6% 10.4%
15 | 23.6% 21.3% 15 | 23.5% 21.3% 15 | 23.5% 21.3%
16 | 20.1% 16.7% 16 | 20.0% 16.7% 16 | 20.0% 16.7%
17 29.4% 27.4% 17 29.3% 27.4% 17 29.3% 27.4%
18 | 10.3% 9.4% 18 | 10.2% 9.4% 18 | 10.2% 9.4%
19 | 30.4% 28.8% 19 | 30.2% 28.8% 19 | 30.2% 28.8%
20 | 18.1% 14.5% 20 | 14.4% 11.7% 20 | 153% 11.6%
21 | 12.3% 10.0% 21 | 12.3% 10.1% 21 | 12.3% 10.1%
22 | 26.2% 22.6% 22 | 34.4% 31.3% 22 | 36.0% 32.4%
23 | 20.5% 14.1% 23 | 20.4% 14.1% 23 | 20.4% 14.1%
24 17.1% 14.1% 24 12.9% 10.8% 24 14.8% 12.6%
25 | 10.8% 11.0% 25 | 11.5% 11.8% 25 | 10.6% 10.6%
26 14.6% 11.0% 26 14.2% 11.6% 26 14.1% 11.6%
27 | 13.2% 9.5% 27 | 13.2% 9.5% 27 | 13.2% 9.5%
28 | 15.2% 10.6% 28 | 15.2% 10.6% 28 | 15.2% 10.6%
29 | 52.9% 37.6% 29 | 54.8% 39.4% 29 | 52.8% 37.6%
30 | 24.0% 18.9% 30 | 21.8% 16.7% 30 | 22.4% 17.0%
31 | 26.3% 19.6% 31 | 26.2% 19.6% 31 | 26.2% 19.6%
32 | 12.7% 10.7% 32 | 12.7% 10.7% 32 | 12.7% 10.7%
33 14.3% 13.4% 33 22.4% 21.7% 33 21.7% 21.1%
34 | 23.2% 20.2% 34 | 19.5% 17.2% 34 | 16.7% 14.9%
35 | 38.7% 34.8% 35 | 31.9% 29.3% 35 | 34.1% 30.8%
36 | 23.1% 21.6% 36 | 26.5% 24.8% 36 | 23.3% 19.5%
37 | 46.1% 41.2% 37 | 52.9% 47.2% 37 | 56.2% 50.6%
38 | 65.9% 64.0% 38 | 51.9% 50.3% 38 | 53.4% 51.3%
39 | 73.2% 70.6% 39 | 61.7% 58.8% 39 | 60.7% 58.3%
40 | 38.1% 38.6% 40 | 50.7% 50.5% 40 | 51.0% 50.8%
41 | 67.2% 63.0% 41 | 52.5% 50.3% 41 | 52.6% 50.6%
42 | 50.2% 47.9% 42 | 54.9% 50.5% 42 | 54.6% 50.3%
43 | 39.9% 38.6% 43 | 51.0% 51.1% 43 | 51.7% 50.7%
44 | 22.1% 20.2% 44 | 27.5% 22.5% 44 | 25.1% 24.5%
45 9.9% 9.1% 45 | 12.7% 11.5% 45 | 10.5% 10.0%
46 | 15.1% 14.0% 46 | 14.0% 13.0% 46 | 13.8% 13.2%
47 17.8% 18.2% 47 23.0% 23.9% 47 22.9% 23.6%
48 | 23.8% 20.0% 48 | 17.9% 16.2% 48 | 18.9% 16.8%
49 14.8% 13.5% 49 11.3% 10.1% 49 11.3% 10.1%
50 | 18.3% 18.4% 50 | 19.2% 19.3% 50 | 18.4% 18.2%
51 | 36.4% 30.0% 51 | 43.3% 36.2% 51 | 40.6% 34.0%
52 | 23.0% 24.5% 52 | 19.5% 19.2% 52 | 20.7% 21.0%
53 | 21.5% 19.6% 53 | 26.3% 22.5% 53 | 27.8% 23.5%
54 | 27.7% 23.8% 54 | 23.0% 20.8% 54 | 20.6% 18.5%
55 | 59.7% 60.2% 55 | 56.0% 58.6% 55 | 95.7% 95.9%
56 | 50.7% 53.6% 56 | 50.7% 52.4% 56 | 50.5% 52.6%
57 | 25.6% 23.8% 57 | 25.2% 23.8% 57 | 26.1% 25.0%
58 | 67.5% 67.9% 58 | 57.2% 57.6% 58 | 52.6% 54.3%
59 | 73.8% 73.9% 59 | 93.5% 93.5% 59 | 64.4% 64.8%
60 | 68.3% 68.1% 60 | 64.5% 64.6% 60 | 55.7% 55.7%
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HD enacted
BH BH
HD VAP CVAP
61 81.0% 80.4%
62 78.2% 78.3%
63 77.8% 77.3%
64 37.6% 36.2%
65 65.7% 65.8%
66 62.0% 60.6%
67 66.1% 65.3%
68 61.4% 61.5%
69 68.2% 68.2%
70 35.4% 33.4%
71 25.8% 23.6%
72 27.4% 24.9%
73 18.8% 17.9%
74 30.6% 29.2%
75 84.5% 84.9%
76 79.6% 80.9%
77 87.3% 87.4%
78 79.4% 79.2%
79 86.5% 86.7%
80 36.6% 28.0%
81 42.1% 34.5%
82 23.2% 22.2%
83 43.0% 28.0%
84 75.7% 76.6%
85 67.9% 71.9%
86 78.5% 80.9%
87 78.8% 79.0%
88 72.5% 73.5%
89 65.3% 65.6%
90 62.2% 62.2%
91 75.0% 74.7%
92 72.7% 72.4%
93 74.1% 73.2%
94 75.3% 75.8%
95 74.0% 73.5%
96 58.1% 52.9%
97 45.0% 42.0%
98 74.8% 68.4%
99 22.9% 23.0%
100 | 19.6% 18.1%
101 | 41.6% 39.4%
102 | 57.8% 53.8%
103 | 33.0% 29.2%
104 | 27.8% 25.3%
105 | 44.9% 42.5%
106 | 46.7% 45.3%
107 | 59.6% 55.6%
108 | 35.9% 30.2%
109 | 67.4% 64.6%
110 | 56.7% 55.0%
111 | 30.6% 28.2%
112 | 22.3% 21.9%
113 | 65.5% 64.6%
114 | 28.1% 26.8%
115 | 58.2% 57.0%
116 | 64.4% 64.2%
117 | 41.5% 40.7%
118 | 27.1% 26.0%
119 | 23.6% 21.0%
120 | 21.2% 19.3%

HD Alt Eff 1
BH BH
HD VAP CVAP
61 | 59.3% 57.1%
62 | 88.0% 88.6%
63 | 65.4% 64.8%
64 | 56.6% 55.9%
65 | 85.5% 86.8%
66 | 58.9% 58.1%
67 | 94.2% 94.5%
68 | 19.9% 19.2%
69 | 59.7% 58.8%
70 | 35.3% 33.4%
71 | 25.7% 23.6%
72 | 27.4% 24.9%
73 | 17.9% 17.0%
74 | 56.7% 55.1%
75 | 60.9% 60.2%
76 | 80.5% 80.4%
77 | 93.4% 94.0%
78 | 74.3% 75.6%
79 | 86.6% 87.1%
80 | 60.6% 50.4%
81 | 51.6% 40.1%
82 16.9% 15.9%
83 | 22.6% 21.7%
84 | 80.0% 80.5%
85 | 58.2% 60.3%
86 | 94.3% 94.4%
87 | 63.3% 64.8%
88 | 68.1% 67.6%
89 | 68.8% 69.6%
90 | 62.0% 62.2%
91 | 54.9% 54.1%
92 | 90.1% 90.5%
93 | 71.4% 70.4%
94 | 85.0% 85.2%
95 | 56.4% 55.6%
96 | 52.2% 50.1%
97 | 58.5% 50.7%
98 | 68.8% 63.7%
99 | 24.5% 24.6%
100 | 20.5% 18.6%
101 | 37.4% 35.3%
102 | 54.7% 52.1%
103 | 30.0% 26.3%
104 | 26.7% 24.2%
105 | 52.8% 50.2%
106 | 57.5% 53.1%
107 | 54.4% 50.2%
108 | 53.5% 51.3%
109 | 56.0% 51.2%
110 | 52.6% 50.9%
111 | 31.2% 29.5%
112 | 22.3% 21.9%
113 | 55.3% 54.3%
114 | 36.7% 35.4%
115 | 55.2% 54.9%
116 | 61.8% 61.6%
117 | 57.2% 56.6%
118 | 26.1% 25.2%
119 | 23.5% 21.0%
120 | 21.1% 19.3%

HD Alt Eff 2
BH BH
HD VAP CVAP
61 | 56.7% 54.2%
62 | 87.5% 88.1%
63 | 70.8% 70.5%
64 | 56.5% 55.8%
65 | 70.9% 71.4%
66 | 59.2% 58.2%
67 | 94.6% 95.0%
68 | 64.3% 64.4%
69 | 59.9% 59.6%
70 | 35.3% 33.4%
71 | 25.7% 23.6%
72 | 27.4% 24.9%
73 | 18.6% 17.6%
74 | 18.1% 17.0%
75 | 72.3% 73.0%
76 | 82.6% 83.5%
77 | 88.2% 88.6%
78 | 75.6% 75.0%
79 | 87.2% 87.6%
80 | 58.5% 50.1%
81 | 51.1% 36.6%
82 18.4% 17.6%
83 | 25.4% 23.5%
84 | 78.2% 79.2%
85 | 71.3% 75.0%
86 | 64.5% 65.9%
87 | 92.8% 93.2%
88 | 59.8% 57.8%
89 | 67.7% 68.8%
90 | 62.0% 62.2%
91 | 57.4% 56.7%
92 | 75.4% 74.9%
93 | 91.6% 92.0%
94 | 84.8% 85.0%
95 | 58.0% 57.3%
96 | 54.0% 50.0%
97 | 53.5% 47.3%
98 | 68.8% 63.7%
99 | 26.3% 26.2%
100 | 27.9% 26.4%
101 | 54.7% 50.4%
102 | 53.0% 50.6%
103 | 24.4% 19.5%
104 | 30.3% 28.2%
105 | 42.3% 41.4%
106 | 51.8% 50.7%
107 | 54.3% 50.4%
108 | 56.2% 50.4%
109 | 55.1% 50.4%
110 | 51.8% 50.4%
111 | 22.9% 20.4%
112 | 22.3% 21.9%
113 | 58.7% 58.1%
114 | 28.3% 27.0%
115 | 56.1% 55.6%
116 | 60.0% 59.8%
117 | 55.6% 55.2%
118 | 30.9% 29.9%
119 | 23.5% 21.0%
120 | 21.1% 19.3%
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HD enacted HD Alt Eff 1 HD Alt Eff 2
BH BH BH BH BH BH
HD | vap  cvap HD | vap  cvap HD | vap  cvap
121 [ 15.0% 13.8% 121 [ 14.9% 13.8% 121 [ 14.9% 13.8%
122 | 39.9% 36.6% 122 | 39.8% 36.6% 122 | 39.8% 36.6%
123 | 28.4% 27.9% 123 | 19.0% 17.0% 123 | 19.5% 17.6%
124 | 31.6% 29.3% 124 | 32.9% 31.6% 124 | 29.1% 27.9%
125 | 30.6% 29.6% 125 | 31.2% 29.9% 125 | 35.6% 35.0%
126 | 57.2% 57.2% 126 | 55.5% 55.6% 126 | 54.4% 54.4%
127 | 22.9% 22.1% 127 | 19.1% 19.2% 127 | 232% 22.5%
128 | 51.9% 51.9% 128 | 51.5% 51.6% 128 | 51.5% 51.6%
129 | 58.5% 58.9% 129 | 54.7% 55.2% 129 | 53.2% 53.7%
130 | 63.2% 63.1% 130 | 58.0% 58.0% 130 | 61.1% 61.0%
131 | 23.0% 23.1% 131 | 31.5% 31.5% 131 | 22.7%  22.7%
132 | 59.5% 59.5% 132 | 60.8% 61.1% 132 | 60.6% 61.1%
133 | 38.7% 38.7% 133 | 50.4% 50.5% 133 | 48.4% 48.4%
134 | 37.1% 36.5% 134 | 37.0% 36.5% 134 | 37.0% 36.5%
135 | 25.4% 24.9% 135 | 25.4% 24.9% 135 | 25.4% 24.9%
136 | 32.2% 32.0% 136 | 32.1% 32.0% 136 | 32.1% 32.0%
137 | 55.9% 56.1% 137 | 54.9% 55.1% 137 | 51.4% 51.5%
138 | 22.4% 21.9% 138 | 22.4% 21.9% 138 | 22.4% 21.9%
139 | 26.2% 25.8% 139 | 26.1% 25.8% 139 | 26.1% 25.8%
140 | 64.8%  64.9% 140 | 64.0%  64.5% 140 | 70.8% 71.4%
141 | 63.1% 63.6% 141 | 59.1% 59.4% 141 | 55.0% 55.3%
142 | 62.6% 62.4% 142 | 53.9% 53.9% 142 | 53.3% 53.4%
143 | 65.1% 65.0% 143 | 58.2% 57.6% 143 | 58.6% 58.0%
144 | 31.7% 31.6% 144 | 542% 54.4% 144 | 54.7% 54.9%
145 | 41.2%  40.3% 145 | 25.6% 25.2% 145 | 25.7%  25.2%
146 | 32.0% 32.0% 146 | 27.8% 27.5% 146 | 29.4% 29.2%
147 | 36.9% 36.1% 147 | 38.4% 37.8% 147 | 37.2% 36.5%
148 | 36.9% 36.3% 148 | 41.7% 41.1% 148 | 43.9% 43.2%
149 | 37.1%  34.2% 149 | 37.0% 34.2% 149 | 37.0% 34.2%
150 | 59.5%  58.7% 150 | 56.2%  55.6% 150 | 56.9%  56.3%
151 | 49.4% 47.5% 151 | 58.0% 56.9% 151 | 52.6% 51.2%
152 | 28.3% 27.9% 152 | 37.1% 36.6% 152 | 36.2% 35.7%
153 | 70.2%  70.2% 153 | 55.3% 54.9% 153 | 63.9% 63.9%
154 | 56.2% 56.1% 154 | 51.9% 51.7% 154 | 64.1% 63.7%
155 | 37.9% 37.8% 155 | 37.8% 37.8% 155 | 37.8% 37.8%
156 | 37.0% 35.1% 156 | 36.9% 35.1% 156 | 36.9% 35.1%
157 | 33.4% 30.9% 157 | 33.4% 30.9% 157 | 33.4% 30.9%
158 | 35.5% 34.3% 158 | 35.4% 34.3% 158 | 35.4% 34.3%
159 | 27.2%  26.8% 159 | 25.6% 24.9% 159 | 25.3% 24.6%
160 | 27.3%  25.4% 160 | 31.2% 29.6% 160 | 30.9% 29.3%
161 | 33.4% 32.2% 161 | 50.1% 50.0% 161 | 50.9% 50.0%
162 | 52.6% 52.6% 162 | 49.7%  49.6% 162 | 50.8% 50.6%
163 | 52.5% 52.5% 163 | 50.3% 50.1% 163 | 49.8%  50.5%
164 | 31.4% 30.4% 164 | 17.6% 16.8% 164 | 18.4% 17.7%
165 | 55.2%  55.7% 165 | 51.5% 52.5% 165 | 49.9% 50.7%
166 | 9.6%  8.4% 166 | 11.6% 10.5% 166 | 11.2% 10.0%
167 | 29.2%  28.2% 167 | 25.6% 25.1% 167 | 43.1% 42.5%
168 | 55.2% 55.3% 168 | 55.0% 55.2% 168 | 50.2% 50.1%
169 | 36.5% 34.9% 169 | 32.9% 30.3% 169 | 35.6% 34.2%
170 | 32.7% 30.2% 170 | 39.1% 35.7% 170 | 35.2% 33.4%
171 | 44.0% 42.8% 171 | 54.8% 54.1% 171 | 40.1% 37.7%
172 | 36.6% 32.3% 172 | 34.3% 31.4% 172 | 39.0% 35.8%
173 | 41.4% 39.6% 173 | 40.7% 38.8% 173 | 34.4% 33.1%
174 | 252% 21.3% 174 | 24.7% 21.3% 174 | 24.7% 21.3%
175 | 29.0% 28.5% 175 | 26.3%  25.8% 175 | 22.5% 21.7%
176 | 30.7% 28.2% 176 | 29.8% 28.3% 176 | 32.2% 29.6%
177 | 59.4% 59.4% 177 | 59.4% 59.4% 177 | 59.4% 59.4%
178 | 19.7% 18.2% 178 | 19.7% 18.2% 178 | 19.7% 18.2%
179 | 33.1% 30.8% 179 | 39.0% 36.8% 179 | 24.4% 22.3%
180 | 23.5% 22.1% 180 | 22.0% 20.6% 180 | 23.9% 22.5%

Table 26: Overall, the enacted House plan has 62 majority-BHVAP districts, dropping to 60
majority districts by BHCVAP. Both Gingles 1 demonstrative alternatives add to the count sig-
nificantly.
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9 Effectiveness-oriented demonstration plans

In §7 above, | presented a number of alternative plans as Gingles 1 demonstrative maps. Each
of these plans increases the number of majority districts for the coalition of Black and Latino
Georgians, while simultaneously ensuring that traditional districting principles are highly re-
spected and that the new majority districts are likely to provide effective opportunity-to-elect.

In this section, | will offer an additional set of alternative plans—one new example per leg-
islative cluster—that illustrate that my notion of effectiveness is capable of identifying oppor-
tunity districts short of the Gingles 1 demographic threshold of 50%+1. Indeed, the existence
of crossover support for Black and Latino candidates of choice by Asian-American, White, and
other voters is a certainty. The ease of finding alternative plans that draw on broader vot-
ing coalitions will bolster the racial gerrymandering discussion below in That is, in the
enacted plans, the state has not just avoided majority districts but has even conspicuously
limited the number of districts providing effective opportunity-to-elect well below the level
that is easily attainable from a race-neutral mapping process.

9.1 Congressional effectiveness

As a matter of mapmaking, it is extremely easy to improve on the very limited humber of
effective districts—just five—in the state’s enacted plan (see Table [4). To do this involves
relieving the packing and cracking from the enacted plan.
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Figure 16: The benchmark plan (top left), the enacted plan (top right), and the Duncan-
Kennedy plan (bottom right) all exhibit a pronounced pattern of packing and cracking relative
to the alternative Congressional plan presented here (CD Alt, bottom left).

46



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-1 Filed 03/27/23 Page 48 of 71

9.2 State Senate alternatives

The "Alt Eff 3" plans shown here are another set of effective alternatives; these cover the
entire state, working modularly in the clusters from Atlanta, Gwinnett, Southwest, East Black
Belt, Southeast, and Northwest Georgia.

=
(o)}

33 44

Figure 17: SD Atlanta alternative effective plan.
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SD Atlanta Enacted SD Atlanta Alt Eff 3
SD | BVAP BHVAP Pg';*g“;;'is Goir;i;ags SD | BVAP BHVAP P;'L?i;'fs G;fgi;as's
6 | 23.9% 32.1% 0 8 6 | 43.8% 50.3% 3 8
10| 71.5% 76.7% 4 8 10 | 60.7% 70.3% 4 8
16 | 22.7% 27.7% 3 0 16 | 47.5% 53.4% 4 8
28 | 19.5% 25.9% 2 0 28 | 51.9% 57.5% 4 8
30 | 20.9% 27.0% 2 0 30 | 17.3% 24.2% 1 0
31 | 20.7% 28.1% 3 0 31 | 21.6% 27.6% 3 0
33| 43.0% 65.9% 4 8 33| 30.3% 50.2% 3 8
34 | 69.5% 82.2% 4 8 34 | 76.8% 88.7% 4 8
35 | 71.9% 79.4% 4 8 35 | 42.8% 51.4% 4 8
36 | 51.3% 58.4% 3 8 36 | 60.1% 66.4% 3 8
38 | 65.3% 73.7% 4 8 38 | 46.3% 59.2% 3 8
39 | 60.7% 66.3% 3 8 39 | 49.7% 55.6% 3 8
42 | 30.8% 39.4% 0 8 42 | 17.2% 27.3% 0 8
44 71.3% 79.9% 4 8 44 | 76.9% 80.1% 3 8

Table 27: SD Atlanta (14 districts).

48



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-1

9 46
14 47
17 (48
‘ 49
® -
41 55

Figure 18: SD Gwinnett alternative effective plan.
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SD Gwinnett Enacted SD Gwinnett Alt Eff 3
SD | Bvap BHvap PUTeres Generals | gp | gyap pyap Pimaries Generals
5 [29.9% 71.6% 3 8 5 | 25.2% 61.5% 3 8
7 | 21.4% 38.0% 3 8 7 | 20.2% 46.4% 3 8
9 | 29.5% 48.3% 3 8 9 | 32.1% 49.2% 3 6
14 | 19.0% 31.1% 0 8 14 | 19.0% 31.1% 0 8
17 | 32.0% 37.1% 3 0 17 | 46.9% 52.7% 4 7
27 | 5.0% 15.2% 0 0 27 | 4.7% 14.9% 0 0
40 | 19.2% 40.8% 0 8 40 | 25.6% 39.1% 0 8
41 | 62.6% 69.3% 3 8 41 | 84.8% 89.6% 4 8
43 | 64.3% 71.2% 4 8 43 | 45.4% 51.8% 4 7
45 | 18.6% 31.7% 3 0 45 | 22.4% 42.0% 3 5
46 | 16.9% 23.9% 1 0 46 | 12.0% 19.4% 1 0
47 | 17.4% 27.0% 3 0 47 | 18.8% 27.5% 2 7
48 | 9.5% 16.5% 1 0 48 | 9.9% 16.3% 2 0
49 | 8.0% 29.9% 1 0 49 | 8.2% 32.8% 1 0
50 | 5.6% 14.4% 1 0 50 | 5.3% 11.3% 1 0
55 | 66.0% 74.7% 4 8 55 | 44.0% 54.8% 4 8

Table 28: SD Gwinnett (16 districts).
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11 15
12 18
13 29

Figure 19: SD Southwest alternative effective plan.

SD Southwest Enacted SD Alt Eff 3
Primaries Generals Primaries Generals
SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8 SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8
11 | 31.0% 38.6% 4 0 11 | 44.0% 50.9% 4 6

12 | 50.1% 53.4%
13 | 25.6% 34.7%
15 | 50.4% 54.7%
18 | 30.4% 34.9%
29 | 27.3% 31.9%

12 | 58.0% 61.5%
13 | 27.0% 33.0%
15 | 54.0% 60.6%
18 | 30.4% 34.9%
29 | 26.9% 31.4%

w w s b~ B
O O 00 O
w w s b~ b
O O 00 O

Table 29: SD Southwest (6 districts).
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Figure 20: SD East Black Belt alternative effective plan.
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26

SD East Black Belt Enacted SD East Black Belt Alt Eff 3
sD| Bvap BHvap PTes Generals | |gp | pyap pyap Pimaries Generols
4 | 23.4% 28.9% 3 0 4 | 23.4% 28.9% 3 0
20 | 31.3% 34.8% 3 0 20 | 32.0% 35.3% 3 0
22 | 56.5% 61.8% 4 8 22 | 39.1% 46.1% 4 8
23 | 35.5% 40.0% 3 0 23 | 46.1% 49.6% 3 7
24 | 19.9% 24.3% 3 0 24 | 26.5% 30.3% 3 0
25 | 33.5% 37.2% 3 0 25 | 45.7% 49.6% 3 8
26 | 57.0% 61.2% 3 8 26 | 44.0% 48.2% 3 5

Table 30: SD East Black Belt (7 districts).
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Figure 21: SD Southeast alternative effective plan.

SD Southeast Enacted SD Southeast Alt Eff 3
Primaries Generals Primaries Generals

SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8 SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8
1 25.1% 32.6% 3 0 1 34.8% 43.7% 4 6

2 46.9% 54.4% 4 8 2 37.4% 43.6% 3 8

3 21.2% 27.4% 3 0 3 19.1% 24.3% 3 0

8 30.4% 36.6% 4 0 8 32.5% 39.7% 4 0

19 | 25.7% 34.1% 4 0 19 | 25.5% 33.8% 4 0

Table 31: SD Southeast (5 districts).
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Figure 22: SD Northwest alternative plan that increases effectiveness by creating a competi-
tive SD 32 that is well aligned with Black and Latino preferences in primary elections.

SD Northwest Enacted SD Northwest Alt Eff 3
Primaries Generals Primaries Generals
SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8 SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8
21 7.5% 16.3% 2 0 21 6.5% 16.5% 1 0
32 | 14.9% 25.4% 3 0 32 | 21.0% 31.2% 3 3
37 | 19.3% 28.0% 3 0 37 | 13.1% 22.1% 3 0
51 1.2% 5.5% 0 0 51 1.2% 5.5% 0 0
52 | 13.0% 21.2% 1 0 52 | 13.3% 22.0% 1 0
53 5.1% 8.3% 1 0 53 4.6% 7.5% 1 0
54 3.8% 26.4% 1 0 54 3.8% 26.6% 1 0
56 7.6% 15.3% 0 0 56 8.3% 14.6% 0 0

Table 32: SD Northwest (8 districts).
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9.3 State House alternatives

The "Alt Eff" (alternative effective) districts in the House cover all of the regional clusters listed
above: Atlanta, Cobb, DeKalb, Gwinnett, Southwest, East Black Belt, and Southeast Georgia.

Figure 23: HD Atlanta Alt Eff 3 plan.
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HD Atlanta Enacted HD Atlanta Alt Eff 3
HD | BVAP BHVAP P;'m;'fs G;r;i;ags HD | BVAP BHVAP P[,'l:?i;'fs Gﬂiﬂ's
61 | 74.3% 81.9% 4 8 61 | 64.9% 74.5% 4 8
64 | 30.7% 38.1% 3 0 64 | 43.7% 52.4% 4 7
65 | 62.0% 66.5% 4 8 65 | 87.0% 90.2% 4 8
66 | 53.4% 62.9% 4 8 66 | 40.5% 48.1% 4 5
67 | 58.9% 66.7% 4 8 67 | 89.1% 94.7% 4 8
68 | 55.7% 62.0% 4 8 68 | 36.7% 44.4% 3 5
69 | 63.6% 69.0% 4 8 69 | 33.6% 40.3% 3 6
71 | 19.9% 26.1% 3 0 71 | 19.9% 26.1% 3 0
73 | 12.1% 19.1% 2 0 73 | 11.5% 17.9% 2 0
74 | 25.5% 31.1% 3 0 74 | 48.5% 54.7% 4 8
75| 74.4% 85.7% 4 8 75 | 78.7% 90.0% 4 8
76 | 67.2% 80.4% 4 8 76 | 59.5% 76.4% 4 8
77 | 76.1% 88.3% 4 8 77 | 66.1% 80.0% 4 8
78 | 71.6% 80.5% 4 8 78 | 70.6% 79.9% 4 8
79 | 71.6% 87.6% 4 8 79 | 80.7% 91.3% 4 8
90 | 58.5% 62.8% 2 8 90 |58.5% 62.8% 2 8
91| 70.0% 75.9% 4 8 91 | 43.2% 48.3% 4 6
92 | 68.8% 73.5% 4 8 92 | 64.4% 71.2% 4 8
93 | 65.4% 75.0% 4 8 93 | 85.1% 92.0% 4 8
112 | 19.2% 22.5% 1 0 112 | 19.2% 22.5% 1 0
113 | 59.5% 66.2% 4 8 113 | 61.1% 66.9% 4 8
114 | 24.7% 28.4% 3 0 114 | 26.0% 30.0% 3 0
115 | 52.1% 59.1% 4 8 115 | 47.3% 53.9% 4 5
116 | 58.1% 65.4% 4 8 116 | 57.3% 65.3% 4 8
117 | 36.6% 42.0% 3 0 117 | 39.6% 45.8% 4 5

Table 33: HD Atlanta (25 districts).
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Figure 24: HD Cobb Alt Eff 3 plan.
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HD Cobb Enacted HD Cobb Alt Eff 3
Primaries Generals Primaries Generals
HD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8 HD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8

20 | 6.9% 14.5%
22 | 22.9% 34.3%
34 | 15.5% 24.2%
35 | 31.2% 44.9%
36 | 38.9% 50.9%
37 | 33.7% 51.8%
38 | 41.9% 51.6%
39 | 45.5% 56.6%
40 | 39.9% 53.3%
41 | 32.3% 52.3%
42 | 28.4% 51.1%
43 | 16.2% 25.9%
44 | 11.2% 24.7%
45 | 5.0% 9.8%
46 | 9.2% 16.6%
53 | 17.5% 32.1%
54 | 12.4% 17.5%
55 | 50.6% 56.1%
56 | 44.2% 51.0%
57 | 18.9% 27.1%
58 | 93.1% 95.3%
59 | 51.2% 56.1%
60 | 57.0% 63.1%
62 | 81.5% 88.7%
63 | 61.6% 70.8%
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20 | 9.3% 18.5%
22 | 15.1% 26.7%
34 | 15.7% 23.5%
35 | 28.4% 39.6%
36 | 17.0% 23.5%
37 | 28.2% 46.8%
38 | 54.2% 66.8%
39 | 55.3% 74.0%
40 | 33.0% 38.9%
41 | 39.4% 68.0%
42 | 33.7% 51.1%
43 | 26.5% 40.6%
44 | 12.0% 22.5%
45 | 5.3% 10.2%
46 | 8.1% 15.5%
53 | 14.5% 21.9%
54 | 15.5% 28.3%
55 | 55.4% 60.4%
56 | 45.5% 51.3%
57 | 18.1% 26.1%
58 | 63.0% 68.1%
59 | 70.1% 74.5%
60 | 63.9% 69.0%
62 | 72.3% 79.1%
63 | 69.3% 78.6%
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Table 34: HD Cobb (25 districts).
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Figure 25: HD DeKalb Alt Eff 3 plan.
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HD DeKalb Enacted HD DeKalb Alt Eff 3
HD | BVAP BHVAP PQE‘Z?ES Goif;i;ags HD | BVAP BHVAP PQE?;'Z’S G;’;i;ags
21 | 5.1% 12.5% 1 0 21 | 5.1% 12.4% 1 0
24 | 7.0% 17.3% 1 0 24 | 7.0% 17.3% 1 0
25 | 5.9% 11.0% 0 0 25 | 5.9% 10.7% 0 0
47 | 10.7% 18.1% 2 0 47 | 15.7% 31.4% 3 5
48 | 11.8% 24.2% 0 1 48 | 20.8% 32.2% 3 8
49 | 8.4% 15.1% 0 0 49 | 58% 11.0% 0 0
50 | 12.4% 18.8% 2 8 50 | 12.6% 19.7% 2 7
51 | 23.7% 37.0% 0 8 51 | 16.1% 24.4% 0 6
52 | 16.0% 23.4% 0 8 52 | 10.9% 16.4% 0 7
80 | 14.2% 37.3% 0 8 80| 27.2% 60.1% 3 8
81 | 21.8% 42.7% 0 8 81 | 16.0% 49.2% 0 8
82 | 16.8% 23.6% 0 8 82 | 16.9% 23.2% 0 8
83 | 15.1% 43.6% 0 8 83 | 15.0% 36.5% 0 8
84| 73.7% 76.7% 3 8 84| 62.6% 67.7% 3 8
85 | 62.7% 68.6% 3 8 85 | 54.8% 59.4% 3 8
86 | 75.1% 79.4% 3 8 86 | 90.8% 94.5% 4 8
87 | 73.1% 79.8% 4 8 87 | 60.6% 68.7% 3 8
88 | 63.3% 73.3% 3 8 88 | 45.9% 59.3% 3 8
89 | 62.5% 65.9% 2 8 89 | 94.7% 97.0% 4 8
96 | 23.0% 59.0% 3 8 96 | 20.5% 50.2% 3 8
97 | 26.8% 46.0% 3 8 97 | 19.0% 32.8% 3 8
98 | 23.2% 76.0% 3 8 98 | 24.4% 71.2% 3 8

Table 35: HD DeKalb (22 districts).
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Figure 26: HD Gwinnett Alt Eff 3 plan.

60

- ®

29 104

95

102 111




Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-1 Filed 03/27/23 Page 62 of 71

HD Gwinnett Enacted HD Gwinnett Alt Eff 3
HD | BVAP BHVAP "g‘:gf,;'gs Goir;i';a;s HD | BVAP BHVAP ng‘gig'js Gﬁiﬁ:s
26 | 4.0% 14.8% 0 0 26 | 4.1% 14.8% 0 0
29 | 13.6% 53.3% 2 0 29 | 13.6% 53.3% 2 0
30 | 8.1% 24.2% 0 0 30 | 6.6% 22.7% 0 0
94 | 69.0% 76.3% 4 8 94 | 79.8% 84.3% 4 8
95 | 67.2% 75.1% 4 8 95 |59.7% 71.1% 4 8
99 | 14.7% 23.4% 3 3 99 | 16.9% 27.3% 3 5
100 | 10.0% 20.0% 1 0 100 | 10.1% 21.3% 2 0
101| 24.2% 42.4% 3 7 101| 24.4% 41.9% 3 7
102 | 37.6% 58.9% 3 8 102 | 40.2% 53.3% 4 7
103 | 16.8% 33.7% 3 0 103 | 19.5% 35.8% 3 3
104 | 17.0% 28.1% 3 0 104 | 18.9% 29.3% 3 0
105 | 29.0% 45.8% 3 6 105 | 33.2% 53.2% 3 8
106 | 36.3% 47.4% 3 7 106 | 25.4% 40.4% 3 6
107 | 29.6% 60.7% 3 8 107 | 30.2% 55.7% 3 8
108 | 18.4% 36.6% 3 6 108 | 19.8% 39.6% 3 6
109 | 32.5% 68.6% 3 8 109 | 33.5% 72.2% 4 8
110 | 47.2% 57.7% 4 8 110 | 47.5% 58.8% 4 8
111 | 22.3% 31.1% 3 0 111 | 14.1% 23.0% 3 0

Table 36: HD Gwinnett (18 districts).
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150 173

Figure 27: HD Southwest Alt Eff 3 plan.
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HD Southwest Enacted HD Southwest Alt Eff 3
HD | BVAP BHVAP "g‘:gf,;‘fs G;f;i;as's HD | BVAP BHVAP Pmi;'fs Gﬁiﬁ:s
137 | 52.1% 56.6% 4 8 137 | 55.2% 58.4% 4 8
140 | 57.6% 65.6% 4 8 140 | 59.3% 66.9% 4 8
141 | 57.5% 64.1% 4 8 141 | 49.2% 56.1% 4 8
146 | 27.6% 32.3% 4 0 146 | 23.9% 29.4% 4 0
147 | 30.1% 37.3% 4 0 147 | 31.2% 38.0% 4 0
148 | 34.0% 37.1% 4 0 148 | 39.2% 42.4% 4 0
150 | 53.6% 59.7% 4 8 150 | 55.0% 60.9% 4 8
151 | 42.4% 49.7% 4 0 151 | 45.7% 54.0% 4 7
152 | 26.1% 28.4% 4 0 152 | 28.3% 30.7% 4 0
153'| 67.9% 70.4% 4 8 153 60.3% 62.8% 4 8
154 | 54.8% 56.5% 4 7 154 | 50.7% 52.9% 4 6
169 | 29.0% 36.7% 3 0 169 | 27.2% 37.2% 3 0
170 | 24.2% 32.9% 3 0 170 | 27.7% 36.6% 2 0
171 | 39.6% 44.2% 4 0 171 | 47.5% 51.8% 4 0
172 | 23.3%  36.7% 4 0 172 | 23.2% 36.2% 4 0
173 | 36.3% 41.7% 4 0 173 | 34.5% 39.9% 4 0
175 | 24.2% 29.2% 4 0 175 | 24.1% 29.5% 4 0
176 | 22.7% 30.9% 4 0 176 | 20.3% 25.7% 4 0

Table 37: HD Southwest (18 districts).
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Figure 28: HD East Black Belt Alt Eff 3 plan.
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HD East Black Belt Enacted HD East Black Belt Alt Eff 3
HD | BVAP BHVAP "g‘:gf,;‘fs G;f;i;as's HD | BVAP BHVAP Pmi;'fs Gﬁiﬁ:s
33 | 11.2% 14.3% 3 0 33 | 9.3% 13.8% 3 0
118 | 23.6% 27.3% 3 0 118 | 22.8% 26.2% 3 0
123 | 24.3% 28.6% 3 0 123 | 25.5% 28.5% 3 0
124 | 25.6% 31.8% 2 0 124 | 25.3% 31.7% 2 0
125 | 23.7% 31.4% 3 0 125 | 30.7% 36.6% 3 0
126 | 54.5% 57.7% 4 8 126 | 41.0% 47.5% 4 8
127 | 18.5% 23.3% 3 0 127 | 17.2% 23.4% 3 0
128 | 50.4% 52.1% 2 4 128 | 51.9% 53.4% 2 7
129'| 54.9% 59.2% 3 8 129 | 38.2% 43.1% 3 5
130 | 59.9% 63.8% 4 8 130 | 60.6% 63.9% 4 8
131 | 17.6% 23.5% 3 0 131 | 18.0% 24.0% 3 0
132 | 52.3% 60.1% 4 8 132 | 74.7% 79.5% 4 8
133 | 36.8% 38.9% 3 0 133 | 45.4% 47.6% 3 8
142'| 59.5% 63.2% 3 8 142 | 42.1% 45.1% 3 6
143 | 60.8% 65.5% 3 8 143 | 54.8% 58.7% 3 8
144 | 29.3% 31.9% 3 0 144 | 26.0% 29.3% 3 0
145 | 35.7% 41.6% 3 0 145 | 55.1% 62.0% 4 8
149 | 32.1% 37.8% 2 0 149 | 32.1% 37.8% 2 0

Table 38: HD East Black Belt (18 districts).
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160

167

163

Figure 29: HD Southeast Alt Eff 3 plan.

HD Southeast Enacted HD Southeast Alt Eff 3
HD | BVAP BHVAP ngi;'fs Goir;eorfa;s HD | BVAP BHVAP P:,'S;'i;'fs Goi’;irfa;s
159 | 24.5% 27.4% 2 0 159 | 22.3% 25.8% 3 0
160 | 22.6% 27.6% 2 0 160 | 26.4% 31.5% 1 0
161 | 27.1% 33.9% 4 0 161| 34.1% 42.7% 4 6
162'| 43.7% 53.3% 4 8 162 | 38.9% 47.3% 4 8
163 | 45.5% 52.9% 3 8 163 | 50.0% 59.4% 4 8
164 | 23.5% 32.0% 3 0 164 | 13.6% 19.2% 3 0
165 | 50.3% 55.6% 4 8 165| 27.1% 32.2% 3 5
166 | 5.7% 9.8% 3 0 166 | 29.9% 33.7% 3 8
167 | 22.3% 29.7% 3 0 167 | 18.7% 24.5% 3 0
168 | 46.3% 56.6% 4 8 168 | 45.9% 56.6% 4 8
179 | 27.0% 33.4% 3 0 179 | 31.8% 39.4% 4 0
180 | 18.2% 23.8% 3 0 180 | 18.2% 23.8% 3 0

Table 39: HD Southeast (12 districts).
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10 Racial gerrymandering

10.1 Retention, displacement, and district disruption

In this section, | will examine the core retention, or conversely, the population displacement, of
the districts in the enacted plan—that is, how much of the population retains the same district
assignment before and after the redistricting? | will pay particular attention to the tendency to
use racially imbalanced transfers of population in rebalancing the districts, and to the impact
on the districts’ effectiveness for electing Black and Latino candidates of choice.

10.1.1 Congress

In Congress, the ideal district population is 765,136. Of the fourteen districts, twelve are at
least reasonably similar to their benchmark configuration, i.e., at least 2/3 of their population
had been assigned to the same district before redistricting. The two with more than one-in-
three new voters are districts 6 and 7.

District 6 was nearly at ideal size before the redistricting, having 771,431 residents enu-
merated in the Census—Iless than seven thousand off from the target size. However, it was
subjected to major reconfiguration, with at least 40,000 people from the benchmark district
reassigned to each of districts 4, 5, 7, and 11, while at least 40,000 different people were
drawn in from each of districts 7, 9, and 11. In all, this represents reassignment of several
hundred thousand people.

&

CD 14 shift CD 6 shift

Figure 30: These before-and-after plots show benchmark configurations in gray, while new dis-
trict placementis in light green. We can see that CD 14 made a new incursion into Cobb County
while shedding rural Haralson and part of Pickens County. Meanwhile, CD 6 went sharply the
other way, withdrawing from its metro Atlanta coverage and picking up rural counties to the
north. Compare to Figure [31}
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These swaps transfer more urban, more Black and Hispanic neighborhoods out of CD 6,
while bringing in Whiter suburban areas. For instance, the largest reassignment out of the
district goes from CD 6 to CD 4, and the largest reassignment into the district goes from
CD 7 to CD 6—each of those moves roughly 200,000 Georgians to a new district, which is a
massive shift. But the CD 6 to CD 4 transfer is 37.5% Black or Latino Georgians; by contrast,
the CD 7 to CD 6 transfer is 16.1% Black or Latino. Since CD 6 was a performing district for
the coalition of Black and Latino voters before its transformation, and none of the transfers
improves representational prospects in non-performing districts, this transition looks to be
plainly dilutive of voting power.

Meanwhile, the changes to CD 14 are smaller in terms of land area but are distinctive
in terms of density and racial composition. CD 14 has expanded into Cobb to include two
majority-Black cities—Powder Springs and Austell. Besides the further fracturing of Cobb
County, Figure makes it clear that the movement of those areas of Cobb into the district
can’t be justified in terms of compactness or respect for urban/rural communities of interest.
(See §10.3/for references to the public record of community testimony.)

® Asian White Black Latino ® =1 person

Figure 31: This dot density plot makes it clear—through thicker arrangement of dots, with
green dots predominating—that dense African-American neighborhoods in Cobb were brought
in at the southern tip of CD 14. These voters were therefore submerged among more numer-
ous, dissimilar communities from CD 14. Meanwhile, the changes to district 6 added subur-
ban/exurban/rural areas—seen with the sparsity at the north of CD 6 in the the dot density
plot—unlike the bulk of the district.
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This incursion of CD 14 into Cobb is emphatically not required by adherence to traditional
districting principles. For one vivid illustration of that, consider the comparison between the
Duncan-Kennedy draft map and the map that was ultimately enacted. The benchmark plan
from ten years ago had split Pickens County and included Haralson County in its construction
of CD 14. Duncan-Kennedy retains Haralson, keeps Pickens whole in CD 9, and splits (low-
density, mostly White) Bartow County to achieve population balance. Thus the shift in the
final enacted plan—submerging a dense, majority-Black segment of Cobb in CD 14—was not
necessary to balance population while keeping Pickens intact.

10.1.2 State Senate

When we move to smaller and more numerous districts in the Senate (ideal population 191,284),
we might reasonably expect somewhat less core retention as line-drawers balance the tradi-
tional principles. However, the disruption in some cases is more than we would expect if
retention were a highly prioritized goal. In the Senate, SD 7 and SD 14 have zero overlap with
their previous population in the Benchmark configuration, and four other districts—SD 6, 32,
48, and 56—have less than half of their population retained.

New SD 14 is largely composed of benchmark SD 56, which was represented by Republican
John Albers. The previous SD 56, which had become competitive over time (with four Republi-
can victories and four Democratic victories across the elections in our probative dataset), was
completely moved off of itself, to a new position that gave Biden only 43.7% support. Thus
Albers could stay in the district numbered 56, facing largely new but very Republican-leaning
voters, and win easily. This was achieved by racially imbalanced shifts: 56 — 14 has 35.5%
BHVAP (substantial but still failing to secure electoral alignment in SD 14 with Black and Latino
candidates of choice), while each group moved into SD 56 has under 19% BHVAP.

Another consequential district disruption occurred in benchmark district 48, which was rep-
resented by Democrat Michelle Au. Roughly two-thirds of the previous population of SD 48
was reassigned into SD 7 (see Figure [32] for geographical displacement). But the 7th district
was already Democratic-controlled and was now facing the candidacy of progressive Nabilah
Islam, who had been endorsed by civil rights groups including GALEO. The new SD 48 was built
to be highly ineffective for Black and Latino preferences (aligned in only one of four primaries
and zero of eight general elections from our probative dataset). Rather than run in the new
district, Au switched to a run for the lower chamber, ultimately winning HD 50 in 2022. This
district makeover was carried out with highly racially imbalanced transfers of population. Of
more than 130,000 people moved from SD 48 to SD 7, 37.8% are Black and Latino, while the
retained population has only 17.8% BHVAP share; and no territory reassigned into the district
has BHVAP share exceeding 23.5%.
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SD 17 shift SD 48 shift

Figure 32: These before-and-after plots show benchmark configurations in gray, while new
district placement is in light green. The new configurations are clearly not made to improve
compactness, and they increase the number of county traversals.

SD 17 also underwent a makeover: the district had become mildly overpopulated but was
changed much more than needed, retaining only about half of its residents. (See, again,
Figure[32]) Meanwhile, the district was transformed from effective (4/4 primaries, 5/8 generals)
to ineffective (3/4 primaries, 0/8 generals). Outgoing population was roughly half Black and
Latino (17 — 10 has 52.6% BHVAP, 17 — 25 has 49.0%, and 17 — 43 has 51.3%) while the
significant incoming reassignments have much lower shares (25 — 17 has 20.9% and 46 — 17
has 23.8%). Notably, none of the districts that received population from SD 17 thereby became
effective.

10.1.3 State House

At the House level, the ideal district size of just 59,511 necessitates substantial shifts to the
districts, but once again the state’s enacted map is highly disruptive, well beyond what is
required. Fully 57 districts out of 180 were moved to positions completely disjoint from their
benchmark locations. Furthermore, a startling 32 districts were not only moved or relabeled
but effectively dismantled, with fewer than 30,000 prior residents assigned to any single dis-
trict, so that no candidate can have the usual benefits of incumbency in terms of familiarity to
their voters.

One notable category within these "dismantled" districts is those for which the ten-year
demographic shifts had made the benchmark districts amenable to political swings, so that
candidates from each major party would have won 2-6 out of 8 general contests in the dataset
of probative elections. This includes seven districts: HD 35, 44, 48, 49, 52, 104, and 109. Zero
of these remain in this "swingy" category after redrawing. Yet five are rebuilt to be ineffective
for Black and Latino voters, while only two are made effective. Those that are rebuilt to be
ineffective are subjected to racially imbalanced population transfers.
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Benchmark HD Outward Inward
44 .425 (to HD 35) .226 (from HD 20)
48 .464 (to HD 51) .201 (from HD 49)
49 .227 (to HD 47) .127 (from HD 48)
52 .436 (to HD 54) .245 (from HD 79)
104 .715 (to HD 102) .363 (from HD 103)

Table 40: This table records the BHVAP share of the largest district-to-district reassignment
for the five "dismantled" House districts that were formerly swingy, now made ineffective.

Compare Figure
HD 48 HD 49
HD 52
‘_|—LJ
HD 44
HD 104

Figure 33: Each of these "dismantled" House districts from the metro Atlanta area (Table [40)
was moved in such a way that the previous residents are scattered across multiple districts in
the new plan. These districts had become politically swingy in the time since the last Census
but are now rebuilt to be likely out of reach for Black and Latino voters’ candidates of choice.
The images make it clear that the shifts are not explained by traditional districting principles
like compactness or respect for county lines. They is not explained by respect for municipal
boundaries, as the new locations split small and midsized cities.

71



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 2 of 37

10.2 Splitting of geographical units
10.2.1 Congress

Most counties that are split in the enacted plan show marked racial disparity across the pieces.
For instance, Cobb County is split across four districts, with CD 13 and 14 receiving parts of
Cobb that are collectively over 60% Black and Latino by voting age population, while CD 6
contains a part of Cobb that is about 18.5% BHVAP—consistent with a packing and cracking
strategy. Fayette, Fulton, Douglas, Newton, Gwinnett, Muscogee, and Bibb are likewise all split
in a way that puts pieces into different districts with at least 20 percentage points disparity in

BHVAP across the split.

County | District BVAP BHVAP
Bibb CD?2 6349  .6710
CD 8 .3098 .3394

Figure 34: Minutely race-conscious decisions are evident along the boundary of CD 2 and CD
8 in Bibb County.
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County | District BVAP BHVAP
CD 6 .0304 .0814

Cherokee | ~n'y7 ‘0817  .1902
Clayton CD5 .7280 .8649
CD13 .7190 .8266
CD6 .1092 .1848
Cobb CD11 .2654 .3850
CD 13 .4458 JN6271
CD 14 .4646 | .5644
Douglas CD3  .2970 .3719
CD13 .5762 16647
Fayette CD3 2094 .2720
CD13 .5762 [N6647
CD5 .4769 .5379
CD6 .1574 .2568

Fulton

CD7 1175 1777
Chb13 .8829 | 9171
CD6 1336 .2645
Gwinnett CD7 3234 .5450
CD9 .2061  .3433
CD 3 4678 .5259
Henry CD 10 .4414  .4948
Cb13 .5710 | .6324
CD 2 5262  .5851
CD 3 .1909 .2578

Muscogee

Table 41: All county splits involving CD 3, 6, 13, and 14. With the exception of the Clayton
split, which is unremarkable in demographic terms, each of these is consistent with an overall
pattern of cracking in CD 3 and CD 6, packing in CD 13, and submerging a small and diverse
urban community in CD 14. See Appendix[C|for a complete list of county splits.
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County | District BVAP BHVAP
CD 4 .6098 .6644
CD10 .2631 .2960

Newton

Figure 35: In Newton County, CD 4 and CD 10 are divided by a line that is consistent with
packing the former district and cracking the latter.
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For the purposes of investigating racial gerrymandering, the splits to state precincts can be
especially revealing: these are the units at which cast votes are reported, so finer divisions
are usually made in view of demographics but not voting behavior—that is, these highlight the
predominance of race over even partisan concernsE

Several pairs of bordering districts show significant demographic disparity across precinct
splits in the Congressional plan, especially on the border of CD 4 and CD 10 (in Newton County,
as in Figure[35), and on the border of CD 6 and CD 11 (in Cobb and Cherokee counties).

In particular, each precinct split with a sizeable demographic gap on the CD 6/11 border is
consistent with the overall theme that CD 6 was targeted to reduce electoral opportunity for
Black and Latino voters—and for Black voters, in particular.

State precinct | District BVAP BHVAP
CD6 1975  .4938
MARIETTA SA CD11 .4232 .5803
CD 6 1391 .6607
CD11 .4738 .5464
CD6 2225 .3042
CD11 .4064 .5548

MARIETTA 6A

SEWELL MILL 03

Table 42: Three examples of split precincts on the CD 6 / CD 11 border that show significant
racial disparity, consistent with an effort to diminish the electoral effectiveness of CD 6 for
Black voters. (Note that CD 6 receives a higher share of BHVAP in Marietta 6A, but a far lower
share of BVAP.)

Though the disparity in numbers is suggestive, the previous splits are geographically un-
remarkable. By contrast, several precinct splits on the CD 4 / CD 10 border stand out both in
demographic and geographic terms.

State precinct | District BVAP BHVAP
Aoy | DN 081y e
CITY POND cC§140 ;§Z§§ :2?33
OXFORD CC[? 140 ;8‘9“2‘;‘ :?gig
DOWNS | 310 ‘e4s9 4930

Table 43: Four examples of split precincts on the CD 4 / CD 10 border, all consistent with
packing of CD 4 and cracking of CD 10.

120f course, it is possible to incorporate registered voter data at the block level or to purchase commercial products
with partisan modeling, but official state mappers frequently claim not to use this more fine-grained data.
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® Asian ©®  White © Black @ Latino ® =1 person

Figure 36: Split precincts on the CD 4 / CD 10 border.
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10.2.2 State Senate

Similarly, numerous counties are split into unnecessarily many pieces in the Senate plan.
Fourteen counties have at least a 20-point disparity in the BHVAP across the splits: Fulton
(10 pieces), Gwinnett (9 pieces), DeKalb (7 pieces), Cobb (6 pieces), Bibb, Chatham, Douglas,
and Houston (3 pieces each), and Newton, Clarke, Hall, Muscogee, Fayette, and Richmond (2
pieces each). Thirteen state precincts are split with a significant racial disparity between the
pieces placed in different districts.

Figure 37: This figure shows the separation of Bibb County in a way that packs SD 26.
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Figure 38: The pieces of Chatham County look to be clearly racially sorted into Senate districts
in a way that ensures that Black and Latino voters can only have effective influence in one of
the constituent districts. Indeed, SD 2 is an effective district, while SD 1 and SD 4 are not.
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10.2.3 State House

In the enacted House plan, thirty counties are fractured in a racially sorted way. Besides the
large counties that take the brunt of the splitting—Fulton (22 pieces), Gwinnett (21 piecees),
DeKalb (17 pieces), Cobb (14 pieces)—there are also Chatham, Henry, Muscogee, Richmond,
Hall, Paulding, Houston, Bibb, Coweta, Douglas, Fayette, Lowndes, Newton, Whitfield, Floyd,
Rockdale, Carroll, Dougherty, Troup, Thomas, Tift, Peach, Gradie, McDuffie, Lamar, and Telfair,
each with 2-7 pieces.

A striking number of state precincts—47 of them—are split with a heavy racial disparity
across the division. In the case of dividing up state precincts, legislators can’t use cast votes
to choose a splitting optimized for partisan performance, so racially distinctive precinct splits
provide particularly strong evidence that race has predominated over other principles in the
creation of the map.

10.3 Community narratives

There was voluminous public input into the record when it comes to the communities of in-
terest around the state and the impacts of redistricting decisions on their access to effective
representation.

At the highest level, County identity and Urban versus Rural interests were the most
frequent themes of the testimony, with thousands of mentions in the record. Geographically
delimited regions that received frequent mention included the Mountain region in the North-
west and the Black Belt across the state’s middle. Less specific geographic terms like Lake
and River recur as well. University (or College) and specifically HBCU get plentiful men-
tions, and Language (in the sense of language accessibility) is a frequent concern.

Other frequent keywords recur in patterns that largely disaggregate by urban/suburban/rural
focus. Here is a sample of terms that occur ten or more times and fall largely along lines of
that classification.

e Urban: Rent/Renters, Affordable, Housing, Utilities (esp. Water)

e Urban: Poverty, Healthcare, Safety

e Urban: MARTA, Transit

e Suburban/Exurban: Corridor, Car

e Suburban/Exurban: Family, Diversity, Immigrant

e Suburban/Exurban: Park, Church, Restaurant

e Rural: Agriculture, Poultry/Chicken, Onion (incl. Vidalia, Onion Belt)
e Rural: Manufacturing, Carpet, Flooring, Industry

e Rural: Hospital, Internet, Elderly

These community testimonials are helpful for clarifying the issues around the changes to
CD 6 and CD 14 that have received considerable attention above. New areas brought in to
CD 6 on its north side (all of Forsyth and Dawson counties and half of Cherokee) cite interests
frequently cited in suburban areas, blending to rural. By contrast, CD 6 shed population from
Fulton and the northern tip of DeKalb County.

e Forsyth, Cherokee, Dawson: road infrastructure, Lake Lanier, Army Corps of Engineers,
immigration (esp. Asian) and language, rural identity

e Fulton, DeKalb: public transportation, MARTA, safety net, COVID disparities, food insecu-
rity
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As we have seen, the shift in CD 14 is arguably a ripple effect from the targeting of CD 6,
and residents of the new district are likewise vocal, with a sharp split between the narrative
elements in the core of CD 14 and in its new protrusion into Cobb.

e Northwest counties: mountain, rural, flooring, agriculture, manufacturing

e Western Cobb: urban, metro Atlanta, housing, living wage

These community testimonies make it clear that the changes to CD 6 and CD 14 lack
justification by community-of-interest reasoning, in addition to the shortfalls in other traditional
districting principles detailed above.
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A Race, ethnicity, and citizenship

In this report, | have used the abbreviation BVAP to denote the share of voting age population
that is Black alone or in combination, sometimes called "Any Part Black" (or APB). | have
similarly used BHVAP for the share of VAP that is Black and/or Latino, which corresponds to
the coalition of Black and Hispanic voters (sometimes called the "BH Coalition") identified in
the Georgia NAACP complaint. WVAP refers to non-Hispanic single-race White population, and
POCVAP is the broader designation for people of color, i.e., the complement of WVAP.

To be precise, | construct use two data columns directly from the Table P4 of the 2020 De-
cennial PL 94-171 block-level summary files and construct two more data columns as combina-
tions. Hispanic voting age population ("HVAP") and non-Hispanic single-race White voting age
population ("WVAP") are directly found in the P4. The combination columns are non-Hispanic
(Any Part) Black VAP ("BVAP") and Other VAP, i.e., VAP not covered by any of these other cat-
egories ("OVAP"). By construction, these columns are exhaustive and non-overlapping: they
sum to total VAP on each geographic unit.

e HVAP: P4_002N
o WVAP: P4_005N

e BVAP: P4_006N, P4_013N, P4_018N, P4_019N, P4_020N, P4_021N, P4_029N, P4_030N,
P4_031IN, P4_032N, P4_039N, P4_040N, P4_041N, P4_042N, P4_043N, P4_044N, P4_050N,
P4_051IN, P4_052N, P4_053N, P4_054N, P4_055N, P4_060N, P4_061N, P4_062N, P4_063N,
P4_0o6oN, P4_067N, P4_068N, P4_069N, P4_071N, P4_073N

e OVAP: P4_007N, P4_008N, P4_009N, P4_010N, P4_014N, P4_015N, P4_016N, P4_017N,
P4_022N, P4_023N, P4_024N, P4_025N, P4_026N, P4_027N, P4_033N, P4_034N, P4_035N,
P4_036N, P4_037N, P4_038N, P4_045N, P4_046N, P4_047N, P4_048N, P4_056N, P4_057N,
P4_058N, P4_059N, P4_064N, P4_070N

To provide the best available estimate of 2020 citizen voting age population (CVAP) at the
Census block level, | am using a method based combining 2020 Decennial block-level data and
2016-2020 American Community Survey (ACS) tract-level data. Any use of CVAP with block-
based districting plans will require some process of estimation and disaggregation, since no
ACS data product is released at that fine of a geographical resolution.

To estimate CVAP within each census block, | have applied a fractional ratio to each of these
VAP columns using the citizenship rate pulled from the ACS data on the tract containing that
block. Because the ACS race and ethnicity categories are different from the PL, computing this
ratio requires the use of slightly different categories. All of this is done at the tract level.

e Black citizenship ratios are computed by dividing Black-alone VAP from Table BO1001B by
Black-alone CVAP from Table BO5003B.

e Hispanic citizenship ratios are computed by dividing Hispanic VAP from Table B0O3002 by
Black-alone CVAP from Table BO5003I.

e White citizenship ratios are computed by dividing non-Hispanic White-alone VAP obtained
from Table BO1001H by non-Hispanic White-alone CVAP from Table BO5003H.

e Citizenship ratios for the remaining ("Other") population are computed by dividing VAP
from Tables B0O1001C (American Indian and Alaska Native alone), BO1001D (Asian alone),
BO1001E (Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone), BO1001F (some other race
alone), and BO1001G (two or more races) by CVAP from Tables BO5003C (American Indian
and Alaska Native alone), BO5003D (Asian alone), BO5003E (Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander alone), BO5003F (some other race alone), and B05003G (two or more
races).
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B Electoral alignment in enacted legislative districts

SD James18P | Thorntonl8P | Thorntonl8R | Robinsonl8P
overall 0.4475 0.4387 0.5914 0.6286
1 0.4433 0.4957 0.7139 0.6752
0.5568 0.5374 0.7615 0.7245
3 0.4584 0.4566 0.6166 0.6647
4 0.4623 0.4170 0.6421 0.6800
5 0.4936 0.4604 0.6270 0.6329
6 0.2972 0.3624 0.4717 0.4602
7 0.3938 0.4327 0.5822 0.5709
8 0.5279 0.4223 0.6146 0.7182
9 0.4538 0.4486 0.6139 0.6232
10 0.5598 0.5108 0.6838 0.7221
11 0.5288 0.4219 0.5478 0.7098
12 0.5799 0.4771 0.6412 0.7634
13 0.5179 0.4354 0.6145 0.6956
14 0.3038 0.3703 0.4698 0.4570
15 0.5986 0.4502 0.5850 0.7338
16 0.4067 0.3965 0.5079 0.6065
17 0.4657 0.4581 0.6708 0.6715
18 0.4640 0.4891 0.6682 0.6932
19 0.5054 0.3997 0.6575 0.7214
20 0.4927 0.4921 0.6914 0.7050
21 0.2963 0.3435 0.5124 0.5157
22 0.5166 0.4377 0.6833 0.8227
23 0.4968 0.4249 0.6008 0.7456
24 0.4130 0.4463 0.7078 0.6693
25 0.4637 0.4260 0.6856 0.6932
26 0.4774 0.4439 0.6412 0.7312
27 0.2496 0.3162 0.4106 0.4904
28 0.4009 0.4143 0.4920 0.6198
29 0.4688 0.4364 0.5429 0.6639
30 0.3894 0.4034 0.4942 0.5762
31 0.4240 0.4460 0.5191 0.6237
32 0.3194 0.3952 0.5222 0.5230
33 0.5027 0.5156 0.6489 0.6470
34 0.5442 0.4912 0.6096 0.7214
35 0.6049 0.5417 0.7203 0.7344
36 0.3695 0.4134 0.5483 0.5050
37 0.3844 0.4495 0.5609 0.5796
38 0.5098 0.5168 0.7062 0.6948
39 0.4440 0.4444 0.6169 0.6187
40 0.2682 0.3327 0.4241 0.4099
41 0.4428 0.4385 0.5589 0.5968
42 0.2535 0.3351 0.4253 0.3403
43 0.5653 0.5018 0.6758 0.7202
44 0.5251 0.4527 0.5758 0.6902
45 0.4180 0.4387 0.6042 0.6031
46 0.3485 0.3946 0.5390 0.4958
47 0.3936 0.4419 0.6317 0.5378
48 0.3193 0.3488 0.5000 0.5144
49 0.2888 0.3402 0.4099 0.5269
50 0.2810 0.3220 0.4726 0.5497
51 0.2086 0.2667 0.3339 0.4437
52 0.3299 0.3271 0.4704 0.5792
53 0.3509 0.2385 0.3498 0.5729
54 0.3703 0.2679 0.3982 0.5208
55 0.5590 0.5016 0.6908 0.6938
56 0.2273 0.3277 0.4283 0.4432

Table 44: Vote shares for the minority candidate of choice across enacted Senate districts, in
probative primary and primary runoff elections.
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SD Clintonl6 | Abramsl8 | Thorntonl8 | Biden20 | Blackman20 | Ossoff21l | Warnock21l | Abrams22
overall 0.4734 0.4930 0.4697 0.5013 0.4848 0.5061 0.5104 0.4620
1 0.39# 0.4165 0.3963 0.4339 0.4099 0.4311 0.4331 0.3858
2 0.7278 0.7447 0.7248 0.7304 0.7221 0.7420 0.7434 0.7147
3 0.3229 0.3285 0.3163 0.3399 0.3273 0.3382 0.3379 0.2963
4 0.3117 0.3132 0.2988 0.3342 0.3181 0.3377 0.3379 0.2911
5 0.7486 0.7767 0.7503 0.7347 0.7395 0.7698 0.7727 0.7034
6 0.5632 0.5785 0.5153 0.6174 0.5559 0.5662 0.5799 0.5438
7 0.5212 0.5621 0.5250 0.5855 0.5618 0.5848 0.5909 0.5308
8 0.3339 0.3362 0.3253 0.3520 0.3407 0.3507 0.3507 0.3009
9 0.5277 0.5723 0.5426 0.6035 0.5873 0.6158 0.6215 0.5702
10 0.7684 0.8024 0.7852 0.7981 0.8013 0.8195 0.8220 0.8060
11 0.3484 0.3360 0.3236 0.3526 0.3418 0.3512 0.3511 0.3039
12 0.5805 0.5771 0.5618 0.5816 0.5746 0.5894 0.5903 0.5448
13 0.2836 0.2791 0.2623 0.2964 0.2821 0.3023 0.3036 0.2581
14 0.5421 0.5624 0.5077 0.6012 0.5528 0.5666 0.5763 0.5314
15 0.6650 0.6714 0.6544 0.6680 0.6621 0.6801 0.6822 0.6461
16 0.3199 0.3332 0.3126 0.3586 0.3371 0.3568 0.3615 0.3225
17 0.3337 0.3650 0.3507 0.3978 0.3870 0.4080 0.4110 0.3883
18 0.3656 0.3743 0.3608 0.3893 0.3766 0.3965 0.3990 0.3559
19 0.2458 0.2345 0.2314 0.2516 0.2459 0.2568 0.2574 0.2109
20 0.3251 0.3238 0.3122 0.3437 0.3311 0.3499 0.3523 0.3094
21 0.2865 0.3041 0.2721 0.3369 0.3009 0.3235 0.3316 0.2773
22 0.6911 0.7080 0.6884 0.7123 0.7013 0.7168 0.7189 0.6855
23 0.4069 0.4078 0.3962 0.4254 0.4125 0.4307 0.4322 0.3864
24 0.3010 0.2990 0.2907 0.3274 0.3034 0.3240 0.3249 0.2740
25 0.3816 0.3938 0.3806 0.4089 0.3982 0.4205 0.4234 0.3818
26 0.6410 0.6479 0.6326 0.6434 0.6399 0.6560 0.6585 0.6157
27 0.2306 0.2612 0.2360 0.3076 0.2768 0.2975 0.3039 0.2511
28 0.2846 0.2997 0.2817 0.3250 0.3060 0.3286 0.3331 0.2939
29 0.3501 0.3549 0.3378 0.3749 0.3569 0.3773 0.3798 0.3372
30 0.2961 0.3061 0.2948 0.3150 0.3076 0.3274 0.3314 0.2807
31 0.2768 0.3101 0.3029 0.3328 0.3244 0.3459 0.3490 0.3132
32 0.3634 0.4061 0.3744 0.4355 0.4082 0.4287 0.4363 0.3836
33 0.6767 0.7146 0.6898 0.7124 0.7092 0.7252 0.7293 0.6895
34 0.8201 0.8472 0.8304 0.8271 0.8331 0.8498 0.8518 0.8280
35 0.7785 0.8159 0.7983 0.8186 0.8210 0.8382 0.8411 0.8255
36 0.9069 0.9164 0.8686 0.8962 0.8771 0.8925 0.8996 0.8846
37 0.3742 0.4120 0.3838 0.4453 0.4177 0.4387 0.4462 0.4002
38 0.8220 0.8415 0.8121 0.8282 0.8156 0.8320 0.8379 0.8082
39 0.8862 0.8936 0.8506 0.8816 0.8621 0.8753 0.8824 0.8574
40 0.5980 0.6152 0.5592 0.6483 0.5997 0.6141 0.6255 0.5808
41 0.8169 0.8319 0.8047 0.8254 0.8228 0.8350 0.8393 0.8062
42 0.8317 0.8430 0.7839 0.8482 0.8179 0.8295 0.8377 0.8234
43 0.6835 0.7249 0.7088 0.7349 0.7364 0.7558 0.7580 0.7420
44 0.8673 0.8878 0.8682 0.8702 0.8751 0.8906 0.8928 0.8748
45 0.3367 0.3775 0.3525 0.4139 0.3932 0.4170 0.4229 0.3773
46 0.3751 0.3889 0.3666 0.4078 0.3816 0.4034 0.4088 0.3555
47 0.3959 0.4052 0.3904 0.4072 0.3912 0.4156 0.4199 0.3668
48 0.4010 0.4363 0.3920 0.4836 0.4411 0.4685 0.4762 0.4131
49 0.2335 0.2530 0.2350 0.2763 0.2523 0.2718 0.2773 0.2211
50 0.1716 0.1672 0.1626 0.1855 0.1710 0.1867 0.1898 0.1443
51 0.1568 0.1558 0.1503 0.1751 0.1617 0.1759 0.1790 0.1420
52 0.2450 0.2550 0.2437 0.2659 0.2519 0.2723 0.2767 0.2241
53 0.1837 0.1858 0.1826 0.2012 0.1916 0.2054 0.2045 0.1628
54 0.2193 0.2168 0.2098 0.2346 0.2247 0.2371 0.2374 0.1745
55 0.7579 0.7925 0.7743 0.7945 0.7936 0.8113 0.8143 0.7873
56 0.3639 0.3944 0.3503 0.4373 0.3894 0.4108 0.4210 0.3738

Table 45: Vote shares for the minority candidate of choice across enacted Senate districts, in
probative general and general runoff elections.
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Primaries | Generals

sb out of 4 out of 8 Effective?
1 3 0 N
2 4 8 Y
3 3 0 N
4 3 0 N
5 3 8 Y
6 0 8 N
7 3 8 Y
8 4 0 N
9 3 8 Y
10 4 8 Y
11 4 0 N
12 4 8 Y
13 4 0 N
14 0 8 N
15 4 8 Y
16 3 0 N
17 3 0 N
18 3 0 N
19 4 0 N
20 3 0 N
21 2 0 N
22 4 8 Y
23 3 0 N
24 3 0 N
25 3 0 N
26 3 8 Y
27 0 0 N
28 2 0 N
29 3 0 N
30 2 0 N
31 3 0 N
32 3 0 N
33 4 8 Y
34 4 8 Y
35 4 8 Y
36 3 8 Y
37 3 0 N
38 4 8 Y
39 3 8 Y
40 0 8 N
41 3 8 Y
42 0 8 N
43 4 8 Y
44 4 8 Y
45 3 0 N
46 1 0 N
47 3 0 N
48 1 0 N
49 1 0 N
50 1 0 N
51 0 0 N
52 1 0 N
53 1 0 N
54 1 0 N
55 4 8 Y
56 0 0 N

Table 46: By the standard of requiring that the candidate of choice could win or advance in at
least three out of four primaries and win or advance in at least five out of eight generals, the
enacted plan has 19 districts that present an effective opportunity.
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HD James18P | Thornton1l8P | Thornton18R | Robinson18P
overall 0.4475 0.4387 0.5914 0.6286
1 0.3468 0.2773 0.4029 0.5806
2 0.3558 0.2650 0.3670 0.5476
3 0.3294 0.2937 0.3945 0.5330
4 0.3601 0.2721 0.5187 0.5229
5 0.3824 0.2760 0.4076 0.5266
6 0.3668 0.2496 0.3206 0.5430
7 0.2157 0.2572 0.3352 0.4173
8 0.2022 0.2644 0.3595 0.4717
9 0.1832 0.2701 0.3345 0.4496
10 0.2252 0.3163 0.4472 0.5031
11 0.2662 0.2961 0.3401 0.4568
12 0.3671 0.1692 0.3117 0.6227
13 0.3179 0.3260 0.4630 0.5670
14 0.3256 0.3317 0.5040 0.5218
15 0.3293 0.3518 0.4445 0.5811
16 0.3558 0.3730 0.5240 0.6086
17 0.4020 0.4363 0.4991 0.6145
18 0.3103 0.3091 0.5047 0.5511
19 0.4618 0.4869 0.5659 0.6279
20 0.2834 0.3785 0.3855 0.5275
21 0.2883 0.3326 0.3384 0.5194
22 0.3529 0.4129 0.5129 0.5635
23 0.2889 0.3204 0.3621 0.5709
24 0.2767 0.3541 0.4194 0.5259
25 0.2764 0.2928 0.4603 0.4945
26 0.2398 0.2986 0.4209 0.4735
27 0.2327 0.3044 0.2517 0.5148
28 0.2492 0.3220 0.3758 0.4683
29 0.3352 0.3795 0.5442 0.5610
30 0.3077 0.3530 0.4525 0.4958
31 0.3087 0.3400 0.4837 0.5963
32 0.3446 0.3195 0.5192 0.6330
33 0.3395 0.4244 0.6565 0.5794
34 0.3583 0.4446 0.5187 0.5655
35 0.3881 0.4507 0.5930 0.5815
36 0.4031 0.4559 0.5856 0.5964
37 0.3663 0.4527 0.5860 0.5523
38 0.5367 0.5168 0.6730 0.6903
39 0.5356 0.5345 0.7106 0.6796
40 0.4201 0.4639 0.6151 0.5695
41 0.5164 0.5317 0.6492 0.6384
42 0.4493 0.4890 0.6054 0.5755
43 0.3315 0.4079 0.5049 0.5117
44 0.3052 0.3869 0.5337 0.5195
45 0.1732 0.3021 0.3752 0.3676
46 0.2382 0.3411 0.4515 0.4440
47 0.3159 0.3542 0.5339 0.5053
48 0.2947 0.3582 0.4743 0.4679
49 0.2675 0.3343 0.4887 0.4863
50 0.3267 0.3767 0.5004 0.5151
51 0.3394 0.3852 0.4882 0.4737
52 0.2679 0.3387 0.4328 0.4053
53 0.2273 0.3048 0.4342 0.3910
54 0.2550 0.3444 0.4524 0.4081
55 0.4218 0.4596 0.6718 0.6275
56 0.4356 0.4518 0.6229 0.6142
57 0.2056 0.3076 0.3972 0.2914
58 0.4452 0.4517 0.6291 0.6105
59 0.4683 0.4632 0.6531 0.6383
60 0.4578 0.4647 0.6671 0.6606
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HD James18P | Thornton1l8P | Thornton18R | Robinson18P
overall 0.4475 0.4387 0.5914 0.6286
. . e~
61 0.5937 0.5530 0.7215 0.7307
62 0.4559 0.4616 0.6297 0.6200
63 0.4227 0.4396 0.5712 0.6002
64 0.4859 0.4774 0.5232 0.6528
65 0.5996 0.5377 0.7249 0.7187
66 0.5615 0.5117 0.6402 0.7097
67 0.5783 0.5225 0.7261 0.7275
68 0.5142 0.5104 0.6439 0.6898
69 0.5196 0.5166 0.6831 0.7079
70 0.4308 0.4351 0.5046 0.6431
71 0.3445 0.4125 0.5560 0.5556
72 0.3181 0.3598 0.4040 0.5030
73 0.3412 0.3844 0.4659 0.5790
74 0.4855 0.4752 0.6443 0.6397
75 0.5667 0.4732 0.5439 0.7273
76 0.5726 0.4532 0.5774 0.7483
77 0.5372 0.4834 0.6259 0.7376
78 0.5592 0.4792 0.5407 0.7231
79 0.5561 0.4554 0.5713 0.7240
80 0.2507 0.3075 0.3904 0.4083
81 0.2273 0.3192 0.4007 0.3411
82 0.1811 0.2948 0.3296 0.2414
83 0.2499 0.3328 0.4322 0.4258
84 0.4411 0.4548 0.6076 0.5958
85 0.4561 0.4392 0.5883 0.6138
86 0.4939 0.4612 0.6058 0.6512
87 0.5020 0.4629 0.5948 0.6599
88 0.4783 0.4613 0.6055 0.6211
89 0.3875 0.4030 0.5645 0.4889
90 0.3812 0.3969 0.5629 0.5003
91 0.5621 0.5012 0.7033 0.7132
92 0.5777 0.5069 0.6954 0.7293
93 0.5503 0.5024 0.6621 0.7124
94 0.5467 0.4912 0.6849 0.6899
95 0.5813 0.5091 0.7039 0.7160
96 0.4407 0.4533 0.6048 0.5762
97 0.3851 0.4260 0.5636 0.5440
98 0.4638 0.4516 0.6475 0.5829
99 0.3827 0.4466 0.5993 0.5637
100 0.3268 0.3356 0.4947 0.5489
101 0.4195 0.4367 0.5873 0.6026
102 0.4902 0.4578 0.6445 0.6531
103 0.3989 0.4094 0.5857 0.5902
104 0.4202 0.4445 0.5931 0.6166
105 0.4694 0.4604 0.6632 0.6422
106 0.4768 0.4844 0.6458 0.6273
107 0.4858 0.4463 0.6147 0.6542
108 0.3738 0.4246 0.5554 0.5502
109 0.4988 0.4650 0.5979 0.6304
110 0.5429 0.5042 0.6857 0.7014
111 0.4343 0.4549 0.6179 0.6180
112 0.3802 0.3856 0.4628 0.6032
113 0.5592 0.4986 0.6538 0.7211
114 0.3566 0.3820 0.5553 0.6116
115 0.5470 0.5100 0.6995 0.7163
116 0.5613 0.5113 0.6805 0.7260
117 0.4806 0.4765 0.6946 0.6856
118 0.4420 0.3747 0.5819 0.6716
119 0.3654 0.3998 0.4785 0.5577
120 0.3310 0.3982 0.5499 0.5099
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HD Jamesl1l8P | Thorntonl8P | Thorntonl8R | Robinsonl8P
overall 0.4475 0.4387 0.5914 0.6286
121 0.3056 0.3610 0.4634 0.4318
122 0.4470 0.4828 0.7316 0.5336
123 0.4482 0.4759 0.8210 0.6795
124 0.3929 0.3945 0.5134 0.6158
125 0.4979 0.4484 0.5532 0.7290
126 0.5713 0.4653 0.7136 0.8431
127 0.3885 0.4146 0.5601 0.6759
128 0.4836 0.3572 0.6819 0.7292
129 0.4788 0.4262 0.6829 0.7876
130 0.5291 0.4322 0.6676 0.8300
131 0.4561 0.4564 0.6071 0.6988
132 0.5114 0.4534 0.7072 0.8308
133 0.4708 0.4428 0.7327 0.7101
134 0.4537 0.3415 0.4744 0.6571
135 0.4414 0.3509 0.4942 0.6575
136 0.4119 0.4498 0.5770 0.6639
137 0.5831 0.4497 0.6210 0.7196
138 0.4087 0.4060 0.4642 0.6087
139 0.4801 0.3999 0.4545 0.6473
140 0.6020 0.4426 0.5277 0.7298
141 0.6424 0.4599 0.5801 0.7533
142 0.4658 0.4625 0.6520 0.7214
143 0.4642 0.4872 0.6748 0.7412
144 0.4126 0.4350 0.6166 0.6729
145 0.4565 0.5158 0.6740 0.7167
146 0.5166 0.5594 0.7649 0.6930
147 0.5096 0.5585 0.7068 0.6984
148 0.5185 0.4879 0.6815 0.6956
149 0.4570 0.3824 0.5110 0.6894
150 0.5420 0.5120 0.7376 0.7507
151 0.5465 0.4851 0.6725 0.7150
152 0.5542 0.4701 0.6164 0.7292
153 0.6069 0.4804 0.6392 0.7999
154 0.5679 0.4636 0.6112 0.7543
155 0.4790 0.4310 0.6517 0.6845
156 0.5283 0.4362 0.6620 0.7356
157 0.4885 0.3890 0.6939 0.7202
158 0.4889 0.3914 0.6253 0.7098
159 0.4596 0.3947 0.6056 0.6965
160 0.4117 0.3911 0.5455 0.6332
161l 0.5543 0.5195 0.7135 0.7036
162 0.6043 0.5636 0.7874 0.7517
163 0.4945 0.5148 0.7413 0.6811
164 0.4995 0.5290 0.7585 0.6963
165 0.5689 0.5359 0.7661 0.7381
166 0.2755 0.4103 0.6313 0.5219
167 0.4840 0.4765 0.6980 0.7241
168 0.5505 0.5425 0.7834 0.7886
169 0.5063 0.3686 0.5592 0.6991
170 0.4510 0.4272 0.5020 0.6678
171 0.5049 0.4272 0.5864 0.7274
172 0.5519 0.4134 0.5872 0.6544
173 0.5511 0.4509 0.6016 0.7408
174 0.5238 0.3752 0.5566 0.6716
175 0.5392 0.3988 0.5253 0.7350
176 0.5464 0.4061 0.6065 0.7292
177 0.5448 0.4450 0.6370 0.7407
178 0.4627 0.4045 0.6920 0.6940
179 0.4151 0.4621 0.5945 0.6310
180 0.4609 0.4587 0.6255 0.6534

Table 47: Vote shares for the minority candidate of choice across enacted House districts, in
probative primary and primary runoff elections.
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HD Clintonl6 | Abramsl8 | Thorntonl8 | Biden20 | Blackman20 | Ossoff21l | Warnock21l | Abrams22
overall 0.4734 0.4930 0.4697 0.5013 0.4848 0.5061 0.5104 0.4620
1 0.1933 0.1964 0.1938 0.2104 0.2009 0.2160 0.2146 0.1736
2 0.1696 0.1670 0.1635 0.1901 0.1768 0.1895 0.1876 0.1425
3 0.1908 0.2018 0.1943 0.2221 0.2099 0.2233 0.2222 0.1816
4 0.3589 0.3633 0.3440 0.3835 0.3672 0.3806 0.3808 0.2906
5 0.1716 0.1733 0.1685 0.1855 0.1785 0.1926 0.1950 0.1482
6 0.1564 0.1457 0.1481 0.1641 0.1586 0.1679 0.1671 0.1177
7 0.1661 0.1629 0.1575 0.1807 0.1687 0.1815 0.1850 0.1469
8 0.1659 0.1600 0.1576 0.1819 0.1701 0.1815 0.1840 0.1422
9 0.1473 0.1523 0.1457 0.1695 0.1522 0.1705 0.1732 0.1391
10 0.1672 0.1675 0.1588 0.1859 0.1688 0.1864 0.1913 0.1485
11 0.1461 0.1550 0.1446 0.1868 0.1694 0.1863 0.1912 0.1552
12 0.1978 0.1895 0.1887 0.1945 0.1906 0.2069 0.2083 0.1607
13 0.3298 0.3437 0.3215 0.3537 0.3310 0.3571 0.3629 0.3015
14 0.1708 0.1768 0.1703 0.1916 0.1809 0.1941 0.1984 0.1604
15 0.2542 0.2749 0.2634 0.2863 0.2749 0.2949 0.2993 0.2417
16 0.2016 0.2083 0.2047 0.2237 0.2152 0.2305 0.2332 0.1941
17 0.2784 0.3264 0.3170 0.3580 0.3498 0.3747 0.3780 0.3411
18 0.1598 0.1479 0.1441 0.1598 0.1563 0.1653 0.1678 0.1314
19 0.3142 0.3525 0.3443 0.3762 0.3661 0.3887 0.3918 0.3614
20 0.2608 0.2975 0.2696 0.3349 0.3055 0.3261 0.3332 0.2815
21 0.2096 0.2398 0.2148 0.2772 0.2455 0.2657 0.2720 0.2304
22 0.3498 0.4004 0.3760 0.4163 0.3967 0.4206 0.4264 0.3756
23 0.2017 0.2210 0.2039 0.2563 0.2340 0.2535 0.2591 0.2129
24 0.2901 0.3324 0.2988 0.3727 0.3386 0.3622 0.3678 0.2989
25 0.3541 0.3882 0.3448 0.4409 0.3962 0.4224 0.4298 0.3655
26 0.2422 0.2709 0.2435 0.3235 0.2896 0.3113 0.3189 0.2710
27 0.1564 0.1633 0.1496 0.1884 0.1667 0.1841 0.1893 0.1452
28 0.1767 0.1985 0.1815 0.2357 0.2110 0.2273 0.2329 0.1893
29 0.3920 0.4240 0.3990 0.4239 0.4015 0.4255 0.4307 0.3557
30 0.2252 0.2501 0.2331 0.2841 0.2603 0.2785 0.2838 0.2300
31 0.2004 0.2126 0.2029 0.2409 0.2226 0.2442 0.2488 0.1925
32 0.1592 0.1546 0.1529 0.1702 0.1564 0.1731 0.1750 0.1345
33 0.1991 0.1743 0.1765 0.1948 0.1799 0.1959 0.1953 0.1486
34 0.3454 0.3777 0.3462 0.4205 0.3864 0.4055 0.4157 0.3698
35 0.5063 0.5603 0.5316 0.5726 0.5567 0.5802 0.5855 0.5361
36 0.3216 0.3596 0.3321 0.4022 0.3696 0.3928 0.3994 0.3632
37 0.5623 0.5933 0.5531 0.6113 0.5847 0.5981 0.6078 0.5507
38 0.6765 0.7229 0.7053 0.7243 0.7253 0.7453 0.7473 0.7174
39 0.7614 0.7930 0.7682 0.7876 0.7846 0.7991 0.8049 0.7703
40 0.6071 0.6417 0.5949 0.6673 0.6238 0.6387 0.6495 0.6207
41 0.6887 0.7199 0.6951 0.7105 0.7106 0.7256 0.7296 0.6856
42 0.6871 0.7282 0.6885 0.7158 0.6889 0.7108 0.7182 0.6714
43 0.5624 0.5885 0.5483 0.6073 0.5730 0.5827 0.5927 0.5436
44 0.3820 0.4236 0.3907 0.4598 0.4305 0.4536 0.4613 0.4096
45 0.4039 0.4203 0.3637 0.4792 0.4134 0.4354 0.4477 0.3997
46 0.3774 0.4098 0.3682 0.4495 0.4039 0.4254 0.4351 0.3895
47 0.3868 0.4048 0.3595 0.4440 0.3963 0.4171 0.4276 0.3688
48 0.4381 0.4625 0.4120 0.5147 0.4624 0.4779 0.4885 0.4344
49 0.4092 0.4330 0.3806 0.4801 0.4246 0.4420 0.4538 0.4029
50 0.5185 0.5558 0.5026 0.5939 0.5521 0.5784 0.5861 0.5154
51 0.5509 0.5728 0.5274 0.6082 0.5683 0.5811 0.5899 0.5407
52 0.5759 0.5938 0.5291 0.6361 0.5801 0.5957 0.6081 0.5697
53 0.4972 0.4992 0.4281 0.5478 0.4745 0.4843 0.4998 0.4548
54 0.5540 0.5641 0.4946 0.6104 0.5455 0.5555 0.5673 0.5443
55 0.8132 0.8121 0.7562 0.8169 0.7764 0.7909 0.8021 0.7662
56 0.9113 0.9249 0.8807 0.8971 0.8775 0.8976 0.9038 0.8875
57 0.7942 0.8025 0.7157 0.8092 0.7539 0.7714 0.7843 0.7610
58 0.9398 0.9511 0.9154 0.9213 0.9117 0.9269 0.9321 0.9165
59 0.9503 0.9603 0.9291 0.9337 0.9292 0.9425 0.9466 0.9307
60 0.8139 0.8069 0.7617 0.8065 0.7758 0.7868 0.7968 0.7698
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HD Clintonl6 | Abramsl8 | Thorntonl8 | Biden20 | Blackman20 | Ossoff21l | Warnock21l | Abrams22
overall 0.4734 0.4930 0.4697 0.5013 0.4848 0.5061 0.5104 0.4620
61 0.8241 0.8575 0.8407 0.8504 0.8538 0.8683 0.8707 0.8555
62 0.9354 0.9434 0.9127 0.9254 0.9223 0.9341 0.9382 0.9188
63 0.9197 0.9279 0.8967 0.9085 0.9071 0.9182 0.9243 0.9017
64 0.3449 0.3899 0.3757 0.4259 0.4177 0.4440 0.4476 0.4247
65 0.6646 0.6994 0.6807 0.6976 0.6952 0.7127 0.7158 0.6883
66 0.6077 0.6610 0.6389 0.6899 0.6851 0.7115 0.7159 0.6952
67 0.6289 0.6633 0.6473 0.6617 0.6560 0.6770 0.6798 0.6488
68 0.5991 0.6305 0.6067 0.6502 0.6395 0.6468 0.6521 0.6215
69 0.7034 0.7388 0.7190 0.7409 0.7350 0.7550 0.7586 0.7380
70 0.3758 0.3878 0.3663 0.3830 0.3655 0.3904 0.3953 0.3484
71 0.3046 0.3209 0.3107 0.3286 0.3192 0.3466 0.3510 0.3045
72 0.2982 0.2866 0.2703 0.2858 0.2713 0.2873 0.2928 0.2350
73 0.2814 0.3012 0.2764 0.3612 0.3306 0.3509 0.3572 0.3125
74 0.3228 0.3558 0.3379 0.3842 0.3665 0.3878 0.3907 0.3604
75 0.8667 0.8906 0.8739 0.8644 0.8755 0.8929 0.8952 0.8733
76 0.8631 0.8796 0.8639 0.8499 0.8607 0.8808 0.8811 0.8610
77 0.9074 0.9236 0.9083 0.8944 0.9071 0.9221 0.9225 0.9037
78 0.7907 0.8215 0.8039 0.8163 0.8228 0.8375 0.8394 0.8223
79 0.8973 0.9123 0.8980 0.8806 0.8897 0.9056 0.9076 0.8831
80 0.5608 0.5777 0.5197 0.6162 0.5677 0.5827 0.5954 0.5473
81 0.6692 0.6877 0.6319 0.7157 0.6752 0.6884 0.6986 0.6678
82 0.7751 0.7927 0.7267 0.8052 0.7682 0.7819 0.7896 0.7828
83 0.6124 0.6329 0.5664 0.6586 0.5979 0.6178 0.6302 0.5951
84 0.9388 0.9450 0.9161 0.9332 0.9290 0.9364 0.9400 0.9210
85 0.9148 0.9267 0.9000 0.9007 0.9017 0.9161 0.9205 0.8964
86 0.9067 0.9202 0.9000 0.8970 0.9028 0.9143 0.9164 0.8891
87 0.8855 0.8969 0.8781 0.8808 0.8870 0.8973 0.9008 0.8691
88 0.8094 0.8265 0.8039 0.8184 0.8179 0.8302 0.8349 0.8024
89 0.9211 0.9255 0.8819 0.9191 0.9027 0.9116 0.9178 0.8978
90 0.9421 0.9516 0.9131 0.9405 0.9290 0.9385 0.9436 0.9290
91 0.7506 0.7869 0.7695 0.7855 0.7884 0.8036 0.8059 0.7915
92 0.6898 0.7382 0.7204 0.7609 0.7621 0.7773 0.7799 0.7717
93 0.7088 0.7398 0.7225 0.7465 0.7464 0.7659 0.7673 0.7439
94 0.7994 0.8186 0.8009 0.8198 0.8178 0.8312 0.8348 0.8076
95 0.7589 0.7961 0.7794 0.7942 0.7960 0.8103 0.8128 0.7867
96 0.6513 0.6831 0.6515 0.6687 0.6620 0.6836 0.6874 0.6247
97 0.6033 0.6323 0.5956 0.6397 0.6211 0.6376 0.6447 0.5854
98 0.7760 0.7949 0.7669 0.7465 0.7543 0.7825 0.7838 0.7174
99 0.4465 0.4861 0.4466 0.5278 0.4934 0.5205 0.5277 0.4671
100 0.3134 0.3485 0.3175 0.3988 0.3652 0.3912 0.3971 0.3392
101 0.4962 0.5465 0.5164 0.5636 0.5501 0.5769 0.5820 0.5249
102 0.5983 0.6426 0.6164 0.6569 0.6486 0.6771 0.6822 0.6240
103 0.3596 0.4033 0.3775 0.4331 0.4076 0.4308 0.4375 0.3809
104 0.2771 0.3149 0.2929 0.3617 0.3402 0.3650 0.3717 0.3332
105 0.4671 0.5206 0.4938 0.5442 0.5317 0.5602 0.5643 0.5130
106 0.4991 0.5508 0.5231 0.5940 0.5767 0.6043 0.6103 0.5715
107 0.6770 0.7132 0.6840 0.6943 0.6943 0.7215 0.7255 0.6621
108 0.4720 0.5095 0.4750 0.5523 0.5274 0.5540 0.5613 0.5046
109 0.7727 0.7966 0.7724 0.7461 0.7521 0.7864 0.7876 0.7234
110 0.5260 0.5994 0.5794 0.6408 0.6309 0.6597 0.6628 0.6410
111 0.2454 0.2958 0.2852 0.3471 0.3360 0.3544 0.3570 0.3372
112 0.2275 0.2296 0.2196 0.2397 0.2282 0.2442 0.2475 0.2099
113 0.6532 0.6987 0.6850 0.6957 0.6991 0.7251 0.7280 0.7106
114 0.2932 0.2988 0.2835 0.3142 0.2978 0.3200 0.3230 0.2860
115 0.5282 0.5709 0.5501 0.6104 0.6051 0.6234 0.6266 0.6147
116 0.6253 0.6895 0.6709 0.7015 0.7027 0.7221 0.7253 0.7196
117 0.3607 0.4204 0.4064 0.4769 0.4683 0.4937 0.4975 0.4951
118 0.2642 0.2664 0.2585 0.2726 0.2618 0.2850 0.2880 0.2507
119 0.2336 0.2457 0.2336 0.2721 0.2574 0.2797 0.2837 0.2422
120 0.4324 0.4353 0.4134 0.4490 0.4169 0.4440 0.4503 0.3964
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HD Clintonl6 | Abramsl8 | Thorntonl8 | Biden20 | Blackman20 | Ossoff21 | Warnock21l | Abrams22
overall 0.4734 0.4930 0.4697 0.5013 0.4848 0.5061 0.5104 0.4620
121 0.4383 0.4382 0.40# 0.4598 0.4194 0.4425 0.4503 0.3852
122 0.7829 0.7982 0.7689 0.7877 0.7720 0.7958 0.8010 0.7655
123 0.3145 0.3023 0.3153 0.3195 0.3085 0.3193 0.3201 0.2736
124 0.3911 0.3841 0.3675 0.3980 0.3772 0.3936 0.3977 0.3395
125 0.3124 0.3380 0.3252 0.3750 0.3549 0.3784 0.3799 0.3423
126 0.6195 0.6212 0.6115 0.6197 0.6170 0.6298 0.6306 0.5894
127 0.3225 0.3389 0.3158 0.3749 0.3415 0.3649 0.3670 0.3174
128 0.5105 0.4989 0.4858 0.5025 0.4954 0.5098 0.5121 0.4545
129 0.6726 0.6733 0.6496 0.6856 0.6669 0.6835 0.6858 0.6342
130 0.6627 0.6813 0.6665 0.6839 0.6797 0.6947 0.6961 0.6730
131 0.2932 0.3217 0.2997 0.3670 0.3357 0.3639 0.3641 0.3232
132 0.6975 0.7065 0.6918 0.7024 0.6986 0.7175 0.7190 0.6724
133 0.4584 0.4527 0.4383 0.4561 0.4454 0.4705 0.4721 0.4204
134 0.3675 0.3622 0.3475 0.3672 0.3605 0.3794 0.3828 0.3402
135 0.2684 0.2653 0.2567 0.2640 0.2550 0.2713 0.2743 0.2254
136 0.3509 0.3549 0.3395 0.3499 0.3372 0.3571 0.3602 0.3056
137 0.5805 0.5883 0.5698 0.5897 0.5831 0.5999 0.6011 0.5656
138 0.2761 0.2729 0.2548 0.2985 0.2726 0.2949 0.2984 0.2546
139 0.3343 0.3473 0.3308 0.3915 0.3689 0.3872 0.3890 0.3475
140 0.7512 0.7692 0.7519 0.7471 0.7411 0.7654 0.7690 0.7451
141 0.7217 0.7419 0.7220 0.7370 0.7310 0.7494 0.7512 0.7280
142 0.6564 0.6705 0.6484 0.6687 0.6552 0.6724 0.6763 0.6316
143 0.7177 0.7223 0.7033 0.7099 0.7054 0.7228 0.7259 0.6915
144 0.3572 0.3620 0.3428 0.3923 0.3715 0.3905 0.3925 0.3457
145 0.4030 0.4083 0.3992 0.4182 0.4120 0.4290 0.4312 0.3886
146 0.3306 0.3558 0.3402 0.3840 0.3693 0.3930 0.3953 0.3570
147 0.3990 0.4414 0.4271 0.4662 0.4544 0.4793 0.4812 0.4429
148 0.3283 0.3167 0.2980 0.3276 0.3106 0.3286 0.3313 0.2913
149 0.3423 0.3256 0.3176 0.3348 0.3292 0.3441 0.3469 0.2964
150 0.5595 0.5496 0.5339 0.5455 0.5386 0.5543 0.5562 0.5107
151 0.4838 0.4720 0.4577 0.4809 0.4740 0.4877 0.4887 0.4452
152 0.2738 0.2855 0.2758 0.3017 0.2909 0.3123 0.3129 0.2793
153 0.6728 0.6798 0.6597 0.6825 0.6741 0.6887 0.6899 0.6593
154 0.5464 0.5383 0.5280 0.5377 0.5321 0.5504 0.5500 0.4931
155 0.3457 0.3279 0.3206 0.3489 0.3391 0.3541 0.3561 0.3130
156 0.2945 0.2829 0.2767 0.2976 0.2881 0.3012 0.3035 0.2486
157 0.2481 0.2370 0.2320 0.2511 0.2443 0.2572 0.2571 0.2076
158 0.3531 0.3412 0.3271 0.3492 0.3342 0.3512 0.3518 0.3047
159 0.3003 0.2928 0.2800 0.3045 0.2930 0.3104 0.3109 0.2651
160 0.3265 0.3052 0.2884 0.3178 0.2973 0.3121 0.3135 0.2560
161 0.3246 0.3679 0.3595 0.4068 0.3958 0.4200 0.4201 0.3897
162 0.6504 0.6870 0.6742 0.6721 0.6678 0.6893 0.6901 0.6576
163 0.7214 0.7313 0.7059 0.7266 0.7115 0.7291 0.7314 0.7008
164 0.3635 0.4190 0.4034 0.4286 0.4113 0.4347 0.4347 0.4062
165 0.7896 0.7899 0.7685 0.7803 0.7735 0.7851 0.7863 0.7540
166 0.3116 0.3135 0.2834 0.3470 0.3045 0.3300 0.3332 0.2844
167 0.3045 0.3125 0.3004 0.3268 0.3189 0.3377 0.3379 0.3008
168 0.6098 0.6350 0.6245 0.6225 0.6212 0.6460 0.6479 0.6024
169 0.2743 0.2641 0.2464 0.2767 0.2666 0.2806 0.2818 0.2370
170 0.2733 0.2610 0.2441 0.2846 0.2676 0.2881 0.2895 0.2362
171 0.3926 0.3819 0.3710 0.3957 0.3904 0.3953 0.3957 0.3469
172 0.2734 0.2564 0.2462 0.2732 0.2611 0.2760 0.2768 0.2273
173 0.4058 0.4008 0.3840 0.4191 0.4031 0.4133 0.4130 0.3706
174 0.2137 0.1984 0.1977 0.2076 0.2026 0.2085 0.2081 0.1994
175 0.3533 0.3524 0.3397 0.3565 0.3446 0.3541 0.3540 0.3100
176 0.2848 0.2806 0.2734 0.2866 0.2793 0.2936 0.2944 0.2505
177 0.5211 0.5375 0.5169 0.5718 0.5553 0.5697 0.5701 0.4892
178 0.1589 0.1447 0.1453 0.1585 0.1527 0.1624 0.1611 0.1272
179 0.3945 0.3937 0.3756 0.4203 0.4002 0.4030 0.4039 0.3524
180 0.3210 0.3373 0.3262 0.3423 0.3286 0.3438 0.3420 0.2955

Table 48: Vote shares for the minority candidate of choice across enacted House districts, in
probative general and general runoff elections.
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Pri | Gen ” Pri | Gen ” Pri | Gen ”
HD (4) (8) Eff? HD (4) (8) Eff? HD (4) (8) Eff?
1 1 0 N 61 4 8 Y 121 0 0 N
2 1 0 N 62 3 8 Y 122 3 8 Y
3 1 0 N 63 3 8 Y 123 3 0 N
4 2 0 N 64 3 0 N 124 2 0 N
5 1 0 N 65 4 8 Y 125 3 0 N
6 1 0 N 66 4 8 Y 126 4 8 Y
7 0 0 N 67 4 8 Y 127 3 0 N
8 0 0 N 68 4 8 Y 128 2 4 N
9 0 0 N 69 4 8 Y 129 3 8 Y
10 1 0 N 70 3 0 N 130 4 8 Y
11 0 0 N 71 3 0 N 131 3 0 N
12 1 0 N 72 1 0 N 132 4 8 Y
13 1 0 N 73 2 0 N 133 3 0 N
14 2 0 N 74 3 0 N 134 1 0 N
15 2 0 N 75 4 8 Y 135 1 0 N
16 3 0 N 76 4 8 Y 136 3 0 N
17 2 0 N 77 4 8 Y 137 4 8 Y
18 2 0 N 78 4 8 Y 138 2 0 N
19 3 0 N 79 4 8 Y 139 2 0 N
20 1 0 N 80 0 8 N 140 4 8 Y
21 1 0 N 81 0 8 N 141 4 8 Y
22 3 0 N 82 0 8 N 142 3 8 Y
23 1 0 N 83 0 8 N 143 3 8 Y
24 1 0 N 84 3 8 Y 144 3 0 N
25 0 0 N 85 3 8 Y 145 3 0 N
26 0 0 N 86 B 8 Y 146 4 0 N
27 1 0 N 87 4 8 Y 147 4 0 N
28 0 0 N 88 3 8 Y 148 4 0 N
29 2 0 N 89 2 8 N 149 2 0 N
30 0 0 N 90 2 8 N 150 4 8 Y
31 1 0 N 91 4 8 Y 151 4 0 N
32 2 0 N 92 4 8 Y 152 4 0 N
33 3 0 N 93 4 8 Y 153 4 8 Y
34 3 0 N 94 4 8 Y 154 4 7 Y
35 B 8 Y 95 4 8 Y 155 3 0 N
36 3 0 N 96 3 8 Y 156 4 0 N
37 3 8 Y 97 3 8 Y 157 3 0 N
38 4 8 Y 98 3 8 Y 158 2 0 N
39 4 8 Y 99 3 3 N 159 2 0 N
40 3 8 Y 100 1 0 N 160 2 0 N
41 4 8 Y 101 3 7 Y 161 4 0 N
42 3 8 Y 102 3 8 Y 162 4 8 Y
43 3 8 Y 103 3 0 N 163 3 8 Y
44 2 0 N 104 3 0 N 164 3 0 N
45 0 0 N 105 3 6 Y 165 4 8 Y
46 0 0 N 106 3 7 Y 166 3 0 N
47 2 0 N 107 B 8 Y 167 3 0 N
48 0 1 N 108 3 6 Y 168 4 8 Y
49 0 0 N 109 3 8 Y 169 3 0 N
50 2 8 N 110 4 8 Y 170 3 0 N
51 0 8 N 111 3 0 N 171 4 0 N
52 0 8 N 112 1 0 N 172 4 0 N
53 0 1 N 113 4 8 Y 173 4 0 N
54 0 7 N 114 3 0 N 174 3 0 N
55 B 8 Y 115 4 8 Y 175 4 0 N
56 B 8 Y 116 4 8 Y 176 4 0 N
57 0 8 N 117 3 0 N 177 4 7 Y
58 3 8 Y 118 3 0 N 178 3 0 N
59 3 8 Y 119 2 0 N 179 3 0 N
60 3 8 Y 120 2 0 N 180 3 0 N

Table 49: Of 180 enacted House districts, 69 are rated as providing an effective opportunity to
elect coalition candidates of choice.
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CD Alt
CD | BVAP BHVAP Pg‘;’gfg;'gs G;’;i;a;s
1 | 303% 37.2% 3 0
2 | 47.7% 52.4% 4 8
3 | 51.2% 58.4% 4 8
4 |50.6% 58.8% 3 8
5 | 50.1% 61.5% 3 8
6 | 13.7% 24.6% 0 3
77 34.3% 56.7% 3 8
8 |27.3% 34.2% 4 0
9 | 46% 16.1% 0 0
10 | 17.6% 24.5% 3 0
11 | 17.6% 25.2% 2 0
12 | 39.2% 43.8% 3 0
13| 52.0% 58.8% 4 8
14 | 7.6% 18.6% 1 0

Table 50: CD Alt effectiveness.
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Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 23 of 37

SD Alt Eff 1
Primaries Generals
SD | BVAP  BHVAP ", o4 outofs

25.1% 32.6%
46.9% 54.4%
21.2% 27.4%
23.5% 29.0%
20.3% 54.9%
50.1% 56.2%
17.1% 31.4%
30.4% 36.6%
29.3% 56.3%
59.5% 70.5%
31.0% 38.6%
58.0% 61.5%
27.0% 33.0%
18.1% 29.5%
54.0% 60.6%
50.2% 56.4%
51.1% 57.7%
30.4% 34.9%
25.7% 34.1%
34.4% 39.5%
7.5% 16.3%
50.5% 54.3%
23.0% 28.6%
25.0% 28.5%
50.0% 54.0%
50.1% 53.8%
4.7% 14.9%
50.6% 57.4%
26.9% 31.4%
14.3% 19.4%
19.7% 26.9%
14.9% 25.4%
50.4% 68.5%
72.2% 83.8%
50.9% 58.9%
50.0% 55.7%
19.3% 28.0%
27.9% 43.3%
51.2% 56.6%
50.1% 67.8%
57.3% 67.3%
35.8% 45.4%
52.0% 59.0%
61.6% 65.2%
19.8% 31.9%
16.5% 21.5%
16.7% 25.4%
10.1% 16.5%
8.1% 32.7%
54% 11.5%
1.2% 5.5%
13.0% 21.2%
5.1% 8.3%
3.8% 26.4%
50.0% 63.9%
7.6% 15.3%
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Table 51: Effectiveness in SD Alt Eff 1,9§vhich includes the Alt 1 Gingles maps.



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 24 of 37

SD Alt Eff 2
Primaries Generals

SD | BVAP  BHVAP out of 4 out of 8
1 25.1% 32.6% 3

2 46.9% 54.4%

3 21.2% 27.4%

4 | 23.4% 28.9%

5 29.9% 71.6%

6 | 23.9% 32.1%

7 21.4% 38.0%

8 30.4% 36.6%

9 | 29.5% 48.3%

10 | 71.5% 76.7%
11 | 31.0% 38.6%
12 | 58.0% 61.5%
13 | 27.0% 33.0%
14 | 19.0% 31.1%
15 | 54.0% 60.6%
16 | 22.7% 27.7%
17 | 32.0% 37.1%
18 | 30.4% 34.9%
19 | 25.7% 34.1%
20 | 31.3% 34.8%
21 | 7.5% 16.3%
22 | 56.5% 61.8%
23 | 35.5% 40.0%
24 | 19.9% 24.3%
25 | 33.5% 37.2%
26 | 57.0% 61.2%
27 | 5.0% 15.2%
28 | 19.5% 25.9%
29 | 26.9% 31.4%
30 | 20.9% 27.0%
31 | 20.7% 28.1%
32 | 14.9% 25.4%
33 | 43.0% 65.9%
34 | 69.5% 82.2%
35 | 71.9% 79.4%
36 | 51.3% 58.4%
37 | 19.3% 28.0%
38 | 65.3% 73.7%
39 | 60.7% 66.3%
40 | 19.2% 40.8%
41 | 62.6% 69.3%
42 | 30.8% 39.4%
43 | 64.3% 71.2%
44 | 71.3% 79.9%
45 | 18.6% 31.7%
46 | 16.9% 23.9%
47 | 17.4% 27.0%
48 | 9.5% 16.5%
49 | 8.0% 29.9%
50 | 5.6% 14.4%
51 | 1.2% 5.5%
52 | 13.0% 21.2%
53 | 5.1% 8.3%
54 | 3.8% 26.4%
55 | 66.0% 74.7%
56 | 7.6% 15.3%
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Table 52: Effectiveness in SD Alt Eff Zgzvhich includes the Alt 2 Gingles maps.



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 25 of 37

HD Alt Eff 1 Part 1
Primaries Generals

SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8
1 4.2% 6.3%
2 3.2% 10.8%
3 3.4% 6.4%
4 5.4% 49.5%
5 4.6% 17.2%
6 1.5% 13.5%
7 0.6% 6.1%
8 1.4% 4.1%
9 1.6% 6.3%

10 3.7% 13.7%
11 1.8% 6.0%
12 9.7% 15.9%
13 | 19.2% 30.0%
14 6.8% 12.7%
15 | 14.2% 23.9%
16 | 11.7% 20.3%
17 | 23.0% 29.9%
18 8.0% 10.4%
19 | 24.1% 30.9%
20 9.3% 18.5%
21 5.1% 12.5%
22 | 15.1% 26.7%
23 6.5% 20.7%
24 7.0% 17.3%
25 5.9% 11.0%
26 4.0% 14.8%
27 3.7% 13.3%
28 3.9% 15.3%
29 | 13.6% 53.3%
30 8.1% 24.2%
31 7.6%  26.5%
32 8.0% 12.9%
33 | 11.2% 14.3%
34 | 15.7% 23.5%
35 | 28.4% 39.6%
36 | 17.0% 23.5%
37 | 28.2% 46.8%
38 | 54.2% 66.8%
39 | 55.3% 74.0%
40 | 33.0% 38.9%
41 | 39.4% 68.0%
42 | 33.7% 51.1%
43 | 26.5% 40.6%
44 | 12.0% 22.5%
45 5.3% 10.2%
46 8.1% 15.5%
47 | 10.7% 18.1%
48 | 11.8% 24.2%
49 8.4% 15.1%
50 | 12.4% 18.8%
51 | 23.7% 37.0%
52 | 16.0% 23.4%
53 | 14.5% 21.9%
54 | 15.5% 28.3%
55 | 55.4% 60.4%
56 | 45.5% 51.3%
57 | 18.1% 26.1%
58 | 63.0% 68.1%
59 | 70.1% 74.5%
60 | 63.9% 69.0%
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Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 26 of 37

HD Alt Eff 1 Part 2

Primaries Generals
SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8

61 | 74.3% 81.9%
62 | 72.3% 79.1%
63 | 69.3% 78.6%
64 | 30.7% 38.1%
65 | 62.0% 66.5%
66 | 53.4% 62.9%
67 | 58.9% 66.7%
68 | 55.7% 62.0%
69 | 63.6% 69.0%
70 | 27.8% 35.8%
71 19.9% 26.1%
72 20.9% 27.8%
73 12.1% 19.1%
74 | 25.5% 31.1%
75 | 74.4% 85.7%
76 | 67.2% 80.4%
77 | 76.1% 88.3%
78 | 71.6% 80.5%
79 | 71.6% 87.6%
80 | 14.2% 37.3%
81l | 21.8% 42.7%
82 16.8% 23.6%
83 15.1% 43.6%
84 | 73.7% 76.7%
85 | 62.7% 68.6%
86 | 75.1% 79.4%
87 | 73.1% 79.8%
88 | 63.3% 73.3%
89 | 62.5% 65.9%
90 | 58.5% 62.8%
91 | 70.0% 75.9%
92 | 68.8% 73.5%
93 | 65.4% 75.0%
94 | 69.0% 76.3%
95 | 67.2% 75.1%
96 | 23.0% 59.0%
97 | 26.8% 46.0%
98 | 23.2% 76.0%
99 14.7% 23.4%
100 | 10.0% 20.0%
101 | 24.2% 42.4%
102 | 37.6% 58.9%
103 | 16.8% 33.7%
104 | 17.0% 28.1%
105 | 29.0% 45.8%
106 | 36.3% 47.4%
107 | 29.6% 60.7%
108 | 18.4% 36.6%
109 | 32.5% 68.6%
110 | 47.2% 57.7%
111 | 22.3% 31.1%
112 | 19.2% 22.5%
113 | 59.5% 66.2%
114 | 24.7% 28.4%
115 | 52.1% 59.1%
116 | 58.1% 65.4%
117 | 36.6% 42.0%
118 | 23.6% 27.3%
119 | 13.5% 23.9%
120 | 14.3% 21.4%
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Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 27 of 37

HD Alt Eff 1 Part 3

Primaries Generals
SD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8

121 | 9.6% 15.2%
122 | 28.4% 40.1%
123 | 24.3% 28.6%
124 | 25.6% 31.8%
125 | 23.7% 31.4%
126 | 54.5% 57.7%
127 | 18.5% 23.3%
128 | 50.4% 52.1%
129 | 54.9% 59.2%
130 | 59.9% 63.8%
131 | 17.6% 23.5%
132 | 52.3% 60.1%
133 | 36.8% 38.9%
134 | 33.6% 37.3%
135 | 23.8% 25.6%
136 | 28.7% 32.3%
137 | 52.1% 56.6%
138 | 19.3% 22.6%
139 | 20.3% 26.7%
140 | 57.6% 65.6%
141 | 57.5% 64.1%
142 | 59.5% 63.2%
143 | 60.8% 65.5%
144 | 29.3% 31.9%
145 | 35.7% 41.6%
146 | 27.6% 32.3%
147 | 30.1% 37.3%
148 | 34.0% 37.1%
149 | 32.1% 37.8%
150 | 53.6% 59.7%
151 | 42.4% 49.7%
152 | 26.1% 28.4%
153 | 67.9% 70.4%
154 | 54.8% 56.5%
155 | 35.9% 38.1%
156 | 30.3% 37.2%
157 | 24.7% 33.7%
158 | 31.2% 35.7%
159 | 245% 27.4%
160 | 22.6% 27.6%
161 | 27.1% 33.9%
162 | 43.7% 53.3%
163 | 45.5% 52.9%
164 | 23.5% 32.0%
165 | 50.3% 55.6%
166 | 5.7% 9.8%
167 | 22.3% 29.7%
168 | 46.3% 56.6%
169 | 29.0% 36.7%
170 | 24.2% 32.9%
171 | 39.6% 44.2%
172 | 23.3% 36.7%
173 | 36.3% 41.7%
174 | 17.4% 25.4%
175 | 24.2% 29.2%
176 | 22.7% 30.9%
177 | 53.9% 60.0%
178 | 14.8% 19.9%
179 | 27.0% 33.4%
180 | 18.2% 23.8%
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Table 53: Effectiveness in HD Alt Eff 1, which includes the Alt 1 Gingles maps.

97



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 28 of 37

HD Alt Eff 2 Part 1
BHVAP Primaries Generals

I
O
2
>
o

out of 4 out of 8
1 4.2% 6.3%
2 3.2% 10.8%
3 3.4% 6.4%
4 5.4% 49.5%
5 4.6% 17.2%
6 1.5% 13.5%
7 0.6% 6.1%
8 1.4% 4.1%
9 1.6% 6.3%

10 3.7% 13.7%
11 1.8% 6.0%
12 9.7% 15.9%
13 | 19.2% 30.0%
14 6.8% 12.7%
15 | 14.2% 23.9%
16 | 11.7% 20.3%
17 | 23.0% 29.9%
18 8.0% 10.4%
19 | 24.1% 30.9%
20 9.3% 18.5%
21 5.1% 12.5%
22 | 15.1% 26.7%
23 6.5% 20.7%
24 7.0% 17.3%
25 5.9% 11.0%
26 4.0% 14.8%
27 3.7% 13.3%
28 3.9% 15.3%
29 | 13.6% 53.3%
30 8.1% 24.2%
31 7.6%  26.5%
32 8.0% 12.9%
33 | 11.2% 14.3%
34 | 15.7% 23.5%
35 | 28.4% 39.6%
36 | 17.0% 23.5%
37 | 28.2% 46.8%
38 | 54.2% 66.8%
39 | 55.3% 74.0%
40 | 33.0% 38.9%
41 | 39.4% 68.0%
42 | 33.7% 51.1%
43 | 26.5% 40.6%
44 | 12.0% 22.5%
45 5.3% 10.2%
46 8.1% 15.5%
47 | 10.7% 18.1%
48 | 11.8% 24.2%
49 8.4% 15.1%
50 | 12.4% 18.8%
51 | 23.7% 37.0%
52 | 16.0% 23.4%
53 | 14.5% 21.9%
54 | 15.5% 28.3%
55 | 55.4% 60.4%
56 | 45.5% 51.3%
57 | 18.1% 26.1%
58 | 63.0% 68.1%
59 | 70.1% 74.5%
60 | 63.9% 69.0%
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Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 29 of 37

HD Alt Eff 2 Part 2

Primaries Generals
HD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8

61 | 74.3% 81.9%
62 | 72.3% 79.1%
63 | 69.3% 78.6%
64 | 30.7% 38.1%
65 | 62.0% 66.5%
66 | 53.4% 62.9%
67 | 58.9% 66.7%
68 | 55.7% 62.0%
69 | 63.6% 69.0%
70 | 27.8% 35.8%
71 19.9% 26.1%
72 20.9% 27.8%
73 12.1% 19.1%
74 | 25.5% 31.1%
75 | 74.4% 85.7%
76 | 67.2% 80.4%
77 | 76.1% 88.3%
78 | 71.6% 80.5%
79 | 71.6% 87.6%
80 | 14.2% 37.3%
81l | 21.8% 42.7%
82 16.8% 23.6%
83 15.1% 43.6%
84 | 73.7% 76.7%
85 | 62.7% 68.6%
86 | 75.1% 79.4%
87 | 73.1% 79.8%
88 | 63.3% 73.3%
89 | 62.5% 65.9%
90 | 58.5% 62.8%
91 | 70.0% 75.9%
92 | 68.8% 73.5%
93 | 65.4% 75.0%
94 | 69.0% 76.3%
95 | 67.2% 75.1%
96 | 23.0% 59.0%
97 | 26.8% 46.0%
98 | 23.2% 76.0%
99 14.7% 23.4%
100 | 10.0% 20.0%
101 | 24.2% 42.4%
102 | 37.6% 58.9%
103 | 16.8% 33.7%
104 | 17.0% 28.1%
105 | 29.0% 45.8%
106 | 36.3% 47.4%
107 | 29.6% 60.7%
108 | 18.4% 36.6%
109 | 32.5% 68.6%
110 | 47.2% 57.7%
111 | 22.3% 31.1%
112 | 19.2% 22.5%
113 | 59.5% 66.2%
114 | 24.7% 28.4%
115 | 52.1% 59.1%
116 | 58.1% 65.4%
117 | 36.6% 42.0%
118 | 23.6% 27.3%
119 | 13.5% 23.9%
120 | 14.3% 21.4%
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Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 30 of 37

HD Alt Eff 2 Part 3

Primaries Generals
HD BVAP BHVAP out of 4 out of 8

121 | 9.6% 15.2%
122 | 28.4% 40.1%
123 | 24.3% 28.6%
124 | 25.6% 31.8%
125 | 23.7% 31.4%
126 | 54.5% 57.7%
127 | 18.5% 23.3%
128 | 50.4% 52.1%
129 | 54.9% 59.2%
130 | 59.9% 63.8%
131 | 17.6% 23.5%
132 | 52.3% 60.1%
133 | 36.8% 38.9%
134 | 33.6% 37.3%
135 | 23.8% 25.6%
136 | 28.7% 32.3%
137 | 52.1% 56.6%
138 | 19.3% 22.6%
139 | 20.3% 26.7%
140 | 57.6% 65.6%
141 | 57.5% 64.1%
142 | 59.5% 63.2%
143 | 60.8% 65.5%
144 | 29.3% 31.9%
145 | 35.7% 41.6%
146 | 27.6% 32.3%
147 | 30.1% 37.3%
148 | 34.0% 37.1%
149 | 32.1% 37.8%
150 | 53.6% 59.7%
151 | 42.4% 49.7%
152 | 26.1% 28.4%
153 | 67.9% 70.4%
154 | 54.8% 56.5%
155 | 35.9% 38.1%
156 | 30.3% 37.2%
157 | 24.7% 33.7%
158 | 31.2% 35.7%
159 | 245% 27.4%
160 | 22.6% 27.6%
161 | 27.1% 33.9%
162 | 43.7% 53.3%
163 | 45.5% 52.9%
164 | 23.5% 32.0%
165 | 50.3% 55.6%
166 | 5.7% 9.8%
167 | 22.3% 29.7%
168 | 46.3% 56.6%
169 | 29.0% 36.7%
170 | 24.2% 32.9%
171 | 39.6% 44.2%
172 | 23.3% 36.7%
173 | 36.3% 41.7%
174 | 17.4% 25.4%
175 | 24.2% 29.2%
176 | 22.7% 30.9%
177 | 53.9% 60.0%
178 | 14.8% 19.9%
179 | 27.0% 33.4%
180 | 18.2% 23.8%
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Table 54: Effectiveness in HD Alt Eff 2, which includes the Alt 2 Gingles maps.
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Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 31 of 37

C Splits of geographical units

County | CD | TOTPOP VAP BVAP | BHVAP | Biden20 | Abrams18
Bibb 2 108371 82489 | 0.6349 | 0.6710 0.7139 0.7250
Bibb 8 48975 38413 | 0.3098 | 0.3394 0.4596 0.4202

Cherokee 6 40881 31202 | 0.0304 | 0.0814 0.2172 0.1862

Cherokee | 11 | 225739 | 171726 | 0.0817 | 0.1902 0.3233 0.2905

Clayton 5 37919 27885 | 0.7280 | 0.8649 0.8849 0.9200

Clayton 13 | 259676 | 192693 | 0.7190 | 0.8266 0.8548 0.8773
Cobb 6 165925 | 125728 | 0.1092 | 0.1848 0.4913 0.4476
Cobb 11 | 397281 | 313106 | 0.2654 | 0.3850 0.5535 0.5309
Cobb 13 | 125029 94104 | 0.4458 | 0.6271 0.7316 0.7310
Cobb 14 77914 58910 | 0.4646 | 0.5644 0.6421 0.6263

DeKalb 4 601451 | 465661 | 0.5316 | 0.6302 0.8171 0.8166

DeKalb 5 162931 | 129615 | 0.5145 | 0.5480 0.9148 0.9203

Douglas 3 42970 32601 | 0.2970 | 0.3719 0.4220 0.3803

Douglas 13 | 101267 75827 | 0.5762 | 0.6647 0.7230 0.7055

Effingham | 1 47208 34272 | 0.1276 | 0.1756 0.2462 0.2167
Effingham | 12 17561 13023 | 0.1887 | 0.2129 0.2608 0.2521

Fayette 3 102685 78539 | 0.2094 | 0.2720 0.4272 0.3914

Fayette 13 16509 13259 | 0.5492 | 0.6082 0.6394 0.6271
Fulton 5 564287 | 464015 | 0.4769 | 0.5379 0.8077 0.8108
Fulton 6 245494 | 190172 | 0.1574 | 0.2568 0.5433 0.5069
Fulton 7 92558 69229 | 0.1175 | 0.1777 0.5527 0.5060
Fulton 13 | 164371 | 123766 | 0.8829 | 0.9171 0.9291 0.9474

Gwinnett 6 34755 25061 | 0.1336 | 0.2645 0.4320 0.3889

Gwinnett 7 672579 | 497705 | 0.3234 | 0.5450 0.6487 0.6332

Gwinnett 9 249728 | 186718 | 0.2061 | 0.3433 0.5045 0.4697
Henry 3 23975 17964 | 0.4678 | 0.5259 0.5731 0.5484
Henry 10 | 118452 86869 | 0.4414 | 0.4948 0.5093 0.4413
Henry 13 98285 75140 | 0.5710 | 0.6324 0.7013 0.6898

Houston 2 48521 36233 | 0.4321 | 0.5075 0.5511 0.5393

Houston 8 115112 85885 | 0.2788 | 0.3276 0.3996 0.3741

Muscogee | 2 175155 | 132158 | 0.5262 | 0.5851 0.6625 0.6625
Muscogee | 3 31767 24894 | 0.1909 | 0.2578 0.3973 0.3371

Newton 4 70114 52306 | 0.6098 | 0.6644 0.7470 0.7502

Newton 10 42369 32442 | 0.2631 | 0.2960 0.3764 0.3546

Wilkes 10 1802 1491 0.3273 | 0.3628 0.3556 0.3607

Wilkes 12 7763 6160 0.4193 | 0.4481 0.4191 0.3810

Table 55: All county splits in the enacted Congressional map.
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Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-2 Filed 03/27/23 Page 32 of 37

County SD | TOTPOP VAP BVAP | BHVAP | Biden20 | Abrams18
Bibb 18 53182 42225 | 0.3079 | 0.3413 0.4239 0.3967
Bibb 25 15513 12080 | 0.4120 | 0.4384 0.5678 0.5256
Bibb 26 88651 66597 | 0.6951 | 0.7309 0.7939 0.8072

Chatham 1 81408 65586 | 0.1486 | 0.2032 0.3982 0.3743

Chatham 2 190408 150843 | 0.4686 | 0.5368 0.7304 0.7447

Chatham 4 23475 18286 | 0.2596 | 0.3331 0.4748 0.4463

Clarke 46 52016 45312 0.1485 | 0.2062 0.6611 0.6499
Clarke 47 76655 61518 | 0.2933 | 0.4111 0.7355 0.7329
Cobb 6 92249 75423 | 0.2527 | 0.3229 0.5988 0.5665
Cobb 32 101467 80689 | 0.1946 | 0.2934 0.5310 0.5013
Cobb 33 192694 146415 | 0.4296 | 0.6488 0.7124 0.7146
Cobb 37 181541 138961 | 0.2018 | 0.2812 0.4547 0.4203
Cobb 38 108305 83807 | 0.4264 | 0.5438 0.7289 0.7235
Cobb 56 89893 66553 | 0.0706 | 0.1257 0.4685 0.4177

DeKalb 10 75906 58884 | 0.9500 | 0.9605 0.9600 0.9783

DeKalb 40 164997 127423 | 0.1719 | 0.3807 0.6490 0.6138

DeKalb 41 183560 139591 | 0.6449 | 0.7009 0.8404 0.8492

DeKalb 42 190940 153952 | 0.3078 | 0.3875 0.8487 0.8451

DeKalb 43 32212 24150 | 0.9135 | 0.9384 0.9394 0.9582

DeKalb 44 51049 40820 | 0.7415 | 0.7714 0.9490 0.9654

DeKalb 55 65718 50456 | 0.9248 | 0.9473 0.9511 0.9698

Douglas 28 25889 19664 | 0.2400 | 0.3042 0.3485 0.3050

Douglas 30 23454 17242 0.5045 | 0.5920 0.6386 0.6270

Douglas 35 94894 71522 0.5587 | 0.6479 0.7084 0.6871

Fayette 16 87134 66132 0.1605 | 0.2249 0.4142 0.3812

Fayette 34 32060 25666 | 0.5111 | 0.5670 0.6424 0.6262

Fulton 6 99152 80358 | 0.2261 | 0.3060 0.6333 0.5887
Fulton 14 192533 155340 | 0.1897 | 0.3044 0.6012 0.5624
Fulton 21 83538 62497 | 0.1058 | 0.1749 0.4711 0.4310
Fulton 28 6963 5456 0.4646 | 0.5403 0.6541 0.6506
Fulton 35 97945 73153 | 0.8757 | 0.9161 0.9293 0.9449
Fulton 36 192282 161385 | 0.5134 | 0.5749 0.8962 0.9164
Fulton 38 84850 64560 | 0.9472 | 0.9672 0.9589 0.9831
Fulton 39 191500 156022 | 0.6070 | 0.6549 0.8816 0.8935
Fulton 48 83219 61631 | 0.1140 | 0.1697 0.5609 0.5128
Fulton 56 34728 26780 | 0.0764 | 0.1341 0.4753 0.4280

Gwinnett 5 191921 139394 | 0.2994 | 0.7018 0.7503 0.7914

Gwinnett 7 189709 147425 | 0.2144 | 0.3714 0.5941 0.5728

Gwinnett 9 192915 142054 | 0.2953 | 0.4730 0.6008 0.5667

Gwinnett | 40 25547 19577 | 0.3258 | 0.5294 0.6840 0.6640

Gwinnett | 41 7463 5687 0.1662 | 0.2427 0.5323 0.4821

Gwinnett | 45 151475 110999 | 0.2039 | 0.3351 0.4571 0.4167

Gwinnett | 46 27298 19469 | 0.3273 | 0.4631 0.4781 0.4201

Gwinnett | 48 46297 33367 | 0.1244 | 0.2355 0.4312 0.3849

Gwinnett 55 124437 91512 0.5135 | 0.6159 0.7078 0.6833
Hall 49 189355 144123 | 0.0796 | 0.2954 0.2832 0.2646
Hall 50 13781 9721 0.0637 | 0.5322 0.4380 0.4661

Houston 18 42875 32630 | 0.2983 | 0.3609 0.4437 0.4176

Houston 20 74275 54626 | 0.2606 | 0.3022 0.3680 0.3405

Houston 26 46483 34862 0.4485 | 0.5232 0.5831 0.5711

Muscogee | 15 142205 107284 | 0.5931 | 0.6521 0.7443 0.7508
Muscogee | 29 64717 49768 | 0.2144 | 0.2771 0.4287 0.3868
Newton 17 45536 34660 | 0.3080 | 0.3453 0.3845 0.3582
Newton 43 66947 50088 | 0.5941 | 0.6466 0.7456 0.7531
Richmond | 22 193163 150450 | 0.5650 | 0.6105 0.6912 0.6838
Richmond | 23 13444 10449 | 0.2795 | 0.3129 0.3975 0.3659

Table 56: Counties with more than 15 points BHVAP differential across Senate districts.
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County HD | TOTPOP VAP BVAP BHVAP share | Biden20 | Abrams18
Bibb 142 59608 44584 | 0.5952 0.6249 0.6687 0.6705
Bibb 143 59469 46390 | 0.6079 0.6501 0.7099 0.7223
Bibb 144 33948 26547 | 0.3263 0.3545 0.4642 0.4220
Bibb 145 4321 3381 | 0.2576 0.2828 0.3445 0.3323

Carroll 18 18789 14467 | 0.1147 0.1479 0.1918 0.1808

Carroll 70 2854 2259 | 0.0469 0.0668 0.1414 0.1308

Carroll 71 59538 44582 | 0.1992 0.2572 0.3247 0.3170

Carroll 72 37967 29688 | 0.2419 0.3312 0.3361 0.3285

Chatham 161 28269 21359 | 0.3988 0.4739 0.6095 0.6037

Chatham 162 60308 46733 | 0.4373 0.5246 0.6721 0.6870

Chatham 163 60123 48461 | 0.4549 0.5242 0.7266 0.7313

Chatham 164 38681 30732 | 0.2607 0.3401 0.4644 0.4676

Chatham 165 59978 48247 | 0.5033 0.5506 0.7803 0.7899

Chatham 166 47932 39183 | 0.0481 0.0851 0.3527 0.3205

Clarke 120 30095 25090 | 0.1937 0.2693 0.6432 0.6235
Clarke 121 26478 22991 | 0.1359 0.1979 0.7010 0.6934
Clarke 122 59632 48840 | 0.2842 0.3977 0.7990 0.8078
Clarke 124 12466 9909 | 0.2940 0.3941 0.7018 0.6980
Cobb 22 28586 22350 | 0.2048 0.2980 0.5020 0.4894
Cobb 34 59875 45758 | 0.1567 0.2306 0.4198 0.3770
Cobb 35 59889 48312 | 0.2840 0.3856 0.5726 0.5603
Cobb 36 59994 44911 | 0.1698 0.2300 0.4022 0.3596
Cobb 37 59176 46223 | 0.2818 0.4599 0.6113 0.5933
Cobb 38 59317 44839 | 0.5423 0.6568 0.7243 0.7229
Cobb 39 59381 44436 | 0.5529 0.7293 0.7876 0.7930
Cobb 40 59044 47976 | 0.3298 0.3798 0.6673 0.6417
Cobb 41 60122 45271 | 0.3935 0.6699 0.7105 0.7199
Cobb 42 59620 48525 | 0.3370 0.5014 0.7158 0.7282
Cobb 43 59464 47033 | 0.2653 0.3973 0.6073 0.5885
Cobb 44 38013 29631 | 0.1281 0.2176 0.4855 0.4445
Cobb 45 59738 44023 | 0.0528 0.0988 0.4788 0.4200
Cobb 46 43930 32560 | 0.0782 0.1348 0.4656 0.4206

Coweta 65 13008 9714 | 0.1225 0.1650 0.3213 0.2874

Coweta 67 17272 13061 | 0.0763 0.1352 0.2416 0.2057

Coweta 70 56267 42990 | 0.2904 0.3678 0.4376 0.5036

Coweta 73 31608 24269 | 0.1336 0.2015 0.4070 0.3136

Coweta 136 28003 21121 | 0.1081 0.1469 0.2325 0.2141

DeKalb 52 28300 21991 | 0.1398 0.1987 0.6358 0.5815

DeKalb 80 59461 44784 | 0.1418 0.3654 0.6100 0.5681

DeKalb 81 59007 46259 | 0.2183 0.4191 0.7180 0.6918

DeKalb 82 59724 50238 | 0.1683 0.2309 0.8035 0.7923

DeKalb 83 59416 46581 | 0.1512 0.4284 0.6572 0.6316

DeKalb 84 59862 47350 | 0.7366 0.7561 0.9324 0.9440

DeKalb 85 59373 46308 | 0.6271 0.6765 0.8981 0.9246

DeKalb 86 59205 44614 | 0.7505 0.7832 0.8931 0.9160

DeKalb 87 59709 45615 | 0.7308 0.7866 0.8798 0.8936

DeKalb 88 47844 37310 | 0.7117 0.7652 0.8359 0.8377

DeKalb 89 59866 46198 | 0.6254 0.6519 0.9214 0.9284

DeKalb 90 59812 48015 | 0.5849 0.6205 0.9401 0.9508

DeKalb 91 19700 14941 | 0.9586 0.9683 0.9581 0.9793

DeKalb 92 15607 11794 | 0.9309 0.9453 0.9403 0.9581

DeKalb 93 11690 8476 | 0.9040 0.9412 0.9411 0.9598

DeKalb 94 31207 23817 | 0.9289 0.9513 0.9523 0.9703

DeKalb 95 14599 10985 | 0.8971 0.9250 0.9413 0.9607

Dougherty | 151 6268 4791 | 0.5917 0.6022 0.6466 0.6213
Dougherty | 152 6187 4906 | 0.4855 0.5298 0.5372 0.5517
Dougherty | 153 59299 45692 | 0.6795 0.7010 0.7454 0.7566
Dougherty | 154 14036 10877 | 0.8612 0.8694 0.8896 0.9081
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County HD | TOTPOP VAP BVAP BHVAP share | Biden20 | Abrams18
Douglas 61 30206 23160 | 0.5396 0.6574 0.6995 0.6949
Douglas 64 35576 26860 | 0.2958 0.3662 0.4137 0.3741
Douglas 65 19408 14130 | 0.6572 0.7146 0.7568 0.7413
Douglas 66 59047 44278 | 0.5341 0.6181 0.6899 0.6610
Fayette 68 29719 22798 | 0.2259 0.3098 0.4218 0.3753
Fayette 69 37303 29554 | 0.4700 0.5270 0.5903 0.5574
Fayette 73 28428 21467 | 0.1070 0.1718 0.3793 0.3349
Fayette 74 23744 17979 | 0.1329 0.1724 0.3872 0.3373
Floyd 5 5099 4048 | 0.0336 0.0684 0.1566 0.1349
Floyd 12 34335 27071 | 0.0836 0.1607 0.2351 0.2152
Floyd 13 59150 45176 | 0.1918 0.2979 0.3687 0.3564
Fulton 25 13280 9828 | 0.1043 0.1651 0.5348 0.4723
Fulton 47 55235 40829 | 0.1130 0.1834 0.4647 0.4241
Fulton 48 43976 33385 | 0.1231 0.2615 0.5322 0.4840
Fulton 49 59153 45263 | 0.0842 0.1480 0.4815 0.4342
Fulton 50 59523 43940 | 0.1240 0.1826 0.5939 0.5558
Fulton 51 58952 47262 | 0.2368 0.3623 0.6082 0.5728
Fulton 52 31511 26534 | 0.1765 0.2543 0.6372 0.6074
Fulton 53 59953 46944 | 0.1453 0.2143 0.5485 0.4998
Fulton 54 60083 50338 | 0.1547 0.2766 0.6104 0.5641
Fulton 55 59971 49255 | 0.5538 0.5960 0.8169 0.8121
Fulton 56 58929 52757 | 0.4548 0.5055 0.8971 0.9249
Fulton 57 59969 52097 | 0.1806 0.2543 0.8092 0.8025
Fulton 58 59057 50514 | 0.6304 0.6732 0.9213 0.9511
Fulton 59 59434 49179 | 0.7009 0.7332 0.9337 0.9603
Fulton 60 59709 45490 | 0.6388 0.6820 0.8065 0.8069
Fulton 61 29096 22287 | 0.9541 0.9658 0.9654 0.9789
Fulton 62 59450 46426 | 0.7226 0.7807 0.9254 0.9434
Fulton 63 59381 45043 | 0.6933 0.7761 0.9085 0.9279
Fulton 65 27048 20542 | 0.8293 0.8473 0.8952 0.9088
Fulton 67 41863 31238 | 0.8036 0.8785 0.8985 0.9164
Fulton 68 29758 22037 | 0.9004 0.9274 0.9278 0.9482
Fulton 69 21379 15994 | 0.9415 0.9655 0.9561 0.9811
Grady 171 8115 6461 | 0.1696 0.2131 0.2238 0.2074
Grady 173 18121 13501 | 0.3394 0.4507 0.4454 0.4338
Gwinnett | 30 8620 6301 | 0.1584 0.2484 0.3775 0.3234
Gwinnett | 48 15027 11394 | 0.1026 0.1660 0.4955 0.4395
Gwinnett | 88 11845 8763 | 0.3005 0.5402 0.7198 0.7597
Gwinnett | 94 28004 20992 | 0.4197 0.5235 0.6869 0.6571
Gwinnett | 95 34221 25212 | 0.6639 0.7452 0.8115 0.8122
Gwinnett | 96 59515 44671 | 0.2300 0.5797 0.6579 0.6661
Gwinnett | 97 59072 46339 | 0.2677 0.4490 0.6617 0.6608
Gwinnett | 98 59998 42734 | 0.2325 0.7459 0.7610 0.8075
Gwinnett | 99 59850 45004 | 0.1471 0.2279 0.5261 0.4833
Gwinnett | 100 35204 25378 | 0.1307 0.2425 0.4252 0.3789
Gwinnett | 101 59938 46584 | 0.2419 0.4143 0.5632 0.5431
Gwinnett | 102 58959 42968 | 0.3762 0.5767 0.6626 0.6503
Gwinnett | 103 51691 38022 | 0.1879 0.3607 0.4796 0.4471
Gwinnett | 104 35117 25457 | 0.2096 0.3042 0.3993 0.3442
Gwinnett | 105 59344 43474 | 0.2905 0.4482 0.5553 0.5328
Gwinnett | 106 59112 43890 | 0.3627 0.4648 0.5858 0.5390
Gwinnett | 107 59702 44509 | 0.2963 0.5937 0.6884 0.6965
Gwinnett | 108 59577 44308 | 0.1835 0.3578 0.5536 0.5107
Gwinnett | 109 59630 44140 | 0.3251 0.6708 0.7711 0.8246
Gwinnett | 110 59951 43226 | 0.4719 0.5645 0.6405 0.5965
Gwinnett | 111 22685 16118 | 0.3307 0.4520 0.4726 0.4142
Hall 27 54508 42712 | 0.0386 0.1354 0.1804 0.1550
Hall 28 8108 6799 | 0.0284 0.1772 0.2527 0.2270
Hall 29 59200 43131 | 0.1359 0.5284 0.4485 0.4704
Hall 30 50646 39113 | 0.0685 0.2374 0.2707 0.2393
Hall 31 14349 9789 | 0.1036 0.6834 0.4858 0.5209
Hall 100 7819 5923 | 0.0653 0.1867 0.2453 0.2134
Hall 103 8506 6377 | 0.0486 0.1396 0.2653 0.2319
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County HD | TOTPOP VAP BVAP BHVAP share | Biden20 | Abrams18
Henry 74 18397 13441 | 0.4742 0.5356 0.5834 0.5642
Henry 78 3847 2965 | 0.6921 0.7292 0.8470 0.8768
Henry 91 35569 27415 | 0.5887 0.6628 0.7223 0.7183
Henry 115 60174 44807 | 0.5213 0.5797 0.6153 0.5443
Henry 116 55759 42471 | 0.5808 0.6380 0.6848 0.6669
Henry 117 54737 40246 | 0.3841 0.4324 0.4416 0.3759
Henry 118 12229 8628 | 0.1868 0.2258 0.2874 0.2449

Houston 145 28132 20686 | 0.5239 0.6021 0.6151 0.6114

Houston 146 60203 44589 | 0.2761 0.3192 0.3840 0.3558

Houston 147 59178 44902 | 0.3012 0.3678 0.4662 0.4414

Houston 148 16120 11941 | 0.2453 0.2778 0.3271 0.3070
Lamar 134 5026 3864 | 0.0970 0.1198 0.1786 0.1839
Lamar 135 13474 10677 | 0.3411 0.3603 0.3798 0.3906

Lowndes 174 9770 7472 | 0.1453 0.1935 0.2019 0.1828

Lowndes 175 43692 31957 | 0.2018 0.2494 0.3784 0.4034

Lowndes 176 4797 3588 | 0.2717 0.3743 0.4485 0.4632

Lowndes 177 59992 46014 | 0.5388 0.5936 0.5139 0.5285

McDuffie | 125 4748 3805 | 0.1198 0.1532 0.2199 0.1901

McDuffie | 128 16884 12810 | 0.4660 0.4938 0.4365 0.4312

Muscogee | 137 30443 22797 | 0.6269 0.6746 0.6665 0.6618
Muscogee | 138 12190 9628 | 0.1224 0.1692 0.3389 0.2796
Muscogee | 139 45976 35539 | 0.2128 0.2770 0.4306 0.3842
Muscogee | 140 59294 44411 | 0.5763 0.6468 0.7471 0.7692
Muscogee | 141 59019 44677 | 0.5746 0.6305 0.7368 0.7428

Newton 93 15515 12080 | 0.5094 0.5404 0.5824 0.5743

Newton 113 60053 44538 | 0.5953 0.6533 0.7534 0.7636

Newton 114 36915 28130 | 0.2760 0.3104 0.3491 0.3299

Paulding 16 16549 11771 | 0.0981 0.1406 0.2447 0.2194

Paulding 17 59120 42761 | 0.2302 0.2934 0.3580 0.3264

Paulding 18 10627 7838 | 0.1069 0.1355 0.1902 0.1750

Paulding 19 58955 44299 | 0.2415 0.3025 0.3762 0.3525

Paulding 64 23410 17329 | 0.3249 0.3881 0.4450 0.4147
Peach 145 14093 11209 | 0.2211 0.2688 0.3275 0.3039
Peach 150 13888 10902 | 0.6643 0.7715 0.7004 0.7216

Richmond | 126 25990 19714 | 0.6887 0.7181 0.7709 0.7804
Richmond | 127 19152 15842 | 0.2599 0.2945 0.4192 0.3905
Richmond | 129 58829 46873 | 0.5487 0.5835 0.6537 0.6344
Richmond | 130 59203 44019 | 0.5991 0.6308 0.6388 0.6298
Richmond | 132 43433 34451 | 0.5267 0.6146 0.7759 0.7966

Rockdale 91 4781 3817 | 0.4923 0.5179 0.5997 0.5626

Rockdale 92 44666 34757 | 0.6054 0.6511 0.7185 0.6871

Rockdale 93 32913 24178 | 0.6379 0.7670 0.8062 0.8013

Rockdale 95 11210 8751 | 0.4101 0.4845 0.5276 0.4859

Spalding 74 16815 13276 | 0.1990 0.2531 0.3220 0.3121

Spalding 117 5393 4727 | 0.2128 0.2520 0.4014 0.3618

Spalding 134 45098 34120 | 0.4063 0.4443 0.4206 0.4157
Telfair 149 9486 7884 | 0.3950 0.5747 0.3762 0.3533
Telfair 156 2991 2306 | 0.3001 0.3157 0.4131 0.4024

Thomas 172 4176 3246 | 0.1497 0.1753 0.2050 0.2061

Thomas 173 41622 31791 | 0.3726 0.3977 0.4351 0.4150

Tift 169 6730 5219 | 0.1129 0.1590 0.1807 0.1494
Tift 170 34614 26005 | 0.3220 0.4365 0.3806 0.3429
Troup 72 10281 7843 | 0.2076 0.2372 0.2844 0.3005
Troup 136 17913 13414 | 0.5139 0.5540 0.5738 0.6049
Troup 137 16144 12084 | 0.3974 0.4346 0.3855 0.3868
Troup 138 25088 19240 | 0.2535 0.2783 0.3040 0.2878

Whitfield 2 27861 21447 | 0.0331 0.1741 0.2209 0.1926

Whitfield 4 59070 42798 | 0.0538 0.4915 0.3551 0.3367

Whitfield 6 15933 12017 | 0.0280 0.1597 0.2017 0.1727

Table 57: Counties with more than 15 points BHVAP differential across House districts (table in
three parts).
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Cobb DeKalb Douglas

Fulton Gwinnett Henry

Houston Muscogee

Figure 39: Additional county splits in the enacted Congressional plan with racially distinctive
patterns at the boundary lines.
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COLUMBUS TECH

VINEVILLE 6

AVONDALE (AVO)

Figure 40: lllustrative precinct splits in the enacted Congressional plan showing racially dis-
tinctive patterns at the boundary lines.

107



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-3 Filed 03/27/23 Page 1 of 2

Clarke DeKalb

Douglas Fayette Fulton

Gwinnett Newton

Figure 41: Additional county splits in the enacted Senate plan with racially distinctive patterns
at the boundary lines.
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PINCKNEYVILLE W

Figure 42: An illustrative precinct split in the enacted Senate plan showing a racially distinctive
pattern at the boundary lines.
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Carroll Chatham Clarke

Coweta Fulton Gwinnett

Hall Muscogee Newton

Figure 43: lllustrative county splits in the enacted House plan with racially distinctive patterns
at the boundary lines.
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THE NEWNAN CENTRE DOUGLAS WINDSOR FOREST
BAPTIST CHURCH SCHOOL

WILSON RWO03 TUCKER

PINCKNEYVILLE W CATES ) HABERSHAM SOUTH

Figure 44: lllustrative precinct splits in the enacted House plan with racially distinctive patterns
at the boundary lines.
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| reserve the right to continue to supplement my report in light of additional facts, testimony
and/or materials that may come to light. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 1746, | declare under penalty
of perjury of the laws of the United States that the foregoing is true and correct according to
the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

Executed this 13th day of January, 2023.

o

Moon Duchin
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

GEORGIA STATE CONFERENCE OF
THE NAACP, et al.,

CASE NO. 1:21-CV-5338-
ELB-SCJ-SDG

Plaintiffs,
V.
STATE OF GEORGIA, et al.,

Defendants

COMMON CAUSE, et al.,

CASE NO. 1:22-CV-00090-
ELB-SCJ-SDG

Plaintiffs,
V.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
%
BRAD RAFFENSPERGER, )
)
)

Defendant.

EXPERT REPORT OF JOHN B. MORGAN

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, Fed. R. Civ. P. 26, and F.R.E. 702 and 703, I,
JOHN B. MORGAN, make the following declaration:

1. My name is John B. Morgan. | am over the age of 21 years, and | am
under no legal disability which would prevent me from giving this declaration. If

called to testify, | would testify under oath to these facts.
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2. | hold a B.A. in History from the University of Chicago. As detailed
in my CV, attached as Exhibit 1, | have extensive experience over many years in the
field of redistricting. | have worked on redistricting plans in the redistricting efforts
following the 1990 Census, the 2000 Census, the 2010 Census and the 2020 Census.
| have testified as an expert witness in demographics and redistricting.

3. | am being compensated at a rate of $325 per hour for my services in
this case.

4, The redistricting geographic information system (GIS) software
package used for this analysis is Maptitude for Redistricting 2021 from Caliper
Corporation. The redistricting software was loaded with the census PL94-171 data
from the Census Bureau and the census geography for Georgia. | was also provided
with election data files used by the Georgia General Assembly during the
redistricting process. The full suite of census geography was available, including
counties, places, voting districts, water bodies, and roads, as well as census blocks,
which are the lowest level of geography for which the Census Bureau reports
population counts.

5. | have been asked to review the congressional, House of
Representatives and State Senate plans considered and adopted by the Georgia
General Assembly and compare them to the proposed congressional, House and

Senate plans drawn by Dr. Moon Duchin and offer opinions regarding my analysis.
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I was also provided with plans labeled “unity” plans from Dr. Duchin’s data, which
| also analyzed.

6. As a result of this analysis, it is my opinion that each of the plans
submitted in Dr. Duchin’s report and the unity plans has a significant increase in
Democratic performance when compared to the enacted plans.

7. In preparing this analysis, | was given the block-equivalency files of
the Duchin plans and the unity plans as well as the block-equivalency files of the
2021 adopted plans and incumbent databases used by the Georgia General Assembly
during the redistricting process. The incumbent databases list the address locations
and districts of the Representatives and Senators serving under the existing House
(2015-enacted) and Senate (2014-enacted) plans prior to the election of 2022.

8. | loaded the 2021 House and 2021 Senate plans enacted by the Georgia
General Assembly into the Maptitude for Redistricting software using the block-
equivalency files provided. | loaded the Duchin Congressional, Senate and House
plans and the Unity plans into the Maptitude for Redistricting software using the
block-equivalency files provided. | loaded the prior congressional (2012), House
(2015-enacted) and Senate (2014-enacted) plans into the Maptitude for Redistricting
software using files provided with software. | loaded the associated incumbent

databases provided.
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9. Using the Maptitude for Redistricting software, | ran eight report and
summaries for each of the Duchin plans, the Unity plans and the enacted plans:

1

Measures of compactness report,

2- Districts & incumbents report, (not run for congressional plans)

w
1

Population summary report,

+

Political subdivision splits report,

ol
1

Plan component report,

»
1

Core constituency report compared to prior enacted plan,

\l
1

Core constituency report compared to Enacted 2021 plan

8

District summary with election data

10. Each of these reports and summaries for each plan is included in the
appendices to this report. | summarized highlights of this information in a table for
each plan. An index with exhibit numbers for all of these reports and summaries is

included at the end of the written report.
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Chart 1. HD-Eff-Jan11 and Enacted 2021 House Plan comparisons

Plan metrics HD Eft House Enacted
Janll

County splits 69 69

\oting precinct splits 307 184

Mean compactness - Reock 0.41 0.39

Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.28 0.28

# Paired incumbents 62 20

Deviation relative range -L72% to -140% to
1.97% 1.34%

Deviation overall range 3.70% 2.74%

# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 95 83

# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 85 97

# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 88 79

# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 92 101

# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: over 90% 3 0

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 80% to 90% 5 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 4 11

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 60% to 70% 9 15

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 55% to 60% 9 5

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 52% to 55% 3 5

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 50% to 52% 5 2

# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 38 49

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 10 4

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 40% to 45% 8 2
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Chart 2. HD-AIt1-Jan11 and Enacted 2021 House Plan comparisons

Plan metrics HD Altl House
Janll Enacted

County splits 73 69

\oting precinct splits 330 184

Mean compactness - Reock 0.39 0.39

Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.26 0.28

# Paired incumbents 68 20

Deviation relative range -2.00%to ~1.40% to
2.09% 1.34%

Deviation overall range 4.08% 2.74%

# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 92 83

# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 88 97

# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 86 79

# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 94 101

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: over 90% 2 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 80% to 90% 6 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 2 11

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 60% to 70% 5 15

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 55% to 60% 5 5

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 52% to 55% 11 5

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 50% to 52% 19 2

# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 50 49

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 6 4

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 40% to 45% 5 2
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Chart 3. HD-AIt2-Jan11 and Enacted 2021 House Plan comparisons

Plan metrics HD Alt2 House
Janll Enacted

County splits 70 69

Voting precinct splits 310 184

Mean compactness - Reock 0.4 0.39

Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.26 0.28

# Paired incumbents 65 20

Deviation relative range -3:22% to -1.40% to
2.51% 1.34%

Deviation overall range 5.73% 2.74%

# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 93 83

# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 87 97

# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 89 79

# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 91 101

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: over 90% 3 0

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 80% to 90% 3 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 4 11

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 60% to 70% 11 15

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 55% to 60% 4 5

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 52% to 55% 9 S

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 50% to 52% 9 2

# Seats majority 18+ AP BIlk% 43 49

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 45% to 50% 9 4

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 40% to 45% 10 2
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Chart 4. SD-Eff-Janl1 and Enacted 2021 Senate Plan comparisons

Plan metrics SD Eff Senate Enacted
Janll

County splits 31 29

\oting precinct splits 129 47

Mean compactness - Reock 0.43 0.42

Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.29 0.29

# Paired incumbents 22 4

Deviation relative range -L.7s% o ~1.03% to
1.67% +0.98%

Deviation overall range 3.40% 2.01%

# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 33 23

# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 23 33

# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 30 23

# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 26 33

# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: over 90% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 80% to 90% 1 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 2 3

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 60% to 70% 2 6

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 55% to 60% 0 3

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 52% to 55% 0 1

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 50% to 52% 3 1

# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 8 14

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 7 1

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 40% to 45% 5 1
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Chart 5. SD-Altl-Janl1l and Enacted 2021 Senate Plan comparisons

Plan metrics SD Altl Senate
Janll Enacted

County splits 34 29

\oting precinct splits 120 47

Mean compactness - Reock 0.43 0.42

Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.29 0.29

# Paired incumbents 21 4

Deviation relative range -1.36%to ~1.03% to
1.28% +0.98%

Deviation overall range 2.64% 2.01%

# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 28 23

# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 28 33

# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 26 23

# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 30 33

# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: over 90% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 80% to 90% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 1 3

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 60% to 70% 1 6

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 55% to 60% 3 3

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 52% to 55% 2 1

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 50% to 52% 13 1

# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 20 14

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 1 1

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 40% to 45% 0 1
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Chart 6. SD-Alt2-Jan1l and Enacted 2021 Senate Plan comparisons

Plan metrics SD Alt2 Senate
Janll Enacted

County splits 26 29

\oting precinct splits 98 47

Mean compactness - Reock 0.44 0.42

Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.3 0.29

# Paired incumbents 20 4

Deviation relative range 1.30% to ~1.03% to
1.33% +0.98%

Deviation overall range 2.63% 2.01%

# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 28 23

# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 28 33

# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 26 23

# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 30 33

# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: over 90% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 80% to 90% 1 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 1 3

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 60% to 70% 2 6

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 55% to 60% 4 3

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 52% to 55% 3 1

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 50% to 52% 6 1

# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 17 14

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 4 1

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 40% to 45% 0 1

10
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Chart 7. CD-Janll and Enacted 2021 congressional Plan comparisons

CD-Alt1-

Plan metrics CD Enacted
Janll

County splits 17 15

\oting precinct splits 46 47

Mean compactness - Reock 0.47 0.44

Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.3 0.27

# Paired incumbents no data no data

Deviation relative range -1t01 -1t01

Deviation overall range 0.00% to 0.00% to
0.00% 0.00%

# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 7 5

# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 7 9

# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 6 5

# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 8 9

# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: over 90% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 80% to 90% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 60% to 70% 0 1

# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 55% to 60% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 52% to 55% 0 1

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 50% to 52% 4 0

# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 4 2

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 1 2

# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: 40% to 45% 0 0

11
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Chart 8. HD-Unity and Enacted 2021 House Plan comparisons

. . House
Plan metrics HD Unity Enacted
County splits 79 69
\oting precinct splits 99 184
Mean compactness - Reock 0.36 0.39
Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.23 0.28
# Paired incumbents 73 20
Deviation relative range -0.62% to ~1.40% to

0.58% 1.34%

Deviation overall range 1.20% 2.74%
# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 99 83
# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 81 97
# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 96 79
# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 84 101
# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: over 90% 0 0
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 80% to 90% 0 0
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 0 11
# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 60% to 70% 12 15
# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 55% to 60% 15 5
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 52% to 55% 17 5
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 50% to 52% 13 2
# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 57 49
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 9 4
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 40% to 45% 8 2

12
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Chart 9. SD-Unity and Enacted 2021 Senate Plan comparisons

. . Senate
Plan metrics SD Unity Enacted
County splits 46 29
\oting precinct splits 27 47
Mean compactness - Reock 0.37 0.42
Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.22 0.29
# Paired incumbents 22 4
Deviation relative range -0.14% to ~1.03% to

0.19% +0.98%

Deviation overall range 0.33% 2.01%
# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 31 23
# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 25 33
# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 30 23
# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 26 33
# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: over 90% 0 0
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 80% to 90% 0 0
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 0 3
# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 60% to 70% 0 6
# Seats 18+ AP BIlk% is: 55% to 60% 0 3
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 52% to 55% 11 1
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 50% to 52% 9 1
# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 20 14
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 2 1
# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 40% to 45% 0 1

13
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Chart 10. CD-Unity and Enacted 2021 congressional Plan comparisons

Plan metrics CD-Unity CD Enacted

County splits 21 15

\oting precinct splits 31 47

Mean compactness - Reock 0.36 0.44

Mean compactness - Polsby Popper 0.23 0.27

# Paired incumbents no data no data

Deviation relative range Otol -1t01

Deviation overall range 0.00% to 0.00% to
0.00% 0.00%

# Districts won by: Biden (D-Pres20) 7 5

# Districts won by: Trump (R-Pres20) 7 9

# Districts won by: Bryant (D-PSC 20) 7 5

# Districts won by: Shaw (R-PSC 20) 7 9

# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: over 90% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 80% to 90% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 70% to 80% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 60% to 70% 0 1

# Seats 18+ AP BIk% is: 55% to 60% 0 0

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 52% to 55% 1 1

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 50% to 52% 3 0

# Seats majority 18+ AP Blk% 4 2

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 45% to 50% 1 2

# Seats 18+ AP Blk% is: 40% to 45% 1 0

11.  As an experienced map drawer, | am often asked by elected officials
and redistricting stakeholders to review the political performance of districts within
a plan and compare that to other plans. When | conduct those analyses, I generally
use statewide elections to assess the overall partisan makeup of plans. In the tables

above, two elections are included - the presidential election of 2020 (Biden-D vs.

14
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Trump-R) and the Public Service Commissioner election of 2020 (Bryant-D vs.
Shaw-R). | understand that these are some of the elections that legislators used when
drawing the 2021 enacted plans.

12.  Having reviewed these election results, it is my opinion that each of the
plans submitted in Dr. Duchin’s report has a significant increase in Democratic
performance when compared to the enacted plans. It is also my opinion that each of
the unity plans has a significant increase in Democratic performance when compared
to the enacted plans.

13.  The index of exhibits attached to this report is as follows:

INDEX OF EXHIBITS

1. Morgan CV

2. CD Enacted Core Constituencies to 2012 Congressional Plan

3. CD Enacted District Election Summary

4, CD Enacted Measures of Compactness

5. CD Enacted Plan Components with Population Detail

6. CD Enacted Political Subdivision Splits — VTD

7. CD Enacted Population Summary

8. CD-Alt1-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2012 Congressional Plan
9. CD-Altl-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2021 Congressional Plan
10. CD-Altl1-Janl1 District Election Summary

11. CD-Altl1-Jan11 Measures of Compactness

12. CD-Altl1-Jan11 Plan Components with Population Detail

13. CD-Alt1-Jan11 Political Subdivision Splits — VTD

14. CD-Altl1-Jan11 Population Summary

15
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15. HD Enacted 2021 Core Constituencies to 2015 House Plan
16. HD Enacted 2021 Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
17. HD Enacted 2021 District Election Summary

18. HD Enacted 2021 Measures of Compactness

19. HD Enacted 2021 Plan Components with Population Detail
20. HD Enacted 2021 Political Subdivision Splits — VTD
21. HD Enacted 2021 Population Summary

22. HD-AIt1-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2015 House Plan
23. HD-AIt1-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2021 House Plan
24. HD-AItl1-Jan11 Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
25. HD-AlItl1-Janl1l District Election Summary

26. HD-AItl1-Jan1l Measures of Compactness

27. HD-AItl1-Jan11 Plan Components with Population Detail
28. HD-AItl1-Jan1l Political Subdivision Splits — VTD

29. HD-AItl1-Janl1 Population Summary

30. HD-AIlt2-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2015 House Plan
31. HD-AIlt2-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2021 House Plan
32. HD-AIt2-Jan1l Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
33. HD-AIt2-Jan11 District Election Summary

34. HD-AIt2-Jan11 Measures of Compactness

35. HD-AIt2-Jan11 Plan Components with Population Detail
36. HD-AIt2-Jan11 Political Subdivision Splits — VTD

37. HD-AIt2-Jan11 Population Summary

38. HD-Eff-Janll Core Constituencies to 2015 House Plan
39. HD-Eff-Janll Core Constituencies to 2021 House Plan
40. HD-Eff-Jan1l Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)

41. HD-Eff-Janll District Election Summary

16
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42,
43,
44,
45,
46.
47.
48,
49,
50.
51,
52.
53.
54,
55,
56.
57.
58.
50.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.

HD-Eff-Jan11 Measures of Compactness

HD-Eff-Jan11 Plan Components with Population Detail
HD-Eff-Jan11 Political Subdivision Splits — VTD
HD-Eff-Jan11 Population Summary

SD _Enacted 2021 Core Constituencies to 2014 Senate Plan
SD_Enacted 2021 Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
SD_Enacted 2021 District Election Summary
SD_Enacted 2021 Measures of Compactness
SD_Enacted 2021 Plan Components with Population Detail
SD_Enacted 2021 Political Subdivision Splits — VTD
SD_Enacted 2021 Population Summary

SD-Alt1-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2014 Senate Plan
SD-AIlt1-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2021 Senate Plan
SD-Alt1-Jan1l Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
SD-Altl-Janl1l District Election Summary
SD-Alt1-Jan1l Measures of Compactness
SD-Alt1-Jan1l Plan Components with Population Detail
SD-Alt1-Janl1 Political Subdivision Splits — VTD
SD-Altl-Janl1l Population Summary

SD-AIt2-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2014 Senate Plan
SD-AIt2-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2021 Senate Plan
SD-AIlt2-Jan1l Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
SD-Alt2-Janl1 District Election Summary
SD-AIlt2-Jan11l Measures of Compactness
SD-Alt2-Jan11 Plan Components with Population Detail
SD-Alt2-Jan11 Political Subdivision Splits — VTD
SD-Alt2-Jan11 Population Summary

17
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69.
70.
71,
72,
73.
74,
75.
76.
77,
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94,
95.

SD-Eff-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2014 Senate Plan
SD-Eff-Jan11 Core Constituencies to 2021 Senate Plan
SD-Eff-Jan1l Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
SD-Eff-Janl11 District Election Summary
SD-Eff-Jan11 Measures of Compactness

SD-Eff-Jan11 Plan Components with Population Detail
SD-Eff-Jan11 Political Subdivision Splits — VTD
SD-Eff-Jan1l Population Summary

CD-Unity Core Constituencies to 2012 Congressional Plan
CD-Unity Core Constituencies to 2021 Congressional Plan
CD-Unity District Election Summary

CD-Unity Measures of Compactness

CD-Unity Plan Components with Population Detail
CD-Unity Political Subdivision Splits — VTD
CD-Unity Population Summary

HD-Unity Core Constituencies to 2015 House Plan
HD-Unity Core Constituencies to 2021 House Plan
HD-Unity Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
HD-Unity District Election Summary

HD-Unity Measures of Compactness

HD-Unity Plan Components with Population Detail
HD-Unity Political Subdivision Splits — VTD
HD-Unity Population Summary

SD-Unity Core Constituencies to 2014 Senate Plan
SD-Unity Core Constituencies to 2021 Senate Plan
SD-Unity Incumbent Report (2021 Incumbents)
SD-Unity District Election Summary
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96. SD-Unity Measures of Compactness

97.  SD-Unity Plan Components with Population Detail
98. SD-Unity Political Subdivision Splits — VTD

99. SD-Unity Population Summary

[Signature on next page]
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

JOHN B. MORGAN

Executed this 15th day of February, 2023.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

GEORGIA STATE CONFERENCE OF
THE NAACP, et al.

Plaintiffs,
\4

STATE OF GEORGIA, et al. Case No. 1:21-CV-5338-ELB-SCJ-SDG

Defendants.

COMMON CAUSE, et al.,

Plaintiffs, Case No. 1:22-CV-00090-ELB-SCJ-SDG

V.
BRAD RAFFENSPERGER

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Defendant. g

Served on behalf of the Georgia State Conf. of the NAACP Plaintiffs

Expert Report of Dr. Benjamin Schneer
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Racially Polarized Voting Analysis: Georgia

Benjamin Schneer

January 13, 2023
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Introduction

1. My name is Benjamin Schneer and I am an Assistant Professor of Public
Policy at the Harvard Kennedy School. 1 joined Harvard’s faculty in 2018,
after working for two years as an Assistant Professor of Political Science at
Florida State University. In 2016 I completed my Ph.D in Political Science in
the Department of Government at Harvard University, where my dissertation
won the Richard J. Hernstein Prize. At the Harvard Kennedy School, I teach a

course on Empirical Methods and a course on Data Science for Politics.

2. My research is focused on American politics, particularly elections,
political representation, and redistricting. I have published research articles in
several leading peer-reviewed academic journals including Science, American
Journal of Political Science, Journal of Politics, Quarterly Journal of Political
Science, Political Behavior, Studies in American Political Development, and
Legislative Studies Quarterly. My work received the annual Best Paper Award
from the American Journal of Political Science in 2018, and other research of
mine has received media coverage in outlets including The New York Times,

The Washington Post, The Los Angeles Times, and The Economist.

3. I have worked as a consultant on several matters related to voting rights
and redistricting. I co-authored, along with Professor Gary King, the analyses of
the Arizona Independent Redistricing Commission Congressional and Legislative
District maps submitted on behalf of the commission to the Department of

Justice in 2012 — resulting in maps that were pre-cleared on the first attempt
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for the first time in Arizona’s history. I also have worked as a consultant on
the Racially Polarized Voting Analysis prepared for the Virginia Redistricting

Commission in 2021.

4. T have been retained to analyze the extent of legally significant racially
polarized voting in Georgia’s congressional, State Senate and State House district
maps passed by the General Assembly in the 2021 redistricting cycle. In this
report, I estimate voting behavior in these districts, examine the extent of
racially polarized voting, and make an assessment of the performance of these
districts in terms of the ability of minority groups to elect their candidates of
choice. Then, I consider new illustrative districts proposed by the plaintiffs,
again examining the extent of racially polarized voting and the ability of minority

groups to elect their candidates of choice in the illustrative districts.

Executive Summary

5. Based on my analysis, I find that there is evidence of racially polarized voting
in Georgia overall as well as for specific congressional districts (CDs), state
Senate districts (SDs), and state House districts (LDs). Black and Hispanic
voters tend to vote cohesively and White voters tend to oppose them. I have
primarily analyzed racially polarized voting between Black and White voters;
in a handful of districts identified by the plaintiffs, I have analyzed racially
polarized voting between Black and Hispanic voters on the one hand and White

voters on the other hand.

6. Based on my analysis, I view the voter behavior that I have examined

4
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in the state of Georgia to be consistent with racially polarized voting between
minority and majority racial groups in (1) all enacted CDs other than CD 5,
(2) in all Tllustrative Map CDs other than CD 4, (3) in enacted SDs 6, 9, 16,
17, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 34, 35, 38, 40, 43, 44, and 55, (4) in all Illustrative Map
SDs I analyze (with the possible exception of Illustrative Map 1 SD 40, which is
borderline), (5) in enacted LDs 61, 65, 74, 78, 115, 116, 117, 142, 143, 151, 154,
161, 163, 165 and 171, (6) and in all llustrative Map LDs I analyze.

7. In terms of minority groups’ ability to elect their candidates of choice in
the enacted congressional, state Senate and state House districts that I examine,
revised maps could clearly result in greater minority representation. Further-
more, some districts with meaningful minority population levels nonetheless
offer minority groups a limited ability to elect their candidates of choice based

on past elections.

8. The Illustrative Maps drawn by the plaintiffs’” map-drawing expert Moon
Duchin offer an increased ability to elect the minority-preferred candidates in the
districts I have been asked to examine. When looking across statewide elections
since 2012 where minority candidates ran against non-minority candidates,
in the Illustrative Congressional District Map minority candidates won these
elections more than half the time in 6 of the 14 districts (43%); this contrasts
with the enacted Congressional District Map, where minority candidates won
more than half the time in such elections in 5 of the 14 districts (36%). In
the Illustrative State Senate Maps, minority candidates won more than half

the time in such elections in 5 of the 5 districts that I examined in Illustrative
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Map 1 (100%) and in 2 of the 2 districts that I examined in [lustrative Map 2
(100%). This performance contrasts with the enacted Senate Districts I have
examined, where minority candidates won more than half the time in 67% of
districts. The Illustrative Maps for the State House outperform the enacted

map in terms of ability to elect minority candidates as well.

Methodological Approach

Identifying Racially Polarized Voting

9. Racially polarized voting (RPV) occurs when the majority group and a
minority racial group vote differently. To identify instances of RPV in Georgia,
[ examine (1) whether members of a minority group of interest appear to be
cohesive in their electoral support for a candidate of choice (Specifically, does
more than half of a given minority group support the same candidate?); and,
(2) whether White voters oppose this candidate (Specifically, do more than half

of White voters oppose the minority candidate of choice?).!

10. To make these determinations, I analyze historical voting behavior from
Georgia elections since 2012. The Georgia Secretary of State tracks turnout
data by racial group in each precinct, along with aggregate vote totals for each

candidate in each precinct. While elections from 2012 to 2021 were conducted

'For a detailed discussion of cohesion, see Bernard Grofman, Lisa Handley, and Richard G.
Niemi, Minority representation and the quest for voting equality, Cambridge University Press,
1992. The authors note that courts have concluded that cohesiveness “is to be measured with
reference to voting patterns” (p. 68), and that “minority groups are politically cohesive if they
vote together for minority candidates” (p. 73).
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under the previous district maps, I focus primarily on elections for which changes
in district lines are unlikely to affect vote choice. Specifically, I use historical
national and state-wide elections to evaluate congressional, state House and
state Senate districts. I discuss in more detail the specific elections I have

selected to study, and the rationale for my choices, in the next section.

11. Because elections are conducted under a secret ballot, it is not possible to
tally vote choice directly for each racial group in order to assess voter behavior
in each enacted district. Instead, I estimate racial-group-level vote totals based
on the precinct-level election data, producing estimates for each racial group’s

vote share in support of each candidate.?

12. To do this, I employ a standard approach in the political science literature
and in redistricting litigation when one must estimate the voting behavior of
specific racial groups based on aggregate vote totals: ecological inference (EI).?
Ecological inference makes use of (1) the statistical information captured by
how strongly a candidate’s level of support varies in tandem with variation
in each racial group’s population share across precincts, and (2) deterministic
information captured in precincts that consist primarily of one racial group. For
example, if a precinct is relatively homogeneous, one can place bounds on the

range of possible voting behaviors for a racial group in that precinct, with the

20n the value of both statewide elections and precinct-level data, see Gary King, A Solution
to the Ecological Inference Problem: Reconstructing Individual Behavior from Aggregate Data,
Princeton University Press, 1997. King writes: “For electoral applications, choosing data in
which all geographic units have the same candidates (such as precincts from the same district
or counties form the same statewide election) is advisable so that election effects are controlled”

(p. 28).
3King, 1997.
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most extreme version of this occurring when a precinct is entirely homogeneous.*

The key advantage of EI is that it combines both the statistical and deterministic
information I have just described. Technical summaries of the EI approach can
be found in a variety of sources, including King, Rosen and Tanner (2004).°
In this report, I use the RxC method of ecological inference, allowing me to
identify voting patterns across all the primary racial groups in Georgia at once.
This approach is based upon the hierarchical model described in Rosen, Jiang,
King and Tanner (2001),° and the draws from this model’s posterior distribution
are obtained using a Metropolis-within-Gibbs sampling algorithm.” Previous
research comparing approaches including ecological regression, 2x2 ecological
inference and the Rosen et al. (2001) method has found that these approaches
tend to yield similar results, with Rosen et al. (2001) having a slight edge in
instances with more than two racial groups.® Additionally, a variety of published

research and legal cases have made use of this method.”

40tis Dudley Duncan and Beverly Davis, “An alternative to ecological correlation,” American
Sociological Review (1953).

5Gary King, Ori Rosen, and Martin A. Tanner, “Information in ecological inference: An
introduction,” In Ecological Inference: New Methodological Strategies, pp. 1-12, Cambridge
University Press, 2004.

60ri Rosen, Wenxin Jiang, Gary King, and Martin A. Tanner, “Bayesian and frequentist
inference for ecological inference: The Rx C case,” Statistica Neerlandica 55, no. 2 (2001):
134-156.

"Olivia Lau, Ryan T. Moore, and Michael Kellermann, “eiPack: Rx C ecological inference
and higher-dimension data management,” New Functions for Multivariate Analysis 7, no. 1
(2007): 43, Available at https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/eiPack/index.html.

8Justin de Benedictis-Kessner, “Evidence in voting rights act litigation: Producing accurate
estimates of racial voting patterns,” Election Law Journal 14, no. 4 (2015): 361-381.

9Research articles making use of this approach include: Michael C. Herron and Jasjeet
S. Sekhon, “Black candidates and black voters: Assessing the impact of candidate race on
uncounted vote rates,” The Journal of Politics 67, no. 1 (2005): 154-177. Matt Barreto, Loren
Collingwood, Sergio Garcia-Rios, and Kassra AR Oskooii. “Estimating candidate support in
Voting Rights Act cases: Comparing iterative EI and EI-RxC methods.” Sociological Methods
€ Research 51, no. 1 (2022): 271-304. Legal cases where experts have presented opinions

8
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Measuring District Performance

13. I also examine the performance of the districts being challenged along
with newly proposed districts to assess if they allow minority groups to elect
candidates of choice. I again use historical elections re-aggregated to the new
districts to make this assessment, and I focus on several related questions: (1)
What is the minority share of the electorate in the newly enacted districts?
(2) In what share of past elections would the minority candidate of choice
have won in these historical elections? (3) Given the results for the previous
two questions, does the district as drawn constitute sufficient minority voting

strength for minority voters to elect candidates of choice?!”

Data Sources

14. To perform the analyses in this report, I rely on elections data from
the Georgia Secretary of State’s office and the Georgia General Assembly’s
Legislative and Congressional Reapportionment Office. Georgia, unlike many
other states, records turnout data by race for all elections. As a result, there
is no uncertainty about the turnout of different racial groups in Georgia and
ecological inference analysis only needs to be used to determine voter preferences

by race.

making use of RxC ecological inference include: League of Women Voters of Ohio, et al. v.
Ohio Redistricting Commission, Caster v. Merrill, Milligan v. Merrill, and previous filings in
this case among others.

10Gee Grofman, Handley and Niemi, 1992. They write: “What is clearly established by
Gingles is that white bloc voting is legally significant, regardless of the actual percentages of
whites voting against minority-preferred candidates, when it usually results in the defeat of the
minority-preferred candidates” (p. 73).
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15. The state has produced reapportionment reports that contained precinct-
level voter registration and turnout by race!! along with precinct-level vote
totals for all general elections between 2014 and 2020. I also requested the
data from the 2012 reapportionment report but the state did not provide it;
as a result, I instead used 2012 reapportionment report data that I received
directly from the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights. For the 2022 election,
I received data on turnout from the Secretary of State’s office but I did not
receive precinct-level election totals. As a result, I again used data received

from the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights.!?

16. To analyze the 2018 and 2021 runoff elections, I used data compiled by the
Voting and Election Science Team (VEST).!® These files include precinct-level

general election results and turnout data.

Maps

17. To use past election data to understand potential voter behavior in newly-

drawn districts, I assign precincts to the enacted congressional and legislative

HGeorgia includes the following options for voters to select as their race and/or ethnicity:
American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Hispanic/Latino, Other, and White. For the
purposes of this report, I focus on the behavior of Black, Hispanic/Latino, and White voters
and I combine all other categories into the Other category. When analyzing RPV between
Black, Hispanic and White voters I estimate vote shares for each of these four categories but
only report the Black, Hispanic and White vote shares. When analyzing RPV between Black
and White voters only I include Hispanic voters in the Other category.

2The precinct-level election results for the 2022 data were downloaded from the Secretary of
State’s website at https://sos.ga.gov/index.php/elections/federalgeneral election runoff tu
rnout_ by_demographics january 2021 and compiled by the Lawyer’s Committee for Civil
Rights.

13Voting and Election Science Team. “2020 Precinct-Level Election Results”, Harvard
Dataverse V29, 2020, https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/K7760H.

10
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district boundaries as well as the illustrative boundaries. In order to accomplish
this, I downloaded GIS shape files from the Legislative and Congressional
Reapportionment Office page on the Georgia General Assembly website.!*
These included shape files for the passed map of congressional districts, the
passed map of state House districts, the passed map of state Senate districts,
and precinct shape files for 2012, 2014, 2016, 2018 and 2020. For 2022, I used
precinct shape files provided to me by the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights.
For the illustrative maps presented by the plaintiffs, I received data assigning
each census block in the state to a district, which I converted into district-level
shape files. I then spatially joined precincts for each election year to the enacted
and illustrative districts.!®> In practice, the spatial join amounts to finding
which precincts are contained within congressional, state Senate and state House

districts and then assigning them to the new districts.

Elections

18. I estimate EI models using statewide general elections occurring between

2012 and 2022.'® These consist of: US Presidential Elections in 2012, 2016

4 Available at https://www.legis.ga.gov/joint-office /reapportionment.

15Specifically, the join is based on a point within the interior of the precinct boundaries
and towards the middle of the precinct. I do not use the centroid of the precinct because a
centroid can be located outside the boundary of a precinct for non-convex precinct shapes. Split
precincts occur rarely; in 2022, for example, 1.18% of precincts in congressional districts, 1.22%
of precincts in state Senate districts, and 5.83% of precincts in state House districts were split
such that more than 5% of their area was contained in multiple districts.

16T omit any elections without a candidate from each of the major political parties as well
as the 2020 US Senate special election. This election occurred between multiple candidates of
different parties, including Raphael Warnock (D), Kelly Loeffler (R), Doug Collins (R), Deborah
Jackson (D) and Matt Lieberman (D). This election is qualitatively different from the others as
it presents an expanded choice set of candidates, multiple minority candidates, and no candidate

11
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and 2020; US Senatorial Elections in 2014, 2016, 2020, 2021 (Runoff), and
2022 (General and Runoff); State Gubernatorial Elections in 2014, 2018 and
2022; State Lieutenant Governor Elections in 2014, 2018 and 2022; Secretary of
State Elections in 2014, 2018 (General and Runoff) and 2022; State Agriculture
Commissioner Elections in 2014, 2018 and 2022, State Attorney General Elections
in 2014, 2018 and 2022; State Insurance Commissioner Elections in 2014, 2018
and 2022; State Labor Commissioner Elections in 2014, 2018 and 2022; State
Superintendent of Public Instruction Elections in 2014, 2018 and 2022; and,
State Public Service Commissioner Elections in 2014, 2018 (General and Runoff),

2020 and 2021 (Runoff).

20. When studying the extent of legally significant racially polarized voting in
general elections, I estimate ecological inference results for general elections but
not for primaries. Primary elections can be of use in an RPV analysis, but in my
view studying them is not necessary or sufficient for drawing conclusions about
racially polarized voting in Georgia general elections. For example, if racially
polarized voting occurs in a Georgia primary election it does not necessarily
imply that racially polarized voting will occur in the general election, and vice
versa. The primary electorate is often considerably different than the electorate
in a general election. Indeed, political science research has found “consistent
support for the argument that primary and general electorates diverge in their

policy ideology.”'” Thus, in my judgment, it is sufficient in this case to examine

receiving a majority of votes. Due to these factors, the election poses a less clear test of racially
polarized voting, and I do not attempt to draw any conclusions from it at the statewide level or
in my subsequent analysis of voting behavior within specific districts.

17See Seth J. Hill, “Institution of nomination and the policy ideology of primary electorates,”

12
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behavior in general elections in order to determine the extent of racially polarized

voting in Georgia general elections.

21. While I estimate RPV results for all statewide general elections since
2012, I rely on those elections in which a minority candidate was one of the
two major party candidates running for office as most probative for making
inferences about racially polarized voting.!® In Georgia between 2012 and 2022,
among the statewide elections that I examine, a minority candidate ran against

a non-minority candidate in the following instances:

2012 Presidential Election, Barack Obama (D)

e 2014 Insurance Commissioner Election, Liz Johnson (D)

e 2014 Labor Commissioner Election, Robbin Shipp (D)

« 2014 Lt. Governor Election, Connie Stokes (D)

« 2014 Secretary of State Election, Doreen Carter (D)

2014 Superintendent of Public Instruction, Valarie Wilson (D)

« 2014 Public Service Commissioner 4 Election, Daniel Blackman (D)

« 2018 Gubernatorial Election, Stacey Abrams (D)

2018 Insurance Commissioner Election, Janice Laws Robinson (D)

2018 Superintendent of Public Instruction Election, Otha Thornton (D)

« 2020 Public Service Commissioner 1 Election, Robert Bryant (D)

Quarterly Journal of Political Science 10, no. 4 (2015), p. 480.

18 An election between a minority and a non-minority candidate provides variation in the race
of the candidate and therefore offers a test of whether race might matter in vote choice among
different voter groups. Some past cases have also placed more weight on elections between a
minority and non-minority candidate: “Elections between white and minority candidates are
the most probative in determining the existence of legally significant white bloc voting.” See
Old Person v. Cooney, 230 F.3d 1113, 112324 (9th Cir. 2000).

13
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2020 Public Service Commissioner 4 Election, Daniel Blackman (D)
e 2020 US Senator Special Election, Raphael Warnock (D)

2021 Public Service Commissioner 4 Runoff, Daniel Blackman (D)
« 2021 US Senator Special Election Runoff, Raphael Warnock (D)

« 2022 Gubernatorial Election, Stacey Abrams (D)

e 2022 Secretary of State Election, Bee Nguyen (D)

« 2022 Agriculture Commissioner Election, Nakita Hemingway (D)

e 2022 Insurance Commissioner Election, Janice Laws Robinson (D)
« 2022 Labor Commissioner Election, William Boddie (D)

2022 Superintendent of Public Instruction Election, Alisha Searcy (D)

22. In addition to these elections, I also include elections in which no minority
candidate ran or two minority candidates ran as major party candidates. These
are useful for establishing a general pattern of vote choice for different racial
groups, even if elections with a single minority candidate are most probative for
determining the extent of RPV. In all of my subsequent RPV analysis, I examine
the vote shares cast in support of the statewide minority-preferred candidate
for a given election. I define the statewide minority-preferred candidate as the
candidate who garnered the majority of votes cast by minority voters according

to statewide EI estimates.!?

YNote that for any given election it must still be determined whether the statewide minority-
preferred candidate is supported cohesively by the minority groups considered in this report.
But, whether or not this occurs, by definition there will always be one candidate who received a
majority of votes cast by minority voters.

14
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EI Analysis of Enacted Districts

Statewide

23. I begin by analyzing the extent of RPV that has occurred overall in
historical statewide elections. At the state level, elections in Georgia exhibit
an unambiguous and consistent pattern of racially polarized voting. I make
this determination by examining the vote choices of racial groups across past

elections.

24. Figure 1 plots the EI estimates for the set of statewide elections under
consideration, which were held from 2012 to 2022. The labels on the left side
of the plot indicate the specific elections considered. Elections for which one
minority candidate ran against a non-minority candidate are indicated with
a star. In the plot, the point estimates illustrating the level of support for a
candidate are marked with a circle. In this and in all subsequent analyses, these
circles represent my estimate of two-party vote share for the minority-preferred
candidate (e.g., the votes cast for the preferred major party candidate divided
by the sum of the votes cast for the candidates of both major parties) for a given
election. The point estimates can be understood in this context as the vote
shares that were most likely to have generated the pattern of data (e.g., votes
cast for candidates and turnout among different racial groups) that occurred
across precincts in a given election. Additionally, the horizontal lines emanating
from either side of the circles indicate the bounds of the 95% confidence intervals.

The 95% intervals reflect the uncertainty of each estimate; specifically, for the

15
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EI model, they mark the interval for which there is a 95% probability that the
true vote share is contained within the lower and upper bounds.?’ In instances
where no confidence interval is visible, the intervals are narrow and not visible

to the eye (though they still exist).

25. I will explain and interpret these plots in two steps.?! First, the points
clustered on the right side of the plot indicate large majorities of Black and
Hispanic voters all supported minority candidates in each election in which they
ran between 2012 and 2022 and were opposed by non-minority candidates. In
elections without a minority candidate, these voters still acted cohesively to

support other minority-preferred candidates.??

26. For example, in the 2018 gubernatorial election, I estimate that about
99% of Black voters supported Stacey Abrams, a minority candidate. This
overwhelming level of support among Black voters for minority candidates
running against non-minority candidates is similar across all other elections
as well, including for Barack Obama in 2012 (98%), Connie Stokes in 2014
(98%), Doreen Carter in 2014 (98%), Otha Thornton in 2018 (99%) and Raphael

Warnock in 2021 (99%).

20See Guido W. Imbens, “Statistical significance, p-values, and the reporting of uncertainty,”
Journal of Economic Perspectives 35, no. 3 (2021): 157-74. Also see Andrew Gelman, John B.
Carlin, Hal S. Stern, and Donald B. Rubin, Bayesian data analysis, Chapman and Hall/CRC,
1995. Note that this interpretation of a 95% interval is in subtle contrast with a non-Bayesian
or frequentist interpretation of the confidence intervals, which is that if this estimation were
repeated for numerous iterations of a given election, the calculated 95% confidence intervals
would contain the true value of a racial group’s vote share 95% of the time.

21T have included with this report a digital Supplementary Appendix file recording individual
estimates and confidence intervals for each election studied in a plot.

22Table 10 in the Appendix reports the full list of statewide minority-preferred candidates
based on my estimates.

16



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-6 Filed 03/27/23 Page 19 of 93

27. 1 estimate that about 96% of Hispanic voters supported Abrams in
2018. Again, the results are generally similar across other elections I examined
with minority candidates. When a minority candidate was not one of the two
major party candidates, minority voters continued to vote cohesively, supporting
particular candidates at overwhelming rates. Overall, then, I conclude that
Black and Hispanic voters’ past behavior in statewide elections reveals that these
groups had a clear candidate of choice in each election, with large majorities
of these voters supporting the same candidate in each election and voting
cohesively. And, in particular, when a minority candidate ran against a non-
minority candidate in a general election, a clear majority of each racial minority

group voted for the minority candidate.

28. Second, I study voting patterns of White voters. As an example, I
estimate that in 2018 15% of White voters supported Abrams. Similarly, across
all historical statewide elections between 2012 and 2022, considerably less than
half of White voters supported minority candidates (when running against non-
minority candidates). A majority of White voters voted against the candidate of
choice of minority voters. With this information in mind, my assessment is that
these historical elections exhibit clear evidence of racially polarized voting at the
statewide level. Hispanic and Black voters cohere around the same candidates
of choice, and White voters oppose them, consistent with RPV. Thus, any new
districts proposed as a remedy would be drawing from a state where there is
evidence of racially polarized voting affecting the minority groups considered in

this report.

17
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Figure 1: Ecological Inference Results — Statewide (Historical Elections, Two-
Party Vote Shares), 3 Racial Groups
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Congressional Districts

29. I have been asked to examine RPV between Black and White voters in all
enacted congressional districts in the state. Figure 2 illustrates the boundaries

of the state’s congressional districts.

30. Table 1 records the share of the electorate comprised by each racial
group in each congressional district. These estimates are based on averaging
across the 2020 and 2022 turnout figures. Minority groups constitute a majority
of the electorate in CDs 4, 5, 7 and 13 based on the turnout numbers from 2020

and 2022.

31. Figures 3 through 7 present the EI results for individual congressional
districts. As before, the point estimate for a racial group’s vote share in a given
election is represented with a dot and the uncertainty in the estimate is reflected

in the 95% confidence intervals that emanate from the point estimate.

32. For most districts, the analysis of RPV between White and Black voters
is very straightforward. In CDs 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14,
Black voters supported, by an overwhelming margin, the minority candidate
in all historical elections in which they ran. When a minority candidate did
not run or when multiple minority candidates ran, Black voters supported
the statewide minority-preferred candidates in these districts: the confidence
intervals never overlap with the threshold for majority support (e.g., 50%).
White voters opposed the candidate of choice of Black voters in every historical

election. Again, the confidence intervals on the estimates for White voters never
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overlap with the the threshold for majority support.

33. For example, CD 3 demonstrates clear evidence of RPV between White
and Black voters for all elections that I examine. For Black voters, I never
estimate a minority-preferred candidate vote share below 92.8%. For White

voters, I never estimate a minority-preferred candidate vote share above 12.2%.

34. As another example, CD 7 presents another strong example among the
congressional districts of RPV, with Black voters cohering around minority
candidates (and other minority-preferred candidates) and with White voters
opposing these candidates of choice. In every election with a minority candidate
running against a non-minority candidate, minority voters supported the mi-
nority candidate, often overwhelmingly. For example, in the 2018 Gubernatorial
race, I estimate that 97% of Black voters supported Abrams. In contrast, 19%
of White voters in the district supported Abrams according to my estimates.
None of the confidence intervals overlapped with the threshold for majority
support in this election. The same pattern generally holds in earlier election
years where minority candidates ran. In my view, this pattern constitutes clear

evidence of RPV.

35. CD 4 exhibits evidence of RPV between White and Black voters as
well. In more recent elections a majority of White voters occasionally voted
along with minority racial groups; however, this did not occur for any elections
in which a minority candidate ran against a non-minority candidate. Two of
the four instances where this occurred were lower salience elections, such as

the 2018 Runoffs for Secretary of State and for Public Service Commissioner.

20



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-6 Filed 03/27/23 Page 23 of 93

Overall, CD 4 suggests to me cohesive behavior across Black voters in support
of minority candidates (and other minority-preferred candidates). White voters

have reliably opposed the minority candidates of choice.

36. Unlike all other congressional districts in the state, CD 5 does not exhibit
evidence of racially polarized voting. White voters in the district tended across
a majority of elections to support the same candidate as minority voters. Based
on my analysis, Black voters supported minority candidates in all historical
elections, but White voters opposed this candidate of choice in only 15% of

these elections.

37. To sum up, I observe RPV between Black voters on the one hand and
White voters on the other hand when pooling across all CDs (e.g., statewide) as
well as specifically for all CDs other than CD 5. In each of these congressional
districts, when I focus specifically on elections with one minority candidate,
Black voters supported that candidate and were opposed by White voters every

time since 2012.
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Figure 2: Map of Enacted Congressional Districts
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Table 1: Percentage of Electorate by Race, Average of 2020 and 2022 Elections,
Enacted CDs

CD | Black | Hispanic | White Other
1 23.9% | 1.8% | 64.8% 9.5%
2 140.7% | 11% | 51.9% 6.3%
3 [21.0%| 1.8% |67.5% 9.7%
4 1488% | 2.3% |35.9% 12.9%
5) 39.3% 2.3% 44.1% 14.2%
6 7.2% 3.3% | 70.2% 19.2%
7 28.3% 6.5% 43.6% 21.5%
8 [24.5% | 12% | 68.5% 5.7%
9 9.1% 4.0% | 75.2% 11.7%
10 | 18.2% 2.1% 70.3% 9.3%
11 | 14.0% 3.6% 71.1% 11.2%
12 130.0% | 14% |60.4% 8.2%
13 [63.6% | 2.8% |20.9% 12.7%
14 [135% | 3.1% | 74.8% 8.6%

Note: This table reports the share of the
electorate, based on the average across 2020 and
2022 turnout, of each racial group in a given
congressional district.
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Figure 3: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted Congressional Districts
(Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 5: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted Congressional Districts
(Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 6: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted Congressional Districts
(Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 7: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted Congressional Districts
(Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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State Senate Districts

38. I was asked to examine enacted State Senate districts (SDs) that meaningfully
overlapped with any focus illustrative SDs drawn by the plaintiffs’ expert Moon
Duchin. Therefore, I examine enacted SDs whose areas are comprised of 10% or
more of an illustrative SD. Specifically, I analyze SDs 9, 16, 17, 22, 23, 25, 26,
28, 34, 35, 40, 41, 43, 44 and 55. Figure 8 presents a map of SDs in Georgia,
with the districts in question shaded in dark gray. The SDs I am considering
stretch in an almost contiguous band from west Georgia through Metro Atlanta

to the eastern part of the state.

39. Of these districts, I have been asked to examine the extent of RPV
between Black and Hispanic voters on the one hand and White voters on the
other hand in SDs 16, 22, 23, 25, 26 and 44.?% In all other SDs, I examine RPV

between Black and White voters.

40. Figures 9-12 present the results of the EI analysis. I include estimates
for Hispanic voter behavior in those districts where I have been instructed to
examine it, and I omit it for the other districts. SDs 16, 22, 23, 25, 26 and 44
exhibit clear evidence of RPV with Black and Hispanic voters cohering around

minority candidates and White voters opposing them in every historical election

2Since Hispanic voters comprise a small share of the electorate in many SDs, and the SDs
sometimes contain a small number of precincts, when analyzing RPV with Hispanic voters I
perform a statewide EI analysis to determine precinct-level estimates, then I aggregate the
precinct-level estimates up to the district in question. Compared with an EI analysis restricted
to a single district, this approach adds an assumption that racial group voting behavior outside
of the district contains useful information about racial group voter behavior within the district.
This is similar in nature to the maintained assumption in any district-level EI analysis that
behavior in one precinct is informative about behavior in another.
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with a minority candidate that I examine. SDs 9, 17, 28, 34, 35, 43 and 55
exhibit evidence of RPV between Black and White voters, again with Black
voters cohering around the minority candidate and White voters opposing this

candidate.

41. For SDs 40 and 41 the evidence is slightly less clear cut. In SD 41, White
voters join Black voters in support for minority candidates more than half the
time. In my judgment, there is not racially polarized voting in this district.
Importantly, it is worth noting that SD 41’s boundaries contain less than half
of an Ilustrative district.?* On the other hand, in SD 40 White voters opposed
minority candidates in all but a handful of elections. Given the overall record

of historical elections, my assessment is that there is evidence of RPV in SD 40.

42. Aside from the above exceptions, there is evidence of racially polarized
voting behavior between Black and White voters in every other State Senate
district I analyzed. Black voters clearly supported the minority-preferred can-
didate in every election under study, including those elections with a minority
candidate running. White voters opposed their candidate of choice. Similarly,
in the districts where I have been asked to assess behavior among Hispanic
voters, I find evidence of RPV with Black and Hispanic voters supporting the

minority-preferred canddiate and White voters opposing them in every election.

24 About 39.6% of Illustrative Map 1 SD 40 is contained in enacted SD 41.
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Figure 8: Map of Focus State Senate Districts
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Figure 9: Ecological Inference Results — State Senate Districts (Historical
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 10: Ecological Inference Results — State Senate Districts (Historical
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 11: Ecological Inference Results — State Senate Districts (Historical
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 12: Ecological Inference Results — State Senate Districts (Historical
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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State House Districts

43. I was asked to examine enacted State House districts (LDs) that meaningfully
overlapped with any focus illustrative LDs drawn by the plaintiffs” expert Moon
Duchin. As before, I examine enacted LDs whose areas are comprised of 10%
or more of an illustrative LD. Specifically, I analyze LDs 61, 64, 65, 66, 74, 78,
115, 116, 117, 140, 142, 143, 151, 154, 161, 163, 165 and 171. Figure 13 presents

a map of LDs in Georgia, with the districts in question shaded in dark gray.

44. Of these districts, I have been asked to examine the extent of RPV
between Black and Hispanic voters on the one hand and White voters on the
other hand in LDs 161, 163 and 165.% In all other LDs, I examine RPV between

Black and White voters.

45. Drawing conclusions from the EI analysis for the individual Georgia
state House Districts can be slightly more challenging than for the other districts
in the report since State House districts themselves are small and sometimes
contain few precincts (e.g., less than fifteen). I have elected to report all results
because with the Bayesian estimation methods used for EI they remain valid
even for small samples; however, it is worth noting that some estimates will
have wide confidence intervals, not necessarily due to voter behavior but simply

because of the limited data available.

46. Figures 14-18 present the estimates for the House districts that I examine.
LDs 61, 65, 74, 115, 142, 143, 151, 154 and 171 present clear evidence of RPV

with Black voters selecting the minority candidates as their candidate of choice,

25T use the same method as with the State Senate districts to perform this analysis.
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and White voters opposing these candidates in every historical election. LDs 161,
163 and 165 similarly present clear evidence of RPV with Black and Hispanic
voters cohering to select the minority candidates as their candidate of choice,

and White voters opposing these candidates in every historical election.

47. Of these districts with Black and Hispanic voters cohering, LDs 163
and 165 occasionally see White voters join with minority voters to support a
minority-preferred candidate; however, this happens rarely and in fact never
occurs when a minority candidate runs for election against a non-minority

candidate.

48. For LDs 78 and 117 there is some uncertainty in the estimates for subsets
of elections, but on balance the estimates show that Black voters supported
minority candidates and were opposed by White voters in a vast majority of
historical elections. For LD 116, the estimates reflect some uncertainty in the
behavior of White voters, but there is significant evidence of RPV in 65% of

elections and there is evidence of RPV in all 2022 statewide elections.

49. To sum up, then, I observe RPV between Black and White voters in
LDs 61, 65, 74, 78, 115, 116, 117, 142, 143, 151, 154 and 171 and between Black

and Hispanic voters on the one hand and White voters on the other in LDs 161,

163 and 165.
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Figure 13: Map of Focus State House Districts
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Figure 14: Ecological Inference Results — State House Districts (Historical
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)

39



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-6 Filed 03/27/23 Page 42 of 93

® Black ® White

LD 74 [ LD 78
| —— —_—

2012 US President* 4

2014 Agriculture Commissioner 4

2014 Attorney General

2014 Governor

2014 Insurance Commisioner* 4

2014 Labor Comissioner*

2014 Lieutenant Governor* 4

2014 Public Service Commissioner 4*
2014 Secretary of State* 4

2014 Superintendent of Public Instruction*
2014 US Senator

2016 US President

2016 US Senator

2018 Agriculture Commissioner

2018 Attorney General

2018 Governor*

2018 Insurance Commissioner* -

2018 Labor Commissioner

2018 Lieutenant Governor

2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 A
2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 (Runoff) 4
2018 Public Service Commissioner 5 A
2018 Secretary of State

2018 Secretary of State (Runoff) 4

2018 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4
2020 Public Service Commissioner 1* 4
2020 Public Service Commissioner 4* 4
2020 US President

2020 US Senator

2021 Public Service Commissioner 4 (Runoff)* 4
2021 US Senator (Runoff) 4

2021 US Senator Special (Runoff)* 4

2022 Agriculture Commissioner*

2022 Attorney General o

2022 Governor* 1

2022 Insurance Commissioner*

2022 Labor Commissioner* -

2022 Lieutenant Governor

2022 Secretary of State*

2022 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4
2022 US Senator

WTTH"”""T""""T"""TT"f““ HW" |

l+#"“0""x""""#""""##$l#"#"‘" cobesbecsbessbbbetecbissiessssbossiiosbis

LD 116

2012 US President* 4

2014 Agriculture Commissioner

2014 Attorney General o

2014 Governor

2014 Insurance Commisioner* 4

2014 Labor Comissioner* -

2014 Lieutenant Governor*

2014 Public Service Commissioner 4* 4
2014 Secretary of State* 4

2014 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4
2014 US Senator A

2016 US President A

2016 US Senator 1

2018 Agriculture Commissioner <

2018 Attorney General

2018 Governor* 1

2018 Insurance Commissioner* -

2018 Labor Commissioner 1

2018 Lieutenant Governor A

2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 A
2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 (Runoff) 4
2018 Public Service Commissioner 5 A
2018 Secretary of State

2018 Secretary of State (Runoff) 4

2018 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4
2020 Public Service Commissioner 1* 4
2020 Public Service Commissioner 4*
2020 US President A

2020 US Senator 1

2021 Public Service Commissioner 4 (Runoff)* 4
2021 US Senator (Runoff) 4

2021 US Senator Special (Runoff)* 4

2022 Agriculture Commissioner*

2022 Attorney General

2022 Governor* 4

2022 Insurance Commissioner* -

2022 Labor Commissioner* 4

2022 Lieutenant Governor

2022 Secretary of State*

2022 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4
2022 US Senator —

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
% Voting for Minority-Preferred Candidate

Tt N FCR T O R

i

"
g

WHW‘“*
TR

Figure 15: Ecological Inference Results — State House Districts (Historical
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)

40



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-6 Filed 03/27/23 Page 43 of 93

® Black ® White

LD 117 [ LD 140
2012 US President*q{ —@&—— —_—— —t— -
2014 Agriculture Commissioner 4 —@— —_— —— -
2014 Attorney General 4 —@&—— —_— —— —e—
2014 Governor — —-— —— —o-
2014 Insurance Commisioner*q —@&—— —_— — —e-
2014 Labor Comissioner* 4 —@&— —_— —_— —e-
2014 Lieutenant Governor* 4 -@— —_— —_— —e—
2014 Public Service Commissioner 4* 4 —@&—— —_— — —-
2014 Secretary of State* 4 -@— —_— —— —o-
2014 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4 —@&— —_— —_— —e-
2014 US Senatorq{ —@®—— —_— —_— —e-
2016 US Presidentq{ —@&—— —_— — ——
2016 US Senatorq —0—— —_— —_— —e—
2018 Agriculture Commissioner q —@&—— —_— —_— —e—
2018 Attorney General 4 —@&—— —_— —_— —e—
2018 Governor*q —@— — —— —e—
2018 Insurance Commissioner* 4 —@&— — —_— ——
2018 Labor Commissioner { —@&— — —_—— —e—
2018 Lieutenant Governor{ —@®&—— —_— —_—t —e—
2018 Public Service Commissioner 34 —@&—— —_— —_—r— —e—
2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 (Runoff) 4 — —_— —_— —e—
2018 Public Service Commissioner 54 —@&—— —e —_——— —e—
2018 Secretary of State q —@®—— —_— e
2018 Secretary of State (Runoff)4 —@&—— —_— —_— ——
2018 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4 —@&— —_— —_— —e—
2020 Public Service Commissioner 1* 4 —@®&—— —_— —_— ——
2020 Public Service Commissioner 4* 4 —@&—— —— —_— —e—
2020 US Presidentq{ —@&—— —_— —_—— —e—
2020 US Senatorq{ —@&—— —_— e —e—
2021 Public Service Commissioner 4 (Runoff)*q4 —@&—— — —_— ——
2021 US Senator (Runoff) 4 —— — —_— —o—
2021 US Senator Special (Runoff)* 4 —@&—— —_— —_—— ——
2022 Agriculture Commissioner* —_— —_— —_— e ——
2022 Attorney General o —_— —_— — ——
2022 Governor* 1 @ g —_— - ——
2022 Insurance Commissioner* — —_— —_—— ——
2022 Labor Commissioner* - —_— —_— —_— ——
2022 Lieutenant Governor —_— —_— —_— ——
2022 Secretary of State* L g L g —_—e—— ——
2022 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4 4 L g —_—r
2022 US Senator —_— —_— —_—

2012 US President* 4

2014 Agriculture Commissioner

2014 Attorney General o

2014 Governor

2014 Insurance Commisioner* 4

2014 Labor Comissioner* -

2014 Lieutenant Governor*

2014 Public Service Commissioner 4* 4
2014 Secretary of State* 4

2014 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4
2014 US Senator A

2016 US President A

2016 US Senator 1

2018 Agriculture Commissioner <

2018 Attorney General

2018 Governor* 1

2018 Insurance Commissioner* -

2018 Labor Commissioner 1

2018 Lieutenant Governor A

2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 A
2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 (Runoff) 4
2018 Public Service Commissioner 5 A
2018 Secretary of State

2018 Secretary of State (Runoff) 4

2018 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4
2020 Public Service Commissioner 1* 4
2020 Public Service Commissioner 4*
2020 US President A

2020 US Senator 1

2021 Public Service Commissioner 4 (Runoff)* 4
2021 US Senator (Runoff) 4

2021 US Senator Special (Runoff)* 4

2022 Agriculture Commissioner*

2022 Attorney General

2022 Governor* 4

2022 Insurance Commissioner* -

2022 Labor Commissioner* 4

2022 Lieutenant Governor

2022 Secretary of State*

2022 Superintendent of Public Instruction* 4
2022 US Senator 1

AT AT AT
$obbhibbidbbadatsbibitttbbitivisiicsiies
bobadbdobbbbbbosbbiabiotbbotboorosbisstis ++

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%0%  25% 50% 75% 100%

% Voting for Minority-Preferred Candidate

o

Historical

/

Figure 16: Ecological Inference Results — State House Districts
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Clusters

50. I have also been asked to examine the extent of RPV in geographic clusters
that were used as the starting point for drawing the plaintiffs’ illustrative
maps. Appendix Figure 30 depicts the geographic clusters given to me for the
state Senate map. These clusters partition the state’s Senate districts into
the following broad geographic areas: Atlanta, East Black Belt, Gwinnett,
Northwest, Southeast and Southwest. The plaintiffs’ map-drawing expert Moon
Duchin has created new illustrative Maps with districts focused in the Atlanta,
East Black Belt and Gwinnett clusters. Therefore, I perform an EI analysis
pooling the state Senate districts into these clusters. Figure 19 presents the

results.

51. Across these clusters, I observe evidence of RPV between White and
Black voters. For each cluster, Black voters cohesively support a candidate of
choice and White voters oppose these candidates systematically. Furthermore,
Hispanic voters tend to support the same candidates of choice as Black voters.
In the Atlanta and Gwinnett clusters, Hispanic voters cohesively support the
same candidate of choice as Black voters and the lower confidence interval on
the vote share estimate does not overlap withe the 50% threshold in all elections
where a minority candidate runs against a non-minority candidate. In fact,
the only exceptions are two runoff elections in 2018. In the East Black Belt
cluster, Hispanic voters also systematically support the same candidates of
choice as Black voters. The estimates for elections before 2016 tend to be more

uncertain, with the confidence intervals including the 50% threshold; however,
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since 2016 the estimates are more certain and we can conclude that Hispanic
voters supported the same candidates of choice as Black voters. Thus, based on
the historical elections observed and in particular those since 2016, I conclude
that for each of these clusters Black and Hispanic voters vote cohesively for the

same candidate of choice and White voters oppose this candidate.

52. I perform a similar exercise for State House districts. Appendix Figure
31 illustrates the geographic starting clusters for the map drawing exercise
for state House districts. As before, these clusters partition the state’s House
districts into the following broad geographic areas: Atlanta, Cobb, DeKalb,
East Black Belt, Gwinnett, Southeast and Southwest. Note that though some
of the names for these clusters are identical to the cluster names for the state
Senate districts, the boundaries differ. Of these clusters, Moon Duchin has
drawn new districts focused on the Atlanta, Southwest, East Black Belt and
Southeast clusters. As a result, I perform an EI analysis pooling the relevant

state House Districts into these clusters. Figure 20 presents the results.

53. Again, I observe evidence of RPV between White and Black voters across
all state House clusters I examine. Black voters cohesively support a candidate
of choice and White voters oppose this candidate. Based on my estimates, this

is true in every cluster and for every statewide election that I examine.

54. Hispanic voters join Black voters in supporting the same candidate of
choice in each cluster. In Atlanta, this is true for all past statewide elections pit-
ting a minority candidate against a non-minority candidate, with the confidence

intervals never overlapping with the 50% threshold for these elections. For the
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other House clusters, while there are some uncertainties, my estimates again
suggest that Hispanic voters supported the same candidates as Black voters in

all of the past statewide elections that I examine.
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Figure 20: Ecological Inference Results — State House Clusters (Historical
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Performance Analysis of Enacted Districts

55. I now examine the electoral performance of the enacted congressional
districts along with the focus enacted state Senate and enacted state House
districts. The previous analysis established that in Georgia, in those instances
where one minority candidate runs for office and there is racially polarized
voting, the candidate of choice for minority voters has historically been the
minority candidate. As a result, I use historical election data to examine whether
the enacted districts appear to offer minority voters an opportunity to elect

their candidates of choice.

Congressional Districts

56. Table 2 presents the 2020 and 2022 share of the electorate for each mi-
nority group under consideration, along with several key summary statistics
for district-wide electoral performance. To analyze district performance in
terms of the ability to elect minority-preferred candidates, I examine the 20
statewide elections considered in this report in which a racial minority candidate
ran against a non-minority candidate since 2012. Table 10 in the Appendix
denotes these elections with a star and reports the names of these candidates. I
report the mean two-party minority-preferred candidate vote share across all
elections with a minority candidate that I examined. I also report the lowest
vote share received by a minority candidate, in order to provide a sense of a
lower bound of electoral performance. Finally, based on the historical elections,

I report the share of elections in which minority candidates would have earned a
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majority of the two-party vote in the district, along with the share of elections
in which minority candidates would have earned over 55% of the vote, which is

a conventional cutoff used in voting rights litigation to indicate a safer district.

57. In CDs 4 and 13, Black voters comprise a majority (or near-majority)
of the electorate and, based on historical elections, these voters would be able
to elect their candidates of choice if conditions in the districts remain similar.
Minority-preferred candidates earned a majority of the two-party vote share in
each election I examined for these districts, and the vote share surpassed 55%

in every election in CDs 4 and 13.

58. In CDs 1, 3, 6, 8,9, 10, 11, 12 and 14, White voters comprise a strong
majority of the electorate. If conditions remain similar to historical elections,
minority voters who preferred a minority candidate would not be able to elect
that candidate: the minority-preferred candidate did not win in any of the

historical elections I examine for these districts.

59. CD 7 is a multi-racial district in which no one racial group comprises a
majority of the electorate. Based on historical elections, minority candidates in
these statewide elections would have received a majority in the district 65.0% of
the time. Candidates won “safely” (e.g., over 55% of the vote) at the same rate.
Given the demographic composition of the district, and the fact that the previous
RPV analysis showed strong evidence of Black voters cohesively supporting
minority candidates, this is a district that could perform more strongly than it
does as drawn (in terms of allowing minority voters to elect their candidates of

choice).
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60. CD 2 is split close to evenly between Black and White voters. In 2022,
White voters comprised 56% of the electorate, and Black voters comprised 37%.
Black voters retained the ability to elect candidates of choice in this district,

with that candidate winning every statewide election I examined in this district.

61. CD 5 did not exhibit RPV in the previous analysis. White voters have
historically voted along with minority voters to select minority voters’ candidates

of choice.

62. Overall, then, minority voters have a very strong chance of electing
preferred candidates in three of fourteen congressional districts (CDs 4, 5 and
13). Minority voters have a chance of electing minority candidates slightly
more than half the time in CDs 2 and 7. Finally, based on historical elections,
minority voters have close to no chance of electing preferred candidates in the

remaining nine congressional districts.
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Table 2: Performance Analysis (Elections with a Minority Candidate), Enacted
CDs

CD | Black 2020 | Black 2022 | Hispanic 2020 | Hispanic 2022 | Mean M Vote | Min M Vote | M Wins M Over 55%
1 24.3% 23.5% 2.0% 1.6% 41.0% 39.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 44.6% 36.9% 1.3% 0.9% 51.7% 44.4% 70.0% 25.0%
3 18.8% 23.2% 1.9% 1.8% 32.9% 28.1% 0.0% 0.0%
4 50.9% 46.7% 2.5% 2.1% 74.1% 69.0% 100.0% 100.0%
5 40.4% 38.2% 2.4% 2.3% 79.0% 73.9% 100.0% 100.0%
6 7.3% 7.2% 3.5% 3.2% 33.1% 24.1% 0.0% 0.0%
7 29.3% 27.4% 7.5% 5.5% 54.1% 43.4% 65.0% 60.0%
8 25.0% 24.0% 1.5% 0.9% 33.6% 31.3% 0.0% 0.0%
9 8.5% 9.7% 4.7% 3.3% 26.2% 21.4% 0.0% 0.0%
10 18.6% 17.9% 2.3% 2.0% 34.6% 30.8% 0.0% 0.0%
11 14.6% 13.4% 4.0% 3.2% 35.6% 28.1% 0.0% 0.0%
12 31.7% 28.1% 1.5% 1.3% 41.1% 37.5% 0.0% 0.0%
13 63.7% 63.4% 3.3% 2.4% 77.7% 71.8% 100.0% 100.0%
14 13.1% 14.0% 3.8% 2.4% 29.5% 27.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Note: This table reports the share of the electorate, based on 2020 and 2022 turnout, of each minority racial group in a given
congressional district along with the mean and minimum minority candidate vote share (labelled M) in the district across
statewide elections with a minority candidate since 2012.
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State Senate Districts

63. In the state Senate districts under consideration, there appears to be only a
handful of competitive districts. Most either offer no chance for the election of
minority-preferred candidates or are, on the other hand, clear minority majority
districts. Based on historical elections, the candidate preferred by minority
voters would not have won in any election I examine between 2012 and 2022 in
SDs 16, 17, 23, 25 and 28. Conversely, in SDs 22, 26, 34, 35, 41, 43, 44 and 55

the minority-preferred candidate would have won in all past elections I examine.

64. SDs 9 and 40 are the only focus districts with some evidence of possibly
meaningful electoral competition. SD 9 is a multi-racial district that has elected
minority voters’ candidates of choice slightly more than half of the time. SD
40, a district with a majority White electorate, has performed similarly in past

elections.
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Table 3: Performance Analysis (Elections with a Minority Candidate), Enacted

SDs

SD | Black 2020 | Black 2022 | Hispanic 2020 | Hispanic 2022 | Mean M Vote | Min M Vote | M Wins M Over 55%
9 28.5% 28.8% 7.4% 5.9% 51.6% 38.8% 65.0% 60.0%
16 18.0% 26.3% 1.9% 1.9% 33.8% 26.8% 0.0% 0.0%
17 26.2% 24.4% 1.8% 1.7% 35.1% 29.3% 0.0% 0.0%
22 55.3% 51.8% 1.5% 1.2% 66.5% 62.6% 100.0% 100.0%
23 31.8% 26.1% 1.6% 1.4% 38.6% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0%
25 28.8% 27.5% 1.3% 0.8% 37.9% 35.6% 0.0% 0.0%
26 54.5% 44.3% 0.9% 0.8% 60.6% 52.3% 100.0% 70.0%
28 15.0% 24.8% 2.4% 1.7% 31.3% 24.6% 0.0% 0.0%
34 68.4% 68.6% 3.4% 2.6% 81.7% 76.8% 100.0% 100.0%
35 67.1% 68.5% 2.4% 1.6% 79.2% 71.5% 100.0% 100.0%
40 16.0% 13.9% 5.0% 4.1% 53.6% 42.5% 65.0% 65.0%
41 55.6% 51.1% 2.2% 1.9% 78.7% 73.9% 100.0% 100.0%
43 60.5% 60.1% 1.9% 1.4% 70.2% 62.9% 100.0% 100.0%
44 68.3% 67.3% 2.9% 2.2% 86.2% 82.1% 100.0% 100.0%
55 61.5% 58.6% 3.2% 2.3% 74.9% 69.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: This table reports the share of the electorate, based on 2020 and 2022 turnout, of each minority racial group in a given
State Senate district along with the mean and minimum minority candidate vote share (labelled M) in the district across
statewide elections with a minority candidate since 2012.
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State House Districts

65. Based on historical elections, the candidate preferred by minority voters
would not have won in any election I examine between 2012 and 2022 in LDs
16, 17, 23, 25 and 28. Conversely, in LDs 22, 26, 34, 35, 41, 43, 44 and 55 the

minority-preferred candidate would have won in all past elections I examine.

66. LDs 115, 117, 151 and 154 are the only (possibly) competitive districts
among the examined state House districts. The electorate for LD 151 is split
roughly evenly between White and Black voters. Based on historical elections,
the minority candidate of choice would have garnered a majority of the vote
in this district in 65.0% of historical elections I examine. However, this does
not appear to be a safe district by any means. In only 5.0% of elections was
the margin at the level to call the district safe (e.g., over 55% of the two-party

vote).

67. In LD 117, based on historical elections, minority voters are just now
beginning to be able to elect minority-preferred candidates. Only in the three
2021 runoft elections and the 2022 general elections did minority candidates
garner more than half the vote in this district, and in no cases was the margin

of victory safe for the candidate of choice.

68. LDs 115 and 154 each offer minority voters the opportunity to elect

minority candidates a bit more than half of the time based on historical elections.
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Table 4: Performance Analysis (Elections with a Minority Candidate), Enacted
LDs

LD | Black 2020 | Black 2022 | Hispanic 2020 | Hispanic 2022 | Mean M Vote | Min M Vote | M Wins M Over 55%
61 70.6% 74.9% 2.1% 1.1% 84.3% 78.9% 100.0% 100.0%
64 26.8% 27.3% 3.2% 3.2% 38.0% 30.6% 0.0% 0.0%
65 54.2% 53.4% 1.8% 1.4% 67.5% 62.8% 100.0% 100.0%
66 50.9% 52.7% 3.3% 2.4% 63.5% 52.7% 100.0% 75.0%
74 21.2% 23.1% 2.2% 1.9% 32.6% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
78 67.9% 63.4% 3.2% 2.4% 78.4% 73.9% 100.0% 100.0%
115 45.5% 47.4% 2.7% 2.0% 55.8% 45.8% 65.0% 65.0%
116 52.5% 45.1% 2.9% 2.0% 59.5% 50.4% 100.0% 65.0%
117 34.5% 35.4% 2.4% 1.6% 42.8% 32.5% 10.0% 0.0%
140 58.6% 59.2% 2.4% 1.1% 75.2% 70.3% 100.0% 100.0%
142 53.9% 51.2% 0.8% 0.6% 62.0% 56.8% 100.0% 100.0%
143 58.3% 57.0% 0.9% 0.7% 70.2% 67.6% 100.0% 100.0%
151 44.3% 29.7% 0.9% 0.8% 46.8% 35.4% 65.0% 5.0%
154 49.8% 42.5% 0.4% 0.3% 52.5% 44.5% 70.0% 45.0%
161 22.4% 19.5% 3.1% 2.3% 34.1% 27.9% 0.0% 0.0%
163 42.8% 39.3% 1.8% 1.4% 67.4% 60.4% 100.0% 100.0%
165 54.5% 29.5% 1.2% 1.2% 72.0% 57.1% 100.0% 100.0%
171 32.4% 29.5% 1.0% 0.6% 38.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Note: This table reports the share of the electorate, based on 2020 and 2022 turnout, of each minority racial group in a given
State House district along with the mean and minimum minority candidate vote share (labelled M) in the district across
statewide elections with a minority candidate since 2012.
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EI Analysis of Illustrative Districts

69. I now turn to an EI analysis of the Illustrative Maps drawn by the plaintiffs’

map-drawing expert Moon Duchin.

Congressional Districts

70. I have been instructed to analyze all congressional districts for RPV
between Black and White voters in the lllustrative Map drawn by Moon Duchin.

Appendix Figure 32 depicts the map of these illustrative districts.

71. Figures 21-25 report the results for my EI analysis. The results are quite
straightforward. Illustrative CD 4 does not exhibit evidence of RPV between
Black and White voters. In all other districts, there is essentially universal
evidence of RPV between Black and White voters. In these districts, when a
minority candidate runs Black voters support them and White voters oppose
this candidate. In elections between no minority candidates or two minority
candidates, Black voters support the minority-preferred candidate and White

voters oppose them.
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Figure 21: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Congressional Districts
(Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 22: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Districts (Historical
Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 23: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Congressional Districts
(Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 24: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Congressional Districts
(Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 25: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Congressional Districts
(Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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State Senate Districts

72. I consider two Illustrative Maps of alternative State Senate Districts, and I
apply the same methods of ecological inference as for the enacted map. Appendix
Figures 33 and 34 depict the Illustrative State Senate maps, with the districts I

have been instructed to focus upon highlighted.

73. 1 have been instructed to examine RPV for Black versus White voters in
Mlustrative Map 1 SDs 16, 17, 25, 28 and 40. I have been instructed to examine
RPYV for Black and Hispanic versus White voters in Illustrative Map 2 SDs 16

and 23.

74. Figure 26 reports the EI results for Illustrative State Senate Map 1, and

Figure 27 reports the results for Illustrative State Senate Map 2.

75. For Map 1, I observe evidence of RPV between Black and White voters
across all past statewide elections with a minority candidate running for SDs
16, 17, 25 and 28. In Hlustrative Map 1 SD 40, I observe RPV 50% of the time
in elections where a minority candidate ran. Furthermore, I observe evidence of
RPV between Black and White voters in a majority (though not all) of elections

with a minority-preferred candidate running.

76. For Map 2, I observe evidence of RPV with Black and Hispanic voters
supporting minority candidates and White voters opposing them across all
past statewide elections with a minority candidate running. When a minority
candidate does not run, Black and Hispanic voters support the same minority-

preferred candidate and White voters oppose this candidate.
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Figure 26: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Map 1 State Senate
Districts (Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 27: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Map 2 State Senate

% Voting for Minority-Preferred Candidate

Districts (Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)

65



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-6 Filed 03/27/23 Page 68 of 93

State House Districts

77. 1 also consider two Illustrative Maps of alternative State House Districts,
and I apply the same methods of ecological inference as I did for the enacted
map. Appendix Figures 35 and 36 depict the Illustrative State House maps,

with the districts I have been instructed to focus upon highlighted.

78. I have been instructed to examine RPV for Black versus White voters
in Ilustrative Map 1 LDs 64, 74, 117, 144, 151 and 171 and for Black, Hispanic
and White voters in Illustrative Map 1 LD 161. For Illustrative Map 2, I have
been instructed to examine RPV for Black versus White voters in LDs 64, 117

and 144 and for Black, Hispanic and White voters in LD 161.

79. Figure 28 reports the results for Illustrative State House Map 1, and

Figure 29 reports the results for Illustrative State House Map 2.

80. For Illustrative Map 1, I observe evidence of RPV between Black and
White voters in all districts I have been asked to examine. Furthermore, in
Ilustrative Map 1 LD 161, where I also examine the behavior of Hispanic
voters, I again observe RPV with Black and Hispanic voters supporting minority

candidates and White voters opposing them.

81. For Illustrative Map 2, I again observe evidence of RPV between Black
and White voters in all districts I examine. In LD 64, this occurs in every
election. In LD 117, occasionally the confidence intervals on the estimates are
wide enough to cross the 50% threshold but nonetheless, but even accounting for

this Black voters support a minority candidate and White voters oppose them

66



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-6 Filed 03/27/23 Page 69 of 93

in 95% of these elections. Similarly, in LD 144, Black voters support a minority
candidate and White voters oppose them (with the confidence intervals on the
estimates not overlapping with the 50% threshold) in 95% of such elections.
Finally, in SD 161, I observe RPV with Black and Hispanic voters supporting a
minority or minority-preferred candidate and White voters opposing them in all

past elections that I study.
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Figure 28: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Map 1 State House
Districts (Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Figure 29: Ecological Inference Results — Illustrative Map 2 State House
Districts (Historical Elections, Two-Party Vote Shares)
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Performance Analysis of Illustrative Districts

82. I now turn to a performance analysis of the districts contained in the
[lustrative Maps. To examine the performance of minority candidates in the
Illustrative Maps, I examine the extent to which minority candidates have
earned votes in past elections in the relevant districts. As before, I have
determined the average vote share among minority candidates in each district,
the minimum vote share earned by a minority candidate, the share of past
elections a minority candidate won in each district, and the share of elections
the minority candidate won safely (e.g., over 55% of the vote). I again draw
upon the 20 statewide elections in which a racial minority candidate ran against
a non-minority candidate since 2012. Table 10 in the Appendix denotes these

elections with a star and reports the names of these candidates.

Congressional Districts

83. Table 5 presents the 2020 and 2022 share of the electorate for each minority
group under consideration, along with the key summary statistics for district-

wide electoral performance in the Illustrative congressional map.

84. Compared to the enacted map, there is one major difference and two
slight differences. In the Illustrative Map, CD 3, which now reaches from the
western part of the state into the Metro Atlanta area, becomes a district that
performs in terms of the ability to elect minority candidates of choice. In the

previous map, minority candidates never won an election in the district. In the
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Illustrative Map, minority candidates now would have earned a majority in all

past elections in which they ran.

85. Second, CDs 6 and 7 now provide a slightly stronger ability to elect
minority candidates based on past elections. The share of past elections won by
a minority candidate increased by 5% in CD 6 and by 15% in CD 7, compared to
the enacted map. On the other hand, CDs 2 and 13 become more competitive,
with CD 2 in particular now registering a safe victory for minority candidates

in only a small share of past elections.

86. Overall, then, the Illustrative Map grants minority voters a very strong
chance of electing preferred candidates in four of fourteen congressional districts
(CDs 3, 4, 5 and 13). Minority voters still have a good chance of electing
minority candidates in CDs 2 and 7, though with CD 2 considerably more
competitive than in the enacted congressional map. Finally, based on historical
elections, minority voters have a low chance of electing preferred candidates in

the remaining congressional districts.
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Table 5: Performance Analysis (Elections with a Minority Candidate), Illustra-
tive Map CDs

CD | Black 2020 | Black 2022 | Hispanic 2020 | Hispanic 2022 | Mean M Vote | Min M Vote | M Wins M Over 55%
1 25.8% 24.2% 2.0% 1.6% 42.0% 39.6% 0.0% 0.0%
2 42.6% 35.4% 1.3% 1.0% 50.1% 43.7% 70.0% 5.0%
3 43.9% 46.4% 2.2% 1.7% 58.7% 54.3% 100.0% 95.0%
4 45.0% 42.5% 2.4% 2.2% 80.7% 76.0% 100.0% 100.0%
5 45.2% 44.1% 4.1% 3.2% 71.0% 63.8% 100.0% 100.0%
6 11.1% 10.4% 3.9% 3.3% 42.0% 31.0% 5.0% 0.0%
7 34.8% 33.4% 8.3% 6.0% 57.8% 48.0% 80.0% 65.0%
8 21.5% 21.8% 1.5% 1.0% 30.4% 28.4% 0.0% 0.0%
9 2.8% 4.6% 3.3% 2.5% 19.8% 15.7% 0.0% 0.0%
10 14.0% 13.4% 2.6% 2.1% 30.9% 28.0% 0.0% 0.0%
11 14.0% 13.3% 3.2% 2.8% 34.0% 27.1% 0.0% 0.0%
12 34.8% 30.9% 1.6% 1.3% 44.5% 40.8% 0.0% 0.0%
13 47.2% 45.0% 2.2% 1.7% 56.8% 51.5% 100.0% 65.0%
14 5.5% 6.4% 3.8% 2.5% 23.5% 21.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Note: This table reports the share of the electorate, based on 2020 and 2022 turnout, of each minority racial group in a
congressional district from the Ilustrative Map along with the mean and minimum minority candidate vote share (labelled M) in
the district across statewide elections with a minority candidate since 2012.
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State Senate Districts

87. The tables below report the performance of the State Senate districts that I
have analyzed under Illustrative Map 1 and 2. In Map 1, minority candidates
win all past elections in SDs 16, 25, 28 and 40 and a strong majority of past
elections in SDs 17. Several of these districts are relatively competitive, with

the minority candidate winning by a narrow margin (e.g., less than 55%) at

least a third of the time in SDs 17, 25 and 28.

88. In Map 2, minority candidates win all past elections in SD 16 and a
majority of past elections in SD 23. Each district is relatively competitive, with
the minority candidate earning less than 55% of the vote share 35% of the time
in SD 16 and 80% of the time in SD 23.

89. To sum up, in the Illustrative State Senate Maps, minority-preferred
candidates won more than half the time in every district I examine. This
performance contrasts with the enacted Senate Districts I have examined, where

minority candidates won more than half the time in 67% of districts.
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Table 6: Performance Analysis (Elections with a Minority Candidate), [llustra-

tive Map 1 SDs

SD | Black 2020 | Black 2022 | Hispanic 2020 | Hispanic 2022 | Mean M Vote | Min M Vote | M Wins M Over 55%
16 45.2% 46.6% 1.9% 1.7% 56.4% 52.3% 100.0% 75.0%
17 441% 45.3% 2.6% 2.1% 57.8% 49.3% 90.0% 65.0%
25 43.0% 42.7% 1.3% 0.8% 53.4% 50.9% 100.0% 15.0%
28 43.5% 49.5% 2.3% 1.4% 58.8% 51.9% 100.0% 65.0%
40 49.4% 46.9% 3.9% 3.0% 75.6% 69.2% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: This table reports the share of the electorate, based on 2020 and 2022 turnout, of each minority racial group in a given
Hlustrave Map 1 State Senate district along with the mean and minimum minority candidate vote share (labelled M) in the

district across statewide elections with a minority candidate since 2012.

Table 7: Performance Analysis (Elections with a Minority Candidate), [lustra-

tive Map 2 SDs

SD | Black 2020 | Black 2022 | Hispanic 2020 | Hispanic 2022 | Mean M Vote | Min M Vote | M Wins M Over 55%
16 441% 45.7% 1.9% 1.8% 55.4% 50.7% 100.0% 65.0%
23 45.7% 40.5% 0.9% 0.8% 52.4% 46.4% 70.0% 20.0%

Note: This table reports the share of the electorate, based on 2020 and 2022 turnout, of each minority racial group in a given
[lustrave Map 2 State Senate district along with the mean and minimum minority candidate vote share (labelled M) in the

district across statewide elections with a minority candidate since 2012.

74



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-6 Filed 03/27/23 Page 77 of 93

State House Districts

90. The tables below report the performance of the State House districts that I
have analyzed under Illustrative Map 1 and 2. In Map 1, minority candidates
win all past elections in LDs 64, 144 and 161 and a majority of past elections in
LDs 74, 117 and 151. Several of these districts are relatively competitive, with
the minority candidate winning by a narrow margin (e.g., less than 55%) at
least a third of the time in LDs 74, 117, 144 and 151. Finally, LD 171 offers
some but by no means an overwhelming chance of electing minority candidates,

as in this district minority candidates won 35% of past elections.

91. In Map 2, minority candidates win all past elections in LDs 64, 144 and

161. In LD 117, minority candidates won 35% of past elections.

92. To sum up, in each Illustrative State House Map, minority candidates
won more than half the time in every district but one that I examine (86% and
75% of districts, respectively). This performance contrasts with the enacted
House Districts I have examined, where minority candidates won more than

half the time in 72% of districts.

93. I reserve the right to supplement this report if additional facts, testimony,
and/or materials come to light. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C 1746, I declare under
penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 13th

day of January, 2023 at 11:30pm.

Signature: Bw Jj«“ﬂ/\
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Table 8: Performance Analysis (Elections with a Minority Candidate), Illustra-
tive Map 1 LDs

LD | Black 2020 | Black 2022 | Hispanic 2020 | Hispanic 2022 | Mean M Vote | Min M Vote | M Wins M Over 55%
64 46.7% 51.2% 2.4% 1.8% 60.3% 53.5% 100.0% 80.0%

74 43.9% 36.2% 2.5% 1.9% 52.9% 48.0% 75.0% 35.0%
117 44.9% 50.5% 3.0% 1.8% 55.5% 45.7% 65.0% 60.0%
144 37. 7% 33.7% 1.2% 0.9% 53.6% 50.4% 100.0% 30.0%
151 51.8% 35.5% 1.3% 0.6% 51.5% 39.5% 70.0% 45.0%
161 43.0% 36.7% 3.2% 2.9% 62.0% 57.4% 100.0% 100.0%
171 42.1% 39.2% 0.9% 0.5% 48.0% 42.3% 35.0% 0.0%

Note: This table reports the share of the electorate, based on 2020 and 2022 turnout, of each minority racial group in a given
State Senate district along with the mean and minimum minority candidate vote share (labelled M) in the district across
statewide elections with a minority candidate since 2012.

Table 9: Performance Analysis (Elections with a Minority Candidate), Illustra-
tive Map 2 LDs

LD | Black 2020 | Black 2022 | Hispanic 2020 | Hispanic 2022 | Mean M Vote | Min M Vote | M Wins M Over 55%
64 46.1% 50.5% 2.6% 1.9% 59.8% 53.0% 100.0% 75.0%
117 45.1% 33.6% 2.9% 1.7% 49.3% 42.0% 35.0% 35.0%
144 43.1% 39.5% 1.2% 0.9% 58.2% 54.7% 100.0% 95.0%
161 42.2% 35.4% 3.0% 2.7% 60.5% 56.2% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: This table reports the share of the electorate, based on 2020 and 2022 turnout, of each minority racial group in a given
State Senate district along with the mean and minimum minority candidate vote share (labelled M) in the district across
statewide elections with a minority candidate since 2012.
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Appendix A
Additional Tables
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Table 10: Statewide Minority-Preferred Candidates

Year | Office Candidate

2020 | 2020 Public Service Commissioner 1* Robert Bryant
2020 | 2020 Public Service Commissioner 4* Daniel Blackman
2020 | 2020 US President Joe Biden

2020 | 2020 US Senator Jon Ossof

2021 | 2021 Public Service Commissioner 4 (Runoff)* | Daniel Blackman
2021 | 2021 US Senator (Runoff) Raphael Warnock
2021 | 2021 US Senator Special (Runoff)* Raphael Warnock
2022 | 2022 US Senator Raphael Warnock
2022 | 2022 Governor* Stacey Abrams
2022 | 2022 Lieutenant Governor Charlie Bailey
2022 | 2022 Secretary of State™ Bee Nguyen

2022 | 2022 Attorney General Jen Jordan

2022 | 2022 Agriculture Commissioner™® Nakita Hemingway
2022 | 2022 Insurance Commissioner™ Janice Laws Robinson
2022 | 2022 Labor Commissioner™ William Boddie
2022 | 2022 Superintendent of Public Instruction™ Alisha Searcy

Note: This table reports the overall minority-preferred candidate based on
statewide ecological estimates for the elections considered in this report.

A star denotes those offices where a minority candidate is preferred to a
non-minority candidate by minority voters statewide.
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Table 11: Statewide Minority-Preferred Candidates, Continued

Year | Office Candidate

2012 | 2012 US President™ Barack Obama
2014 | 2014 Agriculture Commissioner Christopher Irvin
2014 | 2014 Attorney General Greg Hecht

2014 | 2014 Governor Jason Carter
2014 | 2014 Insurance Commisioner* Liz Johnson
2014 | 2014 Labor Comissioner™® Robbin Shipp
2014 | 2014 Lieutenant Governor* Connie Stokes
2014 | 2014 Public Service Commissioner 4* Daniel Blackman
2014 | 2014 Superintendent of Public Instruction™ Valarie Wilson
2014 | 2014 Secretary of State™ Doreen Carter
2014 | 2014 US Senator Michelle Nunn
2016 | 2016 US President Hilary Clinton
2016 | 2016 US Senator Jim Barksdale
2018 | 2018 Agriculture Commissioner Fred Swann

2018 | 2018 Attorney General Charlie Bailey
2018 | 2018 Governor* Stacey Abrams
2018 | 2018 Insurance Commissioner™® Janice Laws Robinson
2018 | 2018 Labor Commissioner Richard Keatley
2018 | 2018 Lieutenant Governor Sarah Riggs Amico
2018 | 2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 Lindy Miller
2018 | 2018 Public Service Commissioner 3 (Runoff) | Lindy Miller
2018 | 2018 Public Service Commissioner 5 Dawn Rudolph
2018 | 2018 Superintendent of Public Instruction™® Otha Thornton
2018 | 2018 Secretary of State John Barrow
2018 | 2018 Secretary of State (Runoff) John Barrow

Note: This table reports the overall minority-preferred candidate
based on statewide ecological estimates for the elections considered
in this report. A star denotes those offices where a minority
candidate is preferred to a non-minority candidate by minority voters
statewide.
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Additional Maps: Clusters

East Black Belt

Southeast

Figure 30: Map of State Senate Clusters
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Figure 31: Map of State House Clusters
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Additional Maps: Illustrative Congressional Districts

Figure 32: Map 1 of Illustrative State Senate Districts
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Additional Maps: Illustrative State Senate Districts

Figure 33: Map 1 of Illustrative State Senate Districts
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Figure 34: Map 2 of lllustrative State Senate Districts
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Additional Maps: Illustrative State House Districts

Figure 35: Map 1 of Illustrative State House Districts
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Figure 36: Map 2 of Illustrative State House Districts
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“Divided Government and Significant Legislation: A History of Congress from 1789-2010" (with
Stephen Ansolabehere and Maxwell Palmer). 2018. Social Science History 42 (1): 81-108.

“How the News Media Activate Public Expression and Influence National Agendas” (with Gary King
and Ariel White). 2017. Science 358 (6364): 776-780.

“Capitol Gains: The Returns to Elected Office from Corporate Board Directorships” (with Maxwell
Palmer). 2016. Journal of Politics 78 (1): 181-196.

“What Has Congress Done?” (with Stephen Ansolabehere and Maxwell Palmer). 2016. Governing in
a Polarized Age: Elections, Parties, and Political Representation in America, eds. Alan S. Gerber and Eric
Schickler. New York: Cambridge University Press.

“Party Formation Through Petitions: The Whigs and the Bank War of 1832-1834” (with Daniel Car-
penter). 2015. Studies in American Political Development 29 (2): 1-22.

Working Papers

“’Descended from Immigrants and Revolutionists’: How Immigrant Background Shapes Legislative Be-
havior in Congress” (with James Feigenbaum and Maxwell Palmer). HKS Working Paper No. RWP19-
028. Under Revision.

“When the Going Gets Tough, Members Go Home: Electoral Threat and Legislator Behavior in the
U.S. Congress” (with Jaclyn Kaslovsky and Daniel ]. Moskowitz).

“Why Party Leaders Tend to Be Extremists” (with David C. King and Richard Zeckhauser). HKS
Working Paper No. RWP20-015.

“Policy Consequences of Civil Society: Evidence from German-American Counter-Mobilization to Pro-
hibition” (with Tobias Reisch).

“A Partisan Solution to Partisan Gerrymandering: The Define-Combine Procedure” (with Maxwell
Palmer and Kevin DeLuca). HKS Working Paper No. RWP22-012.

“Direct Election and Political Representation: Evidence from Congressional Petitioning.”

“Bayesian Instrumental Variables Estimation with Relaxations of the Exclusion Restriction” (with Michael
Gill and Arman Sabbaghi).

Current Projects

“Paywalls” (with Desmond Ang and Avinash Moorthy).
“Permanent Minority Rule? Uncovering the Limits of Partisan Gerrymandering” (with Maxwell Palmer).
“Coattail Effects and Candidate Quality” (with Kevin DeLuca and Dan Moskowitz).

“Misperceptions of Life Expectancy” (with Desmond Ang).
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Reports, Other Publications and Selected Media

“Racially Polarized Voting Analysis for the Virginia Redistricting Commission” (with Maxwell Palmer).
August 31, 2021.

“Drawing a Line.” Harvard Kennedy School Magazine. Winter 2020.
“Review of Evaluating Media Bias, by Adam ]. Schiffer.” 2020. American Review of Politics 37 (1): 106-8.
“Drawing the Line on Gerrymandering.” HKS PolicyCast (Podcast), December 10, 2019.

“The Arizona Redistricting Commission: One State’s Model for Gerrymandering Reform” (with Colleen
Mathis and Daniel ]. Moskowitz). Ash Center Policy Brief, 2019.

“Are Divided Governments the Cause of Delays and Shutdowns?” The Science of Politics (Podcast),
January 2, 2019.

“Canvassers Tend to Seek Out Supporters Who Are Like Themselves, and That’s Not Good for Political
Participation” (with Daniel Carpenter and Clayton Nall). LSE USAPP Blog, November 1, 2017.

“How and Why Retired Politicians Get Lucrative Appointments on Corporate Boards” (with Maxwell
Palmer). The Washington Post (Monkey Cage), February 1, 2015.

“An Analysis of the Arizona Independent Redistricting Commission Congressional District Map” (with
Gary King). Submitted to Department of Justice, 2012.

“An Analysis of the Arizona Independent Redistricting Commission Legislative District Map” (with
Gary King). Submitted to Department of Justice, 2012.

Conferences & Presentations

2022: Georgia State University (Economics), HKS Faculty Lunch Seminar, Harris School (University of
Chicago CEG American Politics Conference), APSA

2021: Redistricting Algorithms, Law, and Policy (Radcliffe Institute), Metro Cities Council of the Amer-
ican Chamber of Commerce Executives, APSA

2020: HKS Faculty Lunch Seminar

2019: MPSA, Congress & History

2018: FSU (Colloquium), Congress & History, APSA
2017: Congress & History

2016: PolNet, APSA

2015: The Media Consortium, Boston University (Emerging Media Studies), MPSA, Iowa State, APSA,
Harvard (Grad PE, APRW)

2014: SPSA, Texas A&M, The Media Consortium, Radcliffe (The Petition in North America), MPSA,
Harvard (APRW x2, Grad PE, PE), NYU (Alexander Hamilton Center for Political Economy), PolMeth
(Poster Session), APSA, Tobin Project

2013: Harvard (Grad PE), MPSA, The Media Consortium
2012: Harvard (APRW)
2011: Harvard (APRW)
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Teaching

API 202: Empirical Methods II, Harvard Kennedy School, Spring 2022 & Spring 2023.
DPI 610: Data Science for Politics, Harvard Kennedy School, Spring 2020 & Spring 2021.

DPI 308: Translating Public Opinion into Policy Action, Harvard Kennedy School, Spring 2019, Fall
2020 & Spring 2021.

Forecasting Elections in 2020 (Summer Engagement Session), Harvard Kennedy School, Summer 2020.
POS 3263: Political Elites and Representation, Florida State University, Spring 2018.

POS 4424: Legislative Systems, Florida State University, Spring 2017, Fall 2017 & Spring 2018.

POS 5427: Legislative Politics, Florida State University, Spring 2017.

POS 5045: National Government (American Politics Core), Florida State University, Fall 2017.

Gov 30: American Government, Professor Paul E. Peterson, Harvard University, Fall 2013 (TF).

Gov 1300: The Politics of Congress, Professor Stephen Ansolabehere, Harvard University, Spring 2013
(TF).

Gov 1359: The Road to the White House, Carlos Diaz Rosillo, Harvard University, Fall 2012 (TF).

Econ 101: Economic Policy Analysis, Anamaria Pieschacon, Stanford University, Fall 2009 & Winter
2010 (TA).

Past Employment

Research Assistant, Professor Gary King, Harvard University, 2011-2016.
Research Assistant, Professor Daniel Carpenter, Harvard University, 2011-2014.
Research Assistant, Professor Gavin Wright, Stanford University, 2008-2009.
Research Analyst, LECG LLC, 2006-2007.

Research Fellow, Professor Alison Morantz, Stanford Law School 2005-2006, 2010.

Fellowships & Awards

American Journal of Political Science Best Paper Award (co-winner) for “Paths of Recruitment: Rational
Social Prospecting in Petition Canvassing,” 2018.

Summer Institute, Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences, 2017.
First Year Assistant Professor Grant, Florida State University, 2017.

Richard J. Herrnstein Prize, awarded by the Harvard Graduate School of Arts and Sciences for “a
dissertation that exhibits excellent scholarship, originality and breadth of thought, and a commitment
to intellectual independence,” 2016.

GSAS Dissertation Completion Fellowship, Harvard University, 2015-2016.
Term Time Merit Fellowship, Graduate Society, Harvard University, 2014-2015.

Dissertation Research Fellowship for Study of the American Republic, Center for American Political
Studies, Harvard University, 2014-2015.
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Jeanne Humphrey Block Dissertation Award, Institute for Quantitative Social Sciences, Harvard Uni-
versity, 2014-2015.

Graduate Research Grant, Institute for Quantitative Social Sciences, Harvard University, 2014-2015.
Fellow, Democracy & Markets, Tobin Project, 2014-2015.

Graduate Fellowship, Harvard University, 2010-2016.

NSF Travel Grant, Annual Conference of the Society for Political Methodology, 2014

Travel Grant, Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University, 2013, 2014, 2015.
Outstanding Teaching Assistant, Stanford University, 2009-2010.

Phi Beta Kappa, 2005.

Dean’s List, Columbia University, 2001-2005.

Other

Affiliations
Taubman Center for State and Local Government, Harvard Kennedy School
Ash Center for Democratic Governance and Innovation, Harvard Kennedy School
Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Harvard University
Center for American Political Studies (CAPS), Harvard University
Multidisciplinary Program in Inequality and Social Policy, Harvard University

Political Analysis Track, Ph.D. Program in Health Policy, Harvard University

Service

Co-Organizer, American Politics Speaker Series, Harvard Kennedy School and Department of Govern-
ment, 2019—-Present.

DPI Junior American Politics Search Committee, Harvard Kennedy School, 2019-2020.

Host, Faculty Research Seminar, Harvard Kennedy School, 2019, 2021.

MPP Admissions Committee, Harvard Kennedy School, 2018-2019.

PhD Admissions Committee, Institutions and Politics Track, Harvard Kennedy School, 2021-2022.

Selected Consulting
Virginia Redistricting Commission (Voter Polarization Analysis, 2020s Redistricting Cycle)
Arizona Independent Redistricting Commission (2010s Redistricting Cycle)
New York Civil Liberties Union (Hurrell-Harring et al. v. the State of New York)
Other Projects/Cases: Illinois State Legislature (Redistricting), Texas (Voter ID)

Software Packages
R, Stata, SAS, Python, ArcGIS, IATgX.

Last updated: January 12, 2023
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EXPERT REPORT OF JOHN R. ALFORD, Ph.D.
Scope of Inquiry

I have been retained by the Georgia Secretary of State and State Election Board as an expert to
provide analysis related to Grant v. Raffensperger, Alpha Phi Alpha v. Raffensperger, and
Pendergrass v. Raffensperger. All three cases allege the current U.S. Congressional, state Senate,
and state House districts in Georgia violate Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. In early 2022, 1
provided a report and testified in the preliminary injunction hearing in those matters. I have
provided a report in those cases dated 2/6/2023 that was responsive to the reports and
supplemental reports provided by plaintiffs’ experts Dr. Maxwell Palmer, and Dr. Lisa Handley.
The previous report, including my analysis of primary voting relevant to this case, is attached as
Appendix 2. In this report I will supplement that report with additional consideration of the
report provided by Dr. Benjamin Schneer dated 1/13/2023 in Ga. NAACP and Common Cause

cases. My rate of compensation in this matter is $500 per hour.
Qualifications

I am a tenured full professor of political science at Rice University. At Rice, I have taught
courses on redistricting, elections, political representation, voting behavior and statistical
methods at both the undergraduate and graduate level. Over the last thirty years, I have worked
with numerous local governments on districting plans and on Voting Rights Act issues. I have
previously provided expert reports and/or testified as an expert witness in voting rights and
statistical issues in a variety of court cases, including on behalf of the U.S. Attorney in Houston,

Texas, the Texas Attorney General, a U.S. Congressman, and various cities and school districts.

In the 2000 round of redistricting, I was retained as an expert to provide advice to the Texas
Attorney General in his role as Chair of the Legislative Redistricting Board. I subsequently
served as the expert for the State of Texas in the state and federal litigation involving the 2001
redistricting for U.S. Congress, the Texas Senate, the Texas House of Representatives, and the
Texas State Board of Education. In the 2010 round of redistricting in Texas, | was again retained
as an expert by the State of Texas to assist in defending various state election maps and systems
including the district maps for the U.S. Congress, the Texas Senate, the Texas House of

Representatives, and the current at large system for electing Justices to the State Supreme Court

(1]
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and Court of Appeals, as well as the winner-take-all system for allocating Electoral College

votes.

I have also worked as an expert on redistricting and voting rights cases at the state and/or local
level in Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, New
Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania, Washington, and Wisconsin. The details of my academic
background, including all publications in the last ten years, and work as an expert, including all
cases in which I have testified by deposition or at trial in the last four years, are covered in the

attached CV (Appendix 1).
Data and Sources

In preparing this report, I have reviewed the reports filed by the Dr. Schneer in this case. I have
also reviewed various election and demographic data provided by Dr. Schneer in his disclosures

related to his report in this case.
Dr. Schneer’s Report

In his report dated 2/13/2023, Dr. Schneer provides the results of a set of Ecological Inference
(“EI”) election analyses that he used to assess Racially Polarized Voting (RPV) in 41 two-party
contested general election contests between 2012 and 2022. He notes that 21 of these contests
(indicated by an asterisk next to the contest label) include a minority candidate running against a
non-minority candidate. He considers these contests to be the most probative. The remaining 20
contests feature candidates that are the same race. He reports results for the estimated voting
preferences in all 41 of these contests within a variety of geographic contexts for Black, white,
and sometimes Hispanic voters. As his list of the 21 minority candidates on pages 13-14 shows,
all 21 are running as Democrats, and in his broader set of 41 election contests, the preferred

candidate of Black voters is always the Democrat.

Dr. Schneer acknowledges that the race of the candidates provides important information about
racially polarized voting. He notes, “[w]hile I estimate RPV results for all statewide general
elections since 2012, I rely on those elections in which a minority candidate was one of the two
major party candidates running for office as most probative for making inferences about racially
polarized voting” (page 13). In his associated footnote 18 on page 13, he states that an “election

between a minority and a non-minority candidate provides variation in the race of the candidate

(2]
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and therefore offers a test of whether race might matter in vote choice among different voter
groups.” He goes on to say that he also includes “elections in which no minority candidate ran
or two minority candidates ran as major party candidates. These are useful for establishing a
general pattern of vote choice for different racial groups, even if elections with a single minority

candidate are most probative for determining the extent of RPV” (page 14).

However, despite having recognized the potential value this data identified in his reports and the
associated opportunity analyze it, there is no discussion of the impact, if any, that the race of the
candidate has on the behavior of Black, white, or Hispanic voters in any of these contests.
Consider the patterns evident in Dr. Schneer’s Figure 1. In all 41 of the 41 election contests
examined, minorities show cohesive voting for the Democratic candidate. In contrast, White
voters cohesively favor the Republican candidate. Clearly the partisan label of a candidate
matters, as there is only minimal variation in the estimated vote shares across ten years and 41
elections ranging from top-of-the-ballot Presidential contests to down ballot contests like Public

Service Commissioner.

The key question is whether the variation in the race of the Democratic candidate matters to
either minority or white voters. As noted above, Dr. Schneer acknowledges that “variation in the
race of the candidate ... offers a test of whether race might matter in vote choice among different
voter groups” (page 13). Here we have that variation across Democratic candidates as roughly
half are minorities running against white candidates, and the other half are not. A look at any of
the 17 figures relating to the various geographies examined in Dr. Schneer’s report makes it clear
that the strong support of minority voters for Democratic candidates does not in fact vary to any
visible degree! on the basis of the race of the candidates. In other words, “variation in the race of
the candidate ... offers a test of whether race might matter in vote choice among different voter
groups,” and based on Dr. Schneer’s results, there is no indication that race matters in the vote
choice among different voter groups. This is exactly the same result illustrated in my discussion

of the pattern of general election results presented in the reports of Dr. Handley and Dr. Palmer.

! We have to rely on visual comparison here because Dr. Schneer does not provide the numerical point estimates for
his EI analysis. However, his analysis is very similar to the analysis of general elections in Dr. Palmer’s reports
where the numeric estimates are provided, and that numeric comparison is covered in my report in this case dated
2/6/2023.

(3]
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Dr. Schneer recognizes that the vote patterns don’t vary by the race of candidates, and this can be
seen throughout his report where he consistently observes the same cohesive voting patterns in
elections regardless of whether the election features a minority candidate running against a non-
minority candidate, or the election has no minority candidate on the ballot. For example, in
reflecting on his Figure 1, Dr. Schneer concludes that: “I estimate that about 96% of Hispanic
voters supported Abrams in 2018. Again, the results are generally similar across other elections I
examined with minority candidates. When a minority candidate was not one of the two major
party candidates, minority voters continued to vote cohesively, supporting particular candidates
at overwhelming rates.” (Page 15). And again toward the end of his report discussing patterns in
his Figure 27, he notes that he observes “evidence of RPV with Black and Hispanic voters
supporting minority candidates and White voters opposing them across all past statewide
elections with a minority candidate running. When a minority candidate does not run, Black and
Hispanic voters support the same minority preferred candidate and white voters oppose this

candidate” (page 63).
Summary Conclusions

Dr. Schneer’s analysis of voting in general elections is entirely comparable to that of Dr. Palmer
and Dr. Handley. All three provide analysis that demonstrates that Black voters provide
uniformly high levels of support for Democratic candidates and white voters provide uniformly
high levels of support for Republican candidates. Dr. Schneer acknowledges that variation in the
race of candidates provides a test of whether race matters to voters, and the large set of elections
both he and Dr. Palmer provide, across the ballot and across a decade, nicely happens to divide
almost evenly into half that are racially contested and half that are not. The results of this test are
clear. The high level of minority voter support for Democratic candidates is not a response to the
race of the Democratic or Republican candidates. Similarly, the high level of white voter
support for Republican candidates is not a response to the race of the Democratic or Republican

candidates.

T O

John R. Alford, Ph.D. February 10, 2023

(4]
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CV
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John R. Alford
Curticulum Vitae
January 2023

Dept. of Political Science
Rice University - MS-24
P.O. Box 1892

Houston, Teexas 77251-1892
713-348-3364

jra@rice.edu

Employment:

Professor, Rice University, 2015 to present.

Associate Professor, Rice University, 1985-2015.

Assistant Professor, University of Georgia, 1981-1985.

Instructor, Oakland University, 1980-1981.

Teaching-Research Fellow, University of Iowa, 1977-1980.

Research Associate, Institute for Urban Studies, Houston, Texas, 1976-1977.

Education:

Ph.D., University of Iowa, Political Science, 1981.

M.A., University of lowa, Political Science, 1980.

M.P.A., University of Houston, Public Administration, 1977.
B.S., University of Houston, Political Science, 1975.

Books:

Predisposed: Liberals, Conservatives, and the Biology of Political Differences. New York: Routledge, 2013. Co-authors,
John R. Hibbing and Kevin B. Smith.

Articles:
“Political Orientations Vary with Detection of Androstenone,” with Amanda Friesen, Michael Gruszczynski,
and Kevin B. Smith. Politics and the Life Sciences. (Spring, 2020).

“Intuitive ethics and political orientations: Testing moral foundations as a theory of political ideology.” with
Kevin Smith, John Hibbing, Nicholas Martin, and Peter Hatemi. American Journal of Political Science.
(April, 2017).

“The Genetic and Environmental Foundations of Political, Psychological, Social, and Economic Behaviors: A
Panel Study of Twins and Families.” with Peter Hatemi, Kevin Smith, and John Hibbing. Twin Research and
Human Genetics. (May, 2015.)

“Liberals and conservatives: Non-convertible currencies.” with John R. Hibbing and Kevin B. Smith.
Behavioral and Brain Sciences (January, 2015).

“Non-Political Images Evoke Neural Predictors Of Political Ideology.” with Woo-Young Ahn, Kenneth T.
Kishida, Xiaosi Gu, Terry Lohrenz, Ann Harvey, Kevin Smith, Gideon Yaffe, John Hibbing, Peter Dayan, P.
Read Montague. Current Biology. (November, 2014).
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“Cortisol and Politics: Variance in Voting Behavior is Predicted by Baseline Cortisol Levels.” with Jeffrey
French, Kevin Smith, Adam Guck, Andrew Birnie, and John Hibbing. Physiology & Behavior. (June, 2014).

“Differences in Negativity Bias Underlie Variations in Political Ideology.” with Kevin B. Smith and John R.
Hibbing. Behavioral and Brain Sciences. (June, 2014).

“Negativity bias and political preferences: A response to commentators Response.” with Kevin B. Smith and
John R. Hibbing. Behavioral and Brain Sciences. (June, 2014).

“Genetic and Environmental Transmission of Political Orientations.” with Carolyn L. Funk, Matthew Hibbing,
Kevin B. Smith, Nicholas R. Eaton, Robert F. Krueger, Lindon J. Eaves, John R. Hibbing. Political
Psychology, (December, 2013).

“Biology, Ideology, and Epistemology: How Do We Know Political Attitudes Are Inherited and Why Should
We Care?” with Kevin Smith, Peter K. Hatemi, Lindon J. Eaves, Carolyn Funk, and John R. Hibbing.
American Journal of Political Science. (January, 2012)

“Disgust Sensitivity and the Neurophysiology of Left-Right Political Orientations.” with Kevin Smith, John
Hibbing, Douglas Oxley, and Matthew Hibbing, PlosONE, (October, 2011).

“Linking Genetics and Political Attitudes: Re-Conceptualizing Political Ideology.” with Kevin Smith, John
Hibbing, Douglas Oxley, and Matthew Hibbing, Political Psychology, (June, 2011).

“The Politics of Mate Choice.” with Peter Hatemi, John R. Hibbing, Nicholas Martin and Lindon Eaves,
Journal of Politics, (March, 2011).

“Not by Twins Alone: Using the Extended Twin Family Design to Investigate the Genetic Basis of Political
Beliefs” with Peter Hatemi, John Hibbing, Sarah Medland, Matthew Keller, Kevin Smith, Nicholas Martin, and
Lindon Eaves, American Journal of Political Science, (July, 2010).

“The Ultimate Source of Political Opinions: Genes and the Environment” with John R. Hibbing in
Understanding Public Opinion, 3rd Edition eds. Barbara Norrander and Clyde Wilcox, Washington D.C.:
CQ Press, (2010).

“Is There a ‘Party’ in your Genes” with Peter Hatemi, John R. Hibbing, Nicholas Martin and Lindon Eaves,
Political Research Quarterly, (September, 2009).

“Twin Studies, Molecular Genetics, Politics, and Tolerance: A Response to Beckwith and Morris” with John
R. Hibbing and Cary Funk, Perspectives on Politics, (December, 2008). This is a solicited response to a
critique of our 2005 APSR article “Are Political Orientations Genetically Transmitted?”

“Political Attitudes Vary with Physiological Traits” with Douglas R. Oxley, Kevin B. Smith, Matthew V.
Hibbing, Jennifer L. Miller, Mario Scalora, Peter K. Hatemi, and John R. Hibbing, Science, (September 19,
2008).

“The New Empirical Biopolitics” with John R. Hibbing, Annual Review of Political Science, (June, 2008).
“Beyond Liberals and Conservatives to Political Genotypes and Phenotypes” with John R. Hibbing and Cary

Funk, Perspectives on Politics, (June, 2008). This is a solicited response to a critique of our 2005 APSR
article “Are Political Orientations Genetically Transmitted?”

(2]
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“Personal, Interpersonal, and Political Temperaments” with John R. Hibbing, Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, (November, 2007).

“Is Politics in our Genes?” with John R. Hibbing, Tidsskriftet Politik, (February, 2007).
“Biology and Rational Choice” with John R. Hibbing, The Political Economist, (Fall, 2005)

“Are Political Orientations Genetically Transmitted?” with John R. Hibbing and Carolyn Funk, American
Political Science Review, (May, 2005). (The main findings table from this article has been reprinted in two
college level text books - Psychology, 9th ed. and Invitation to Psychology 4th ed. both by Wade and Tavris,
Prentice Hall, 2007).

“The Origin of Politics: An Evolutionary Theory of Political Behavior” with John R. Hibbing, Perspectives
on Politics, (December, 2004).

“Accepting Authoritative Decisions: Humans as Wary Cooperators” with John R. Hibbing, American Journal
of Political Science, (January, 2004).

“Electoral Convergence of the Two Houses of Congress” with John R. Hibbing, in The Exceptional Senate,
ed. Bruce Oppenheimer, Columbus: Ohio State University Press, (2002).

“We’re All in this Together: The Decline of Trust in Government, 1958-1996.” in What is it About
Government that Americans Dislike?, eds. John Hibbing and Beth Theiss-Morse, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, (2001).

“The 2000 Census and the New Redistricting,” Texas State Bar Association School Law Section
Newsletter, (July, 2000).

“Overdraft: The Political Cost of Congressional Malfeasance” with Holly Teeters, Dan Ward, and Rick Wilson,
Journal of Politics (August, 1994).

"Personal and Partisan Advantage in U.S. Congressional Elections, 1846-1990" with David W. Brady, in
Congress Reconsidered 5th edition, eds. Larry Dodd and Bruce Oppenheimer, CQ Press, (1993).

"The 1990 Congressional Election Results and the Fallacy that They Embodied an Anti-Incumbent Mood"
with John R. Hibbing, PS 25 (June, 1992).

"Constituency Population and Representation in the United States Senate” with John R. Hibbing. Legislative
Studies Quartetly, (November, 1990).

"Editors' Introduction: Electing the U.S. Senate" with Bruce I. Oppenheimer. Legislative Studies Quarterly,
(November, 1990).

"Personal and Partisan Advantage in U.S. Congressional Elections, 1846-1990" with David W. Brady, in
Congress Reconsidered 4th edition, eds. Larry Dodd and Bruce Oppenheimer, CQ Press, (1988). Reprinted
in The Congtress of the United States, 1789-1989, ed. Joel Silby, Carlson Publishing Inc., (1991), and in The
Quest for Office, eds. Wayne and Wilcox, St. Martins Press, (1991).

"Can Government Regulate Fertility? An Assessment of Pro-natalist Policy in Eastern Europe" with Jerome
Legge. The Western Political Quarterly (December, 19806).

3]
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"Partisanship and Voting" with James Campbell, Mary Munro, and Bruce Campbell, in Research in
Micropolitics. Volume 1 - Voting Behavior. Samuel Long, ed. JAI Press, (1986).

"Economic Conditions and Individual Vote in the Federal Republic of Germany" with Jerome S. Legge.
Journal of Politics (November, 1984).

"Television Markets and Congressional Elections" with James Campbell and Keith Henry. Legislative Studies
Quarterly (November, 1984).

"Economic Conditions and the Forgotten Side of Congress: A Foray into U.S. Senate Elections" with John R.
Hibbing, British Journal of Political Science (October, 1982).

"Increased Incumbency Advantage in the House" with John R. Hibbing, Journal of Politics (November,
1981). Reprinted in The Congress of the United States, 1789-1989, Carlson Publishing Inc., (1991).

"The Electoral Impact of Economic Conditions: Who is Held Responsible?" with John R. Hibbing, American
Journal of Political Science (August, 1981).

"Comment on Increased Incumbency Advantage" with John R. Hibbing, Refereed communication: American
Political Science Review (March, 1981).

"Can Government Regulate Safety? The Coal Mine Example" with Michael Lewis-Beck, American Political
Science Review (September, 1980).

Awards and Honots:

CQ Press Award - 1988, honoring the outstanding paper in legislative politics presented at the 1987 Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science Association. Awarded for "The Demise of the Upper House and
the Rise of the Senate: Electoral Responsiveness in the United States Senate" with John Hibbing.

Research Grants:

National Science Foundation, 2009-2011, “Identifying the Biological Influences on Political Temperaments”,
with John Hibbing, Kevin Smith, Kim Espy, Nicolas Martin and Read Montague. This is a collaborative project
involving Rice, University of Nebraska, Baylor College of Medicine, and Queensland Institute for Medical
Research.

National Science Foundation, 2007-2010, “Genes and Politics: Providing the Necessary Data”, with John
Hibbing, Kevin Smith, and Lindon Eaves. This is a collaborative project involving Rice, University of
Nebraska, Virginia Commonwealth University, and the University of Minnesota.

National Science Foundation, 2007-2010, “Investigating the Genetic Basis of Economic Behavior”, with John

Hibbing and Kevin Smith. This is a collaborative project involving Rice, University of Nebraska, Virginia
Commonwealth University, and the Queensland Institute of Medical Research.
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Rice University Faculty Initiatives Fund, 2007-2009, “The Biological Substrates of Political Behavior”. This is
in assistance of a collaborative project involving Rice, Baylor College of Medicine, Queensland Institute of
Medical Research, University of Nebraska, Virginia Commonwealth University, and the University of
Minnesota.

National Science Foundation, 2004-2006, “Decision-Making on Behalf of Others”, with John Hibbing. This
is a collaborative project involving Rice and the University of Nebraska.

National Science Foundation, 2001-2002, dissertation grant for Kevin Arceneaux, "Doctoral Dissertation
Research in Political Science: Voting Behavior in the Context of U.S. Federalism."

National Science Foundation, 2000-2001, dissertation grant for Stacy Ulbig, "Doctoral Dissertation Research
in Political Science: Sub-national Contextual Influences on Political Trust."

National Science Foundation, 1999-2000, dissertation grant for Richard Engstrom, "Doctoral Dissertation
Research in Political Science: Electoral District Structure and Political Behavior."

Rice University Research Grant, 1985, Recent Trends in British Parliamentary Elections.

Faculty Research Grants Program, University of Georgia, Summer, 1982. Impact of Media Structure on
Congressional Elections, with James Campbell.

Papers Presented:

“The Physiological Basis of Political Temperaments” 6th European Consortium for Political Research General
Conference, Reykjavik, Iceland (2011), with Kevin Smith, and John Hibbing,.

“Identifying the Biological Influences on Political Temperaments” National Science Foundation Annual
Human Social Dynamics Meeting (2010), with John Hibbing, Kimberly Espy, Nicholas Martin, Read Montague,
and Kevin B. Smith.

“Political Orientations May Be Related to Detection of the Odor of Androstenone” Annual meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, IL (2010), with Kevin Smith, Amanda Balzer, Michael
Gruszczynski, Carly M. Jacobs, and John Hibbing.

“Toward a Modern View of Political Man: Genetic and Environmental Transmission of Political Orientations
from Attitude Intensity to Political Participation” Annual meeting of the American Political Science
Association, Washington, DC (2010), with Carolyn Funk, Kevin Smith, and John Hibbing.

“Genetic and Environmental Transmission of Political Involvement from Attitude Intensity to Political
Participation” Annual meeting of the International Society for Political Psychology, San Francisco, CA (2010),
with Carolyn Funk, Kevin Smith, and John Hibbing.

“Are Violations of the EEA Relevant to Political Attitudes and Behaviors?” Annual meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association, Chicago, IL (2010), with Kevin Smith, and John Hibbing.

“The Neural Basis of Representation” Annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Toronto,
Canada (2009), with John Hibbing.
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“Genetic and Environmental Transmission of Value Orientations” Annual meeting of the American Political
Science Association, Toronto, Canada (2009), with Carolyn Funk, Kevin Smith, Matthew Hibbing, Pete
Hatemi, Robert Krueger, Lindon Eaves, and John Hibbing.

“The Genetic Heritability of Political Orientations: A New Twin Study of Political Attitudes” Annual Meeting
of the International Society for Political Psychology, Dublin, Ireland (2009), with John Hibbing, Cary Funk,
Kevin Smith, and Peter K Hatemi.

“The Heritability of Value Orientations” Annual meeting of the Behavior Genetics Association, Minneapolis,
MN (2009), with Kevin Smith, John Hibbing, Carolyn Funk, Robert Krueger, Peter Hatemi, and Lindon Eaves.

“The Ick Factor: Disgust Sensitivity as a Predictor of Political Attitudes” Annual meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association, Chicago, IL (2009), with Kevin Smith, Douglas Oxley Matthew Hibbing, and
John Hibbing.

“The Ideological Animal: The Origins and Implications of Ideology” Annual meeting of the American Political
Science Association, Boston, MA (2008), with Kevin Smith, Matthew Hibbing, Douglas Oxley, and John
Hibbing.

“The Physiological Differences of Liberals and Conservatives” Annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science
Association, Chicago, 1L (2008), with Kevin Smith, Douglas Oxley, and John Hibbing,.

“Looking for Political Genes: The Influence of Serotonin on Political and Social Values” Annual meeting of
the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, IL (2008), with Peter Hatemi, Sarah Medland, John
Hibbing, and Nicholas Martin.

“Not by Twins Alone: Using the Extended Twin Family Design to Investigate the Genetic Basis of Political
Beliefs” Annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Chicago, IL (2007), with Peter Hatemi,
John Hibbing, Matthew Keller, Nicholas Martin, Sarah Medland, and Lindon Eaves.

“Factorial Association: A generalization of the Fulker between-within model to the multivariate case” Annual
meeting of the Behavior Genetics Association, Amsterdam, The Netherlands (2007), with Sarah Medland, Peter
Hatemi, John Hibbing, William Coventry, Nicholas Martin, and Michael Neale.

“Not by Twins Alone: Using the Extended Twin Family Design to Investigate the Genetic Basis of Political
Beliefs” Annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, IL (2007), with Peter Hatemi,
John Hibbing, Nicholas Martin, and Lindon Eaves.

“Getting from Genes to Politics: The Connecting Role of Emotion-Reading Capability” Annual Meeting of
the International Society for Political Psychology, Portland, OR, (2007.), with John Hibbing.

“The Neurological Basis of Representative Democracy.” Hendricks Conference on Political Behavior, Lincoln,
NE (2000), with John Hibbing.

“The Neural Basis of Representative Democracy” Annual meeting of the American Political Science
Association, Philadelphia, PA (2006), with John Hibbing.

“How ate Political Orientations Genetically Transmitted? A Research Agenda" Annual meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association, Chicago Illinois (2006), with John Hibbing.
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"The Politics of Mate Choice" Annual meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, Atlanta, GA
(2000), with John Hibbing.

"The Challenge Evolutionary Biology Poses for Rational Choice" Annual meeting of the American Political
Science Association, Washington, DC (2005), with John Hibbing and Kevin Smith.

"Decision Making on Behalf of Others" Annual meeting of the American Political Science Association,
Washington, DC (2005), with John Hibbing.

“The Source of Political Attitudes and Behavior: Assessing Genetic and Environmental
Contributions" Annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago Illinois (2005), with
John Hibbing and Carolyn Funk.

"The Source of Political Attitudes and Behavior: Assessing Genetic and Environmental Contributions" Annual
meeting of the American Political Science Association, Chicago Illinois (2004), with John Hibbing and Carolyn
Funk.

“Accepting Authoritative Decisions: Humans as Wary Cooperators” Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political
Science Association, Chicago, Illinois (2002), with John Hibbing

"Can We Trust the NES Trust Measure?" Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association,
Chicago, Illinois (2001), with Stacy Ulbig.

"The Impact of Organizational Structure on the Production of Social Capital Among Group Members" Annual
Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, Atlanta, Georgia (2000), with Allison Rinden.

"Isolating the Origins of Incumbency Advantage: An Analysis of House Primaries, 1956-1998" Annual Meeting
of the Southern Political Science Association, Atlanta, Georgia (2000), with Kevin Arceneaux.

"The Electorally Indistinct Senate," Norman Thomas Conference on Senate Exceptionalism, Vanderbilt
University; Nashville, Tennessee; October (1999), with John R. Hibbing.

"Interest Group Participation and Social Capital" Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association,
Chicago, Illinois (1999), with Allison Rinden.

“We’re All in this Together: The Decline of Trust in Government, 1958-1996.” The Hendricks Symposium,
University of Nebraska, Lincoln. (1998)

"Constituency Population and Representation in the United States Senate," Electing the Senate; Houston,
Texas; December (1989), with John R. Hibbing.

"The Disparate Electoral Security of House and Senate Incumbents,”" American Political Science Association
Annual Meetings; Atlanta, Georgia; September (1989), with John R. Hibbing.

"Partisan and Incumbent Advantage in House Elections," Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science
Association (1987), with David W. Brady.

"Personal and Party Advantage in U.S. House Elections, 1846-1986" with David W. Brady, 1987 Social Science
History Association Meetings.
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"The Demise of the Upper House and the Rise of the Senate: Electoral Responsiveness in the United States
Senate" with John Hibbing, 1987 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association.

"A Comparative Analysis of Economic Voting" with Jerome Legge, 1985 Annual Meeting of the American
Political Science Association.

"An Analysis of Economic Conditions and the Individual Vote in Great Britain, 1964-1979" with Jerome Legge,
1985 Annual Meeting of the Western Political Science Association.

"Can Government Regulate Fertility? An Assessment of Pro-natalist Policy in Eastern Europe" with Jerome
Legge, 1985 Annual Meeting of the Southwestern Social Science Association.

"Economic Conditions and the Individual Vote in the Federal Republic of Germany" with Jerome S. Legge,
1984 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association.

"The Conditions Required for Economic Issue Voting" with John R. Hibbing, 1984 Annual Meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association.

"Incumbency Advantage in Senate Elections," 1983 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science
Association.

"Television Markets and Congressional Elections: The Impact of Market/District Congruence" with James
Campbell and Keith Henry, 1982 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association.

"Economic Conditions and Senate Elections" with John R. Hibbing, 1982 Annual Meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association. "Pocketbook Voting: Economic Conditions and Individual Level Voting," 1982

Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association.

"Increased Incumbency Advantage in the House," with John R. Hibbing, 1981 Annual Meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association.

Other Conference Participation:

Roundtable Participant — Closing Round-table on Biopolitics; 2016 UC Merced Conference on Bio-Politics and
Political Psychology, Merced, CA.

Roundtable Participant “Genes, Brains, and Core Political Orientations” 2008 Annual Meeting of the Southwestern
Political Science Association, Las Vegas.

Roundtable Participant “Politics in the Laboratory” 2007 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science
Association, New Oftleans.

Short Course Lecturer, "What Neuroscience has to Offer Political Science” 2006 Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association.

Panel chair and discussant, "Neuro-scientific Advances in the Study of Political Science” 2006 Annual Meeting
of the American Political Science Association.
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Presentation, “The Twin Study Approach to Assessing Genetic Influences on Political Behavior” Rice
Conference on New Methods for Understanding Political Behavior, 2005.

Panel discussant, "The Political Consequences of Redistricting," 2002 Annual Meeting of the Ametrican Political
Science Association.

Panel discussant, "Race and Redistricting," 1999 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association.

Invited participant, “Roundtable on Public Dissatisfaction with American Political Institutions”, 1998 Annual
Meeting of the Southwestern Social Science Association.

Presentation, “Redistricting in the ‘90s,” Texas Economic and Demographic Association, 1997.
Panel chair, "Congressional Elections," 1992 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association.

Panel discussant, "Incumbency and Congtessional Elections," 1992 Annual Meeting of the American Political
Science Association.

Panel chair, "Issues in Legislative Elections," 1991 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science
Association.

Panel chair, "Economic Attitudes and Public Policy in Europe," 1990 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political
Science Association

Panel discussant, “Retrospective Voting in U.S. Elections,” 1990 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political
Science Association.

Co-convener, with Bruce Oppenheimer, of Electing the Senate, a national conference on the NES 1988 Senate
Election Study. Funded by the Rice Institute for Policy Analysis, the University of Houston Center for Public

Policy, and the National Science Foundation, Houston, Texas, December, 1989.

Invited participant, Understanding Congress: A Bicentennial Research Conference, Washington, D.C,
February, 1989.

Invited participant--Hendricks Symposium on the United States Senate, University of Nebraska, Lincoln,
Nebraska, October, 1988

Invited participant--Conference on the History of Congress, Stanford University, Stanford, California, June,
1988.

Invited participant, “Roundtable on Partisan Realignment in the 1980's”, 1987 Annual Meeting of the Southern
Political Science Association.

Professional Activities:
Other Universities:

Invited Speaker, Annual Lecture, Psi Kappa -the Psychology Club at Houston Community College, 2018.
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Invited Speaker, Annual Allman Family Lecture, Dedman College Interdisciplinary Institute, Southern
Methodist University, 2016.

Invited Speaker, Annual Lecture, Psi Sigma Alpha — Political Science Dept., Oklahoma State University, 2015.
Invited Lecturer, Department of Political Science, Vanderbilt University, 2014.
Invited Speaker, Annual Lecture, Psi Kappa -the Psychology Club at Houston Community College, 2014.

Invited Speaker, Graduate Student Colloquium, Department of Political Science, University of New Mexico,
2013.

Invited Keynote Speaker, Political Science Alumni Evening, University of Houston, 2013.

Invited Lecturer, Biology and Politics Masters Seminar (John Geer and David Bader), Department of Political
Science and Biology Department, Vanderbilt University, 2010.

Invited Lecturer, Biology and Politics Senior Seminar (John Geer and David Bader), Department of Political
Science and Biology Department, Vanderbilt University, 2008.

Visiting Fellow, the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, 2007.
Invited Speaker, Joint Political Psychology Graduate Seminar, University of Minnesota, 2007.

Invited Speaker, Department of Political Science, Vanderbilt University, 2006.

Member:
Editorial Board, Journal of Politics, 2007-2008.
Planning Committee for the National Election Studies' Senate Election Study, 1990-92.

Nominations Committee, Social Science History Association, 1988

Reviewer for:

American Journal of Political Science
American Political Science Review
American Politics Research
American Politics Quarterly
American Psychologist

American Sociological Review
Canadian Journal of Political Science
Comparative Politics

Electoral Studies

Evolution and Human Behavior
International Studies Quarterly
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Journal of Politics

Journal of Urban Affairs
Legislative Studies Quarterly
National Science Foundation
PLoS ONE

Policy Studies Review
Political Behavior

Political Communication
Political Psychology
Political Research Quarterly
Public Opinion Quarterly
Science

Security Studies

Social Forces

Social Science Quarterly
Western Political Quarterly

University Service:

Member, University Senate, 2021-2023.

Member, University Parking Committee, 2016-2022.

Member, University Benefits Committee, 2013-2016.

Internship Director for the Department of Political Science, 2004-2018.

Member, University Council, 2012-2013.

Invited Speaker, Rice Classroom Connect, 2016.

Invited Speaker, Glasscock School, 2016.

Invited Speaker, Rice Alumni Association, Austin, 2016.

Invited Speaker, Rice Alumni Association, New York City, 2016.

Invited Speaker, Rice TEDxRiceU , 2013.

Invited Speaker, Rice Alumni Association, Atlanta, 2011.

Lecturer, Advanced Topics in AP Psychology, Rice University AP Summer Institute, 2009.
Scientia Lecture Series: “Politics in Our Genes: The Biology of Ideology” 2008

Invited Speaker, Rice Alumni Association, Seattle, San Francisco and Los Angeles, 2008.
Invited Speaker, Rice Alumni Association, Austin, Chicago and Washington, DC, 2006.

Invited Speaker, Rice Alumni Association, Dallas and New York, 2005.
(11]
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Director: Rice University Behavioral Research Lab and Social Science Computing Lab, 2005-2006.

University Official Representative to the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research, 1989-2012.
Director: Rice University Social Science Computing Lab, 1989-2004.

Member, Rice University Information Technology Access and Security Committee, 2001-2002

Rice University Committee on Computers, Member, 1988-1992, 1995-1996; Chair, 1996-1998, Co-chair, 1999.
Acting Chairman, Rice Institute for Policy Analysis, 1991-1992.

Divisional Member of the John W. Gardner Dissertation Award Selection Committee, 1998

Social Science Representative to the Educational Sub-committee of the Computer Planning Committee, 1989-1990.
Director of Graduate Admissions, Department of Political Science, Rice University, 1986-1988.

Co-director, Mellon Workshop: Southern Politics, May, 1988.

Guest Lecturer, Mellon Workshop: The U.S. Congress in Historical Perspective, May, 1987 and 1988.

Faculty Associate, Hanszen College, Rice University, 1987-1990.

Director, Political Data Analysis Center, University of Georgia, 1982-1985.

External Consulting:
Expert Witness, Soto Palmer v. Hobbs, (Washington State), racially polarized voting analysis, 2022.

Expert Witness, Pendergrass v. Raffensperger, (Georgia State House and Senate), racially polarized voting
analysis, 2022.

Expert Witness, LULAC, et al. v. Abbott, et al., Voto Latino, et al. v. Scott, et al., Mexican American Legislative
Caucus, et al. v. Texas, et al., Texas NAACP v. Abbott, et al., Fair Maps Texas, et al. v. Abbott, et al., US v.
Texas, et al. (consolidated cases) challenges to Texas Congressional, State Senate, State House, and State Board
of Education districting, 2022.

Expert Witness, Robinson/Galmon v. Ardoin, (Louisiana), racially polarized voting analysis, 2022.

Expert Witness, Christian Ministerial Alliance et al v. Arkansas, racially polarized voting analysis, 2022.

Expert Witness, Johnson v. Wisconsin Elections Commission, 2022.

Expert Witness, Rivera, et al. v. Schwab, Alonzo, et al. v. Schwab, Frick, et al. v. Schwab, (consolidated cases)
challenge to Kansas congressional map, 2022.

Expert Witness, Grant v. Raffensperger, challenge to Georgia congressional map, 2022
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Expert Witness, Brooks et al. v. Abbot, challenge to State Senate District 10, 2022.
Expert Witness, Elizondo v. Spring Branch 1SD, 2022.

Expert Witness, Portugal v. Franklin County, et al., challenge to Franklin County, Washington at large County
Commissioner’s election system, 2022.

Consulting Expert, Gressman Math/Science Petitioners, Pennsylvania Congressional redistricting, 2022.

Consultant, Houston Community College — evaluation of election impact for redrawing of college board
election districts, 2022,

Consultant, Lone Star College — evaluation of election impact for redrawing of college board election districts,
2022.

Consultant, Killeen ISD — evaluation of election impact for redrawing of school board election districts, 2022.
Consultant, Houston ISD — evaluation of election impact for redrawing of school board election districts, 2022.

Consultant, Brazosport ISD — evaluation of election impact for redrawing of school board election districts,
2022.

Consultant, Dallas ISD — evaluation of election impact for redrawing of school board election districts, 2022.

Consultant, Lancaster ISD — redrawing of all school board member election districts including demographic
analysis and redrawing of election districts, 2021.

Consultant, City of Baytown — redrawing of all city council member election districts including demographic
analysis and redrawing of election districts, 2021.

Consultant, Goose Creck ISD — redrawing of all board member election districts including demographic
analysis and redrawing of election districts, 2021.

Expert Witness, Bruni et al. v. State of Texas, straight ticket voting analysis, 2020.
Consulting Expert, Sarasota County, VRA challenge to district map, 2020.

Expert Witness, Kumar v. Frisco ISD, TX, racially polarized voting analysis, 2019.
Expert Witness, Vaughan v. Lewisville ISD, TX, racially polarized voting analysis, 2019.
Expert Witness, Johnson v. Ardoin, (Louisiana), racially polarized voting analysis, 2019.
Expert Witness, Flores et al. v. Town of Islip, NY, racially polarized voting analysis, 2018.
Expert Witness, Tyson v. Richardson ISD, racially polarized voting analysis, 2018.

Expert Witness, Dwight v. State of Georgia, racially polarized voting analysis, 2018.

Expert Witness, NAACP v. East Ramapo Central School District, racially polarized voting analysis, 2018.
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Expert Witness, Georgia NAACP v. State of Georgia, racially polarized voting analysis, 2018.
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EXPERT REPORT OF JOHN R. ALFORD, Ph.D.

Scope of Inquiry

I have been retained by the Georgia Secretary of State and State Election Board as an expert to
provide analysis related to Grant v. Raffensperger, Alpha Phi Alpha v. Raffensperger, and
Pendergrass v. Raffensperger. All three cases allege the current U.S. Congressional, state Senate,
and state House districts in Georgia violate Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. In early 2022, |
provided a report and testified in the preliminary injunction hearing in this matter. I have
examined the reports and supplemental reports provided by plaintiffs’ experts Dr. Maxwell
Palmer, and Dr. Lisa Handley in this case. My rate of compensation in this matter is $500 per

hour.
Qualifications

I am a tenured full professor of political science at Rice University. At Rice, I have taught
courses on redistricting, elections, political representation, voting behavior and statistical
methods at both the undergraduate and graduate level. Over the last thirty years, I have worked
with numerous local governments on districting plans and on Voting Rights Act issues. | have
previously provided expert reports and/or testified as an expert witness in voting rights and
statistical issues in a variety of court cases, including on behalf of the U.S. Attorney in Houston,

the Texas Attorney General, a U.S. Congressman, and various cities and school districts.

In the 2000 round of redistricting, I was retained as an expert to provide advice to the Texas
Attorney General in his role as Chair of the Legislative Redistricting Board. I subsequently
served as the expert for the State of Texas in the state and federal litigation involving the 2001
redistricting for U.S. Congress, the Texas Senate, the Texas House of Representatives, and the
Texas State Board of Education. In the 2010 round of redistricting in Texas, | was again retained
as an expert by the State of Texas to assist in defending various state election maps and systems
including the district maps for the U.S. Congress, the Texas Senate, the Texas House of

Representatives, and the current at large system for electing Justices to the State Supreme Court
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and Court of Appeals, as well as the winner-take-all system for allocating Electoral College

votes.

I have also worked as an expert on redistricting and voting rights cases at the state and/or local
level in Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, New
Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania, Washington, and Wisconsin. The details of my academic
background, including all publications in the last ten years, and work as an expert, including all
cases in which I have testified by deposition or at trial in the last four years, are covered in the

attached CV (Appendix 1).
Data and Sources

In preparing this report, I have reviewed the reports filed by the plaintiffs’ experts in this case. |
have relied on the analysis provided to date by Dr. Palmer and Dr. Handley in their expert
reports in this case. I have also relied on various election and demographic data provided by Dr.
Palmer and Dr. Handley in their disclosures related to their reports in this case. In addition, |
relied on data on turnout by race for the 2022 Republican Primary election provided to counsel
by the Georgia Secretary of State, and 2022 precinct-level election results for that election

downloaded from the publicly available website of the Georgia Secretary of State.
Dr. Palmer’s Reports

Dr. Palmer, in his report in Pendergrass v. Raffensperger dated 12/12/2022, provides the results
of an EI election analysis that he used to assess Racially Polarized Voting (RPV) in each of 40
contests between 2012 and 2022, and reports the results in his Tables 1 through 6 for five U.S.
Congressional districts and as a combined focus area. Similarly, in his report in Grant v.
Raffensperger dated 12/12/2022, Dr. Palmer provides the EI results for the same 40 contests
between 2012 and 2022 as reported in his Tables 2 through 6, for three Georgia House and two
Georgia Senate focus areas. The race of the candidate preferred by Black voters is indicated in
Dr. Palmer’s tables with an asterisk by the name of each Black candidate, and the absence of an
asterisk indicating a non-Black candidate. Across the 40 reported contests 19 of the preferred
candidates are Black and 21 are non-Black, providing an ideal, almost equal distribution, for
comparing both Black and white voter support for Black-preferred candidates that happen to be
Black, with Black voter support for Black-preferred candidates that happen not to be Black.
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However, despite having this data identified in his reports and the associated opportunity analyze
it, there is no discussion of the impact, if any, that the race of the candidate might have on the
behavior of Black or white voters in these contests. Also, Dr. Palmer provides no party labels in
these tables, and does not mention the party of candidates in his discussion of the results of his

analysis.

As evident in Dr. Palmer’s Tables 1-6 in his Pendergrass report, and Tables 2-6 in his Grant
report, the pattern of polarization is quite striking. Black voter support for their preferred
candidate is typically in the 90 percent range and scarcely varies at all across the ten years
examined from 2012 to 2022. Nor does it vary in any meaningful degree from the top of the
ballot elections for U.S. President to down-ballot contests like Public Service Commissioner.
While slightly more varied, estimated white voter opposition to the Black-preferred candidate is
typically above 80 percent. In the Pendergrass Table 1 for the combined focus area, Dr. Palmer
reports estimates of Black voter support that only varies between 96 and 99 percent when results
are rounded to the nearest percent. White voter opposition to the Black preferred candidate is
slightly more varied, but still remarkably stable, ranging in Pendergrass Table 1 only from

84.5% to 91.4 percent.

What accounts for this remarkable stability in the divergent preferences of Black and white
voters across years and offices? It is clearly not Black voter’s preference for Black candidates,
or white voter’s disinclination to vote for Black candidates. At 98.5 percent, the average Black
support for the 19 Black candidates identified as Black in Palmer’s Pendergrass Table 1 is
indeed nearly universal, but so is the average 98.4 percent support for the 21 candidates
identified as non-Black in Table 1. Similarly, the average white vote in opposition to the 19
candidates identified as Black in Pendergrass Table 1 is a clearly cohesive 88.1 percent, but so is
the average 87.1 percent white voter opposition to the 21 candidates identified as non-Black.
The same can said for Dr. Palmer’s results in his Grant report where, for example, the average
Black support for the 19 candidates identified as Black in Table 2 is 98.2 percent, and Black
voter support for the 21 candidates identified as non-Black is a nearly identical 98.1 percent.
Similarly, the average white vote in opposition to the 19 candidates identified as Black in Grant
Table 2 is a clearly cohesive 90.1 percent, but so is the average 89.1 percent white voter

opposition to the 21 candidates identified as non-Black.
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If we do consider the party affiliation of the candidates, the pattern over these election contests is
stark in both the Grant report and the Pendergrass report. In all 40 contests the candidate of
choice of Black voters is the Democrat and the candidate of choice of white voters is the

Republican.

In contrast, the race of the candidates does not appear to be influential. Black voter support for
Black Democratic candidates is certainly high, as Dr. Palmer’s Tables 2 through 6 in Grant and
Tables 1 through 5 in Pendergrass clearly show, but those same figures also show Black voter
support in the same high range for white Democratic candidates as it is for Black Democratic
candidates. Similarly, white voter support for Black Democratic candidates is very low, but
white voter support for white Democratic candidates is also very low.! In other words, there
appears to be just one overarching attribute of candidates that uniformly leads to their relative
acceptability or unacceptability among white voters and Black voters alike. And it is not the

candidate’s race. It is their party affiliation.

For example, in the 2022 contest for Governor in Dr. Palmer’s Pendergrass Table 1 (his
combined focus region) Stacey Abrams, the Black Democratic candidate, gets an estimated
98.5% of the Black vote, but in the same election in the adjacent Lt. Governor contest Charlie
Bailey, a white Democrat, gets an almost identical estimated 98.4% of the Black vote. Looking
at White voters a similar pattern is clear. Abrams gets an estimated 10.3% of the white vote, but
in the same election in the adjacent Lt. Governor contest Baily, the white Democrat, received a

similar estimated 12.1% of the white vote.

Similarly, in the 2021 U.S. Senate runoffs in Dr. Palmer’s Pendergrass Table 1 (his combined
focus region) Raphael Warnock, the Black Democratic candidate gets an estimated 98.7% of the
Black vote, but in the same election in the other Senate contest Jon Ossoff, a white Democrat
gets an identical estimated 98.7% of the Black vote. Looking at white voters a similar pattern is
clear. Warnock, the Black Democratic candidate, gets an estimated 15.2% of the white vote, but
in the same election in the other Senate contest, Ossoff, the White Democrat, gets an almost

identical estimated 14.5% of the white vote.

! The limited evidence from the 2022 endogenous elections provided in Dr. Palmer’s supplemental reports do not
contradict this broad pattern.
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Moving beyond his EI analysis, Dr. Palmer also provides reconstituted election results to
demonstrate the success rate of Black preferred candidates in his focus areas. Given that as
mentioned above the Black preferred candidate is always the Democratic candidate and given the
dominance of political party in the EI results as discussed above, it is no surprise that these tables
show stable performance for Democratic candidates across the 40 contests, regardless of race.
For example, in Dr. Palmer’s Table 7 in his Pendergrass report, the average vote share for the
Democratic candidate is 41.7 percent in the 19 contests where the Democratic candidate is Black,

and a very similar 42.3 percent in the 21 contests where the Democratic candidate is not Black.

In short, all that Dr. Palmer’s analysis demonstrates is that Black voters provide uniformly high
levels of support for Democratic candidates and white voters provide uniformly high levels of
support for Republican candidates. There is no indication in these EI results that the high levels
of Black voter support for Democratic candidates is connected in any meaningful way to the race
of the Democratic or Republican candidates. Similarly, there is no indication in these results that
the high levels of white voter support for the Republican candidates is connected in any

meaningful way to the race of the Democratic or Republican candidates.
Dr. Handley’s Report

Dr. Handley’s December 12, 2022 report in Alpha Phi Alpha focuses first on general
elections, and reports results similar to those reported by Dr. Palmer. Black voters support
Democratic candidates and white voters support Republican candidates. She indicates that she
has chosen to focus on racially contested elections, so this limits the ability to see whether this
partisan pattern varies at all with the race of the candidates, but in the two contests without a
Black Democrat, the Ossoff 2020 Senate contest and 2021 runoff, the results for both Black and
White voters are very similar to the results for the racially contested elections, as was the case in

Dr. Palmer’s larger set of general elections.

Unlike Dr. Palmer, Dr. Handley also analyzes eleven racially contested statewide
Democratic primaries. The results in these primaries are very different from the general election
patterns. The general election pattern is a very important contrast to keep in mind when
evaluating the results for these eleven primary contests. In the general elections, Black support

for the Democratic candidate is very high and very stable in the upper 90% range. Similarly,
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White voter opposition to the Democratic candidates is also high and stable in the 80 percent and

up range.

While there is not currently a bright-line court standard for determining the level of support
needed under Gingles prongs 2 and 3 to demonstrate cohesion, multiple plaintiffs’ experts have
recently discussed a minimum of 60 percent threshold for cohesion in a two-person contest.
Simply having a preferred candidate (50 percent plus 1 in a two-candidate contest) is not
sufficient. This is, of course, true by definition. If simply having a preferred candidate was
sufficient to establish cohesion, then the Gingles 2 threshold test would always be met in two
candidate contests and thus not actually constitute a test at all. As Dr. Palmer notes on page 4 of
his Pendergrass report, “[i]f the group’s support is roughly evenly divided between the two
candidates, then the group does not cohesively support a single candidate”. Even if a more
stringent 75 percent or 80 percent threshold was the cohesion threshold standard, the results for
the general elections provided by both Dr. Palmer and Dr. Handley clearly establish partisan
polarization, with Blacks always favoring Democratic candidates at stable levels well above 80
percent, and whites favoring Republican candidates at similarly stable levels, typically above 80

percent.

Applying the 60 percent threshold for cohesion to the 40 general election contests in Dr.
Palmer’s Grant report or the 40 general election contests in Dr. Palmer’s Pendergrass report,
produces the same clear result. In 40 out of 40 contests, Black voters provide cohesive support
to the Democratic candidate and white voters provide cohesive support to the opposing
Republican candidate. This unequivocal result is what Palmer references as supporting his
conclusion of polarized voting. As he states on pages 5-6 of his December 12, 2022 Grant
report:
Black voters are extremely cohesive, with a clear candidate of choice in all 40 elections.
In contrast to Black voters, Figure 2 shows that White voters are highly cohesive in
voting in opposition to the Black-preferred candidate in every election across the five
focus areas. Table 1 lists the average level of support for the Black-preferred candidate
for Black and White voters in each focus area. Across all five focus areas, Black voters
support their preferred candidate with an average of 98.5% and a minimum of 95.2% of
the vote, and White voters support Black-preferred candidates with an average of 8.3%

and a maximum of 17.7% of the vote. This is strong evidence of racially polarized voting
across all five focus areas.

(6]
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The same can be said for the 16 general election contests that Dr. Handley includes for each of

her seven focus regions as reported in her Appendix C1-C7. In every one of the 16 contests

examined in all seven regions, Black voter support for the Democratic candidate clearly exceeds

60 percent and in all the regular elections (excluding the one 20 candidate special Senate election

in 2020) exceeded 90 percent. White voters provided cohesive support to the opposing

Republican candidates exceeding 60% in every contest with the sole exception of the 2022

Senate contest in Appendix 1, where the white estimated vote fell just short of 60 percent at 59.3

percent.

As Dr. Handley, herself, states on page 9 of her December 23, 2022 Report:

Overall, the average percentage of Black vote for the 16 Black-preferred candidates is
96.1%. The average percentage of White vote for these 16 Black-preferred candidates
across the seven areas is 11.2%. (When Ossoff is excluded, and only Black-preferred
Black candidates are considered, the average White vote is slightly lower: 11.1 %.) The
highest average White vote for any of the 16 candidates is 14.4% for Raphael Warnock in
his 2022 general election bid for re-election. While the percentage of White support for
candidates preferred by Black voters varies across the areas, in five of the seven areas
the average did not even reach 10%. White crossover voting was the highest in the
Eastern Atlanta Metro Region (Map 1), but only about one third of White voters typically
supported the Black-preferred Black candidates in this area.

She finds similarly clear evidence of polarization when she considers the analysis of state

legislative elections included in her Appendix Bl and B2, stating on page 9 of her December 23,

2022:

Nearly every one of the 54 of the state legislative elections analyzed (53 of the 54
contests, or 98.1%) was racially polarized. The estimates of Black and White support for
the state legislative candidates in these contests analyzed can be found in Appendices Bl
(State Senate) and B2 (State House). Black voters were quite cohesive in supporting
Black candidates in these state legislative contests: on average, 97.4% of Black voters
supported their preferred Black state senate candidates, and 91.5% supported their
preferred Black state house candidate. Very few White voters supported these candidates,
however: Black-preferred Black state senate candidates garnered, on average, 10.1% of
the White vote; Black-preferred Black state house candidates received, on average, 9.8%
of the White vote.

Based on their summary descriptions of their general election analysis, it is clear that both Dr.

Palmer and Dr. Handley know what a convincing pattern of polarization looks like. That clear

pattern is not present once candidate party labels are removed from the contest. Dr. Palmer
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makes no effort to address this issue of conflating polarization in support for Democratic versus
Republican candidates with racial polarization. Dr. Handley attempts to address the issue by

providing analysis for eleven Democratic primaries in each of her seven focus regions.

But looking at the Democratic primary contests, as reported in Dr. Handley’s Appendix C1-C7,
the contrast to the pattern in the partisan general elects is stark. As detailed above, the pattern of
Black voter support for Democratic candidates and white voter support for their Republican
opponents in general elections is near universal, and both Black and white voters show strong
and highly stable levels of cohesion. In contrast the pattern Dr. Handley identifies in the
Democratic primaries is far from universal or stable. The support of Black voters for Black
candidates varies widely, and seldom reaches above 80 percent. Similarly, white voter support
for Democratic candidates is typically below 20% in the general elections, but in the primaries
white support for Black candidates varies widely and is often fairly evenly divided. In many of
the contests within Dr. Handley’s six focus regions, for example, the votes of Blacks, whites, or
both are divided too evenly to characterize the voting as cohesive. Even ignoring any concern
for establishing minority or majority cohesion and applying a very loose standard of Blacks and
whites simply preferring different candidates, Dr. Handley is only able to conclude that “the
majority (55.8%) of the contests I analyzed were racially polarized” (page 10), a level not much

above chance, and far below the 100 percent or 98.1 percent reported for general elections.

If we consider the Gingles 2 and 3 cohesion thresholds, even this slight result disappears. Using
even a modest 60% standard for voter cohesion, Black voters vote cohesively for Black
candidates in only 35 contests out of 77 (46 percent). If we add the instances where Blacks vote
cohesively for white candidate that rises to 49 contests (64 percent of the 77 total). In those 49
contests, white voters cohesively opposed the Black preference in only 10 contests (20 percent of

the 49 contests).
Herschel Walker Senate Race

The recent 2022 Republican U.S. Senate primary provides an additional racially contested
primary to consider. Among the six candidates, the majority winner was Herschel Walker, one
of the three Black candidates. Given that Black voters were less than 12 percent of the voters in
in any county in the state in that primary, and that Walker received a majority of the vote in

every county in Georgia, it is clear the Walker was the preferred candidate among White voters

(8]



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-7 Filed 03/27/23 Page 30 of 31

in the Republican primary. This can be seen as well in an initial look at EI estimates for the area
covered in Dr. Handley’s Appendix Al, reproduced below in Table 1 (Eastern Atlanta Metro
Region — Map Area 1, Dekalb, Henry, Morgan, Newton, Rockdale, and Walton). With an
estimated 62 percent support among Black voters, and 67 percent support among white voters,

Walker is the preferred candidate of both Black and white voters in the Republican primary.

Table 1; Ecological Estimates of Voting Patterns by Race in the 2022 Republican U.S. Senate
Primary for Dr. Handley’s Eastern Atlanta Metro Region

95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval 95% Confidence Interval
Candidate  Black White Other
Last Name Race support Low High Support Low High Support Low High
Herschel Walker Black 62.4% 57.8% 67.4% 67.0% 66.3% 67.6% 5.3% 1.8% 11.7%
Kelvin King Black 10.1% 7.7% 12.8% 2.5% 2.0% 3.0% 17.5% 12.5% 22.5%
"Jon" McColumn Black 3.0% 1.7% 4.8% 0.9% 0.6% 1.2% 22.4% 18.8% 25.4%
Gary Black white 12.8% 9.6% 16.2% 15.3% 14.5% 16.0% 9.3% 3.3% 17.0%
Latham Saddler white 7.1% 4.1% 10.7% 12.7% 11.9% 13.5% 15.7% 7.8% 24.0%
Josh Clark white 4.5% 2.7% 6.8% 1.6% 1.1% 2.2% 29.8% 23.7% 35.3%

Summary Conclusions

The partisan general election analysis report by Dr. Palmer and Dr. Handley show that Black
voters cohesively support Democratic candidates, regardless of whether those candidates are
Black or White. Similarly, white voters cohesively vote for Republican candidates, and in
opposition to Democratic candidates, regardless of whether those Democratic candidates are
Black or white. Thus, it is cohesive Black voter support for Democratic candidates, and white
voter support for Republican candidates that the general election analysis reveals, not cohesive
Black voter support for Black candidates and white voter support for white candidates.
Nonetheless, the voting pattern is clearly one of partisan polarized voting, with both highly
cohesive Black vote for the Democrat and highly cohesive white vote for the Republican
candidate. The more limited analysis of Democratic primaries reported by Dr. Handley shows a
very different picture of voting behavior from the general elections. Nothing even approaching

the levels of Black and white cohesion seen in the general elections appears anywhere in the
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primary contests, and the overall patterns are mixed and variable even within the same set of
voters on the same day as we see in the multiple contests in the 2018 Democratic primary.
Similarly, the 2022 U.S. Senate Republican primary indicates that white Republican primary

voters are willing to support a Black Republican candidate over multiple white opponents.

February 6, 2023
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John R. Alford, Ph.D.
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the second, third, fourth and fifth Arlington Heights
factors; right?

A, Yes.

Q And you're also opining about Senate
Factor 6; correct?

A.  Yes.

Q And you're not offering opinions on any
ot her Arlington Heights factors except for the
second, third, fourth and fifth ones; right?

A. That's correct. Insofar as to ne the way
that | read Arlington Heights, the first factor asks
whether it is just plainly obvious that there is
discrimnatory intent. And if that is not the case,
the Court sort of directs you to the remaining
factors. And so for nme, you don't see in nodern
times an inquiry on Factor 1.

Q And so did you conduct an anal ysis of
Factor 1 before noving to the other Arlington Heights
factors you anal yzed?

A. | would say to ne | ooking at the evidence,
it required an inquiry into the other factors.

Q So in your view, the first Arlington Heights
factor of obvious discrimnatory intent wasn't
present and that's what |led you to | ook at the other

factors?

Veritext Lega Solutions
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A. In plain obvious terns, that is correct.

Q And so aside, | guess, fromthat limtation
on the first factor, the only factors from Arlington
Hei ghts you're offering any opinions about in this
report are the second, third, fourth and fifth
factors; right?

A. Correct.

Q And you're not offering an opinion on any
ot her Senate factor other than Senate Factor 6;
correct?

A. Yes, sir.

Q So let's look at the top of page 6 of what
the plaintiff asked you to do here. And you were
asked to exam ne the drafting, passage and enact nent
of the Georgia General Assenbly's new congressional
State House and State Senate redistricting plans.

That was kind of piece nunber one; right?

A.  Yes.

Q And that analysis and evaluation didn't | ook
at boundaries, political inpact or racial make-up
after those plans; right?

A. Not in the way that a political scientist
woul d.

Q Was there any way that you | ooked at
boundari es, political inpact, racial make-up of the

Veritext Lega Solutions
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districts thensel ves as part of your anal ysis?

A. Not in ternms of a nunmbers-crunching
analysis, if that's what you nean.

Q And you primarily reviewed the process by
whi ch those maps becane law. |s that fair to say?

A. Yes, sir.

Q So I'mlooking at paragraph four in this
section. You say: Insofar, as the Suprene Court
directed trial courts to use this framework --
referring to Arlington Heights framework -- in making
determ nations on discrimnatory intent, experts in
my understandi ng should also follow this guidance in
assisting courts to do the sane.

Where did you gain the understandi ng that
you're referencing in that paragraph?

A.  From Arlington Heights itself and from-- in
previ ous work on Arlington Heights framework reports.

Q In your previous work on Arlington Heights
framework reports, have you reached a concl usi on
about the intent of the legislature you were
anal yzing or did you reach an opinion simlar to that
here that just evidence would support an intent
findi ng?

A. Simlar to this here.

Q In the next paragraph, you tal k about you're

800.808.4958
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consi der"?
A. | mean that this is anmong the things that

people at the tinme would have raised a red fl ag
about, that it is potentially packing those
districts.

Q And so it's your belief that raising
districts above 50 percent, black voter registrati
I s packing or can be?

A. It depends --

MR, DAVIS: Objection to the extent that
calls for a I egal conclusion, but you may
answer .

THE WTNESS: It depends. | don't
mysel f performracially polarized voting
anal yses. But if one were to do that, you
woul d then determ ne what would be a viable
nunber for mnority candidates to elect a
candi date of their choice.

BY MR TYSON:
Q Now, you'd agree that in the 2011 cycl e,

on,

t he

House, Senate and congressional plans were precleared

by the Departnment of Justice on the first attenpt;
right?
A.  They were.

Q And that was the first tinme since the Vot

I ng

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Ri ghts Act was passed in 1965 that all three of
Georgia's redistricting plans were approved on the
first attenpt; right?

A.  Yes.

Q And 2011 was also the first time Republicans
drew t he House, Senate and congressional plans for
Georgia; right?

A. | ndeed.

Q Mving over to page 39, you say: |In 2015,
after Shel by County versus Hol der ended the
precl earance requirenent and the General Assenbly
passed a redistricting plan -- and this was a
m d- decade redistricting involving the change in a
few districts; correct?

A. Correct.

Q And you're not saying Shel by County was
decided in 2015. You're saying the |lawsuit was filed
in 20157

A. That's correct.

Q And you'd agree that the 2015 litigation you
reference here never resulted in a court order
finding that those changes in the 2015 map to be
illegal; right?

A. Right. | believe that was voluntarily

di sm ssed.

800.808.4958
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Q And it was voluntarily dism ssed after
Denocrats won both of the chall enged seats?

A. Correct.

Q And are you aware that -- or are you aware
if there was ever any court order finding any of the
pl ans drawn by Republicans statewide in the 2011
cycle to be unlawful or unconstitutional?

A.  No.

Q So you're not aware or were there no such
orders?

A. There were no such orders that |I'm aware of.

Q Down on the bottom of page 40 you reference
a programfor then Secretary of State Brian Kenp
removing voters fromthe voter registration rolls;
right?

A.  Yes.

Q And you're aware that that system was upheld
in the Fair Fight Action litigation against both
constitutional and other |egal challenges; right?

A.  Yes.

Q You also reference Senate Bill 202.

Are you saying that Senate Bill 202 is
intentionally racially discrimnatory?
MR. DAVIS: Objection to the extent it

calls for a I egal conclusion, but you may

Veritext Lega Solutions
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A.  Yes, including Chairwoman Ri ch.
(Reporter asks for clarification.)
BY MR, TYSON:

Q And you're aware the speaker pro tem of the
Georgi a House is a Republican woman?

A.  Yes. Jones.

Q And you're aware that the chair of the
Public Service Conm ssion is a statew de el ected
Republ i can woman?

A.  Right.

Q You then reference Republicans in the
General Assenbly routinely invoked the Denocrats'
abuse of power in the 2001 redistricting cycle as an
excuse for their own potential abuse of power in the
current cycle.

Are you opining that the 2021 maps were an
abuse of power?

A. What | nean there is that when they are
confronted by nenbers of the public at the town halls
at the public hearings, these people are expressing
their opinion that these sane sort of things are
occurring. And the response from | eadership very
often to those comments was, well, the Denocrats did
it in 2001.

Q And so is it your opinion that the 2021

Veritext Lega Solutions
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redistricting maps in Georgia were an abuse of power
by Republican | egislatures?

A. | couldn't say that outright. No.

Q And you'd agree that in Georgia, race and
politics tends to be coextensive; right?

MR. DAVIS: Objection. You nay answer.

THE WTNESS: |'mnot sure | would say
"coextensive." Cbviously, as a historian, |
appreciate that they are deeply intertw ned
historically. So, yeah, 1...

BY MR, TYSON:

Q Do you believe it's possible to separate
racial goals frompolitical goals by elected
officials in Georgia?

A. Could you restate?

Q Yeah. Do you believe that it's possible to
determine if a legislator is notivated by
parti sanship or by racial goal s?

A It's difficult to get into the heart or the
m nd of anyone, particularly a specific |egislator.
And, again, as a historian, you appreciate that,
hi storically speaking, race and politics in a state
| i ke Georgia have a very long history.

In an inquiry like this, however, you

consider political notivations. You consider

800.808.4958
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Q And when you say the degree of racial

pol ari zati on has changed, you' d agree that racial

pol ari zati on has increased since the '90s in Georgi a;

right?
A. That's probably fair to say.
Q You'd agree that partisan polarization has
al so increased in Georgia since the 1990s?

A.  Right.

Q So let's nove next to the sequence of events

for the 2021 redistricting cycle.

And in the first bullet there, you say that:

The public was critical -- wdely critical, I''m

sorry, of holding the neetings before the rel ease of

t he census data and the publication of the nmaps.
Do you know if any town hall neetings in

Georgia were held in the 2001 or 2011 redistricting

cycles after maps were published?

A. | don't believe so.

Q And so it wasn't unusual for CGeorgia to hold

town hall neetings prior to the publication of maps
based on prior redistricting cycles; right?

A. Based on prior redistricting cycles, yeah,
that's the way it was done before.

Q And you reference calls for a nore

transparent process.

Veritext Lega Solutions
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What do you take a nore transparent process
to nean fromthose public coments?

A.  That was the nunber one concern. That was
voi ced by people over and over at the town halls and
at the, you know, publicly opened conmttee heari ngs.

And from what | understand people's concerns
to be was that not only is the process of actual map
draw ng occurring behind the scenes, as it were, but
that in their view, rushing through the process once
the actual maps in terns of the versions that were
actually enacted were put forward was a deliberate
attenpt to truncate feedback on those.

And so those were anong the things that they
woul d be concerned about when they are saying that we
want a nore transparent process.

Q And the word "truncate" would, to ne,
necessarily inply a shorter tineline?

A. Right.

Q You next -- the next bullet at the top of
42, you reference that the Republican nenbers of the
commttee wanted nore of a dial ogue than a one-way
street of taking community comments at heari ngs;
right?

A.  Yes.

Q Do you know if the hearings that were held

Veritext Lega Solutions
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In 2001 and 2011 were also a one-way street of taking
community coment w thout dial ogue?

A.  They were.

Q So the 2021 cycle utilized the sanme process
for the town halls thenmselves, in terns of taking
testinony, as was used in 2001 and 2011; right?

A. Right. And so people continued to express
their frustration with that as before, yeah.

Q The next bullet references that the nenbers
of the public asking for hearings to be held in the
nost popul ous areas of the state where they should
have been. Do you see that?

A. | do.

Q And why should they have been held in the
nost popul ous areas of the state?

A. According to people who raised those
concerns, if you were really commtted to, as |
believe the commttee set forth in their press
rel eases and gui delines, hearing fromas many people
as possible, then it would stand to reason that you
woul d want to hold those hearings where they were the
nost accessible to the nost anount of people.

Q Did you review where prior redistricting
cycle public hearings were held across the state?

A.  Yes. Although, | couldn't recount to you

Veritext Lega Solutions
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to say you're reporting what people asked for instead
of offering your own opinions about the process?

A. | amreporting what people have said in
| arge part in this portion. Although, it's part of
perform ng nmy own opinion in the broader report.

And so when | see a chorus of views or a
view to nme that continues throughout this process
even after maps are published and that dovetails with
the other pieces of the report, then that rises to ne
to a level of significance.

Q So would it be fair to say that Section 5 of
your report, you're not offering opinions, but you're
expl aining the parts of the process that hel ped form
your opinions in the case?

A. That's fair.

Q  Next paragraph on 42, you reference the
public's concerns regarding the nature of the town
hal | hearings. And then as a hyphen, they're being
hel d before data and maps were published and the
I nput only format constitute procedural departures
from if not past practice, then certainly fromthe
mass of the public -- what the mass of the public
vi ewed as best practices and good governance; right?

A.  Yes.

Q And we discussed, since the town hall format

Veritext Lega Solutions
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was identical to the 2001 and 2011 hearings and th
timng before maps were introduced was the sane as
t he 2001 and 2011 hearings, you'd agree that the 2
heari ngs were consistent with past practice in

Georgia; right?

e

021

A. Yes. And that wasn't necessarily the public

com ng forth and saying, Why are you doing it

differently? It's saying, We still don't understand

why it's being done this way.

Q You also say that the commttee ignored t
vast majority of the input at that end of that
section; is that right?

A, Yes.

Q And so what nethodol ogy did you use to
determ ne that the commttee ignored the vast

majority of the input fromthe public?

he

A.  None of that in terms of what we see noving
forward in this process -- well, it does not appear
that their commentary was taken to heart in terns of

any actual changes to the process.
For example, multiple people said, This

turnaround after the maps have been published is f

ar,

far too short. G ve us two weeks. G ve us a week.

G ve us whatever anmpbunt of time to analyze these

pl ans, to offer feedback on the plans thensel ves,

on

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696




Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142 8 Filed 03/27/23 Page 16 of 61

© 00 N oo o0 b~ wWw N P

N N N N NN P P P P P P PP PR
o A~ W N B O © 00 N O O b~ Ww N +—», O

Joseph Bagley , Ph.D. February 28, 2023
Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta.v.S

Page 86

my review of the process, seens to not act upon the
maj or i ssues that were conveyed by way of that input.

Q The next sentence says using the 2001
process as an excuse for elenents of the current
process is both a procedural and substantive
depart ure.

Did | read that right?

A.  Yes.

Q So what do you nean by using the 2001
process as an excuse?

A. There were tinmes where -- well, there were
many, many tinmes people repeatedly saying, Wiy can't
with we have nore tinme, particularly post-publication
of maps to anal yze these plans, review these pl ans,
provi de feedback on these pl ans.

And Chai rman Kennedy, in particul ar, but
others would say, Well, this is anal ogous to the way
the Denocrats did it in 2001, or at one point says,
Well, | look back and woul dn't you know it, there was
a vote held within three days, or whatever it may
have been.

And yet it -- there seens to be nothing that
woul d commit the commttee to, you know, fashion its
process in that way based upon that.

Q And so when you say in this sentence that

Veritext Lega Solutions
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using the 2001 process is both a procedural and
substantive departure, what do you nean by a
procedural and substantive departure?

A. So, substantively, there's, again, nothing
in the guidelines that would con- -- again, constrain
the commttee or the assenbly to strictly fashion its
behavi or based upon previous cycles, which is a
procedural issue, as well, of course.

Q But you'd agree that the 2001, 2011 and 2021
processes were all procedurally simlar; right?

A. In major elenents of the process, yes.

Q And were they substantively simlar across
those three cycles, as well?

A. Yes. So when | say substantively and
procedurally, it's not necessarily in conparison to
previ ous cycl es.

Q So a departure isn't a departure from
previ ous cycles; right?

A.  Not necessarily, right.

Q \What is it a departure fronf

A. It's a departure fromwhat the committee
itself purports to be holding itself to, which is to
receive and act upon public input and not necessarily
to be bound by the strictures of previous cycles.

Q So let's work through process here.

800.808.4958
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(Defendant's Exhibit 5 was marked for
i dentification.)
BY MR, TYSON:
Q This is the call for the 2011 speci al

sessi on.

Did you review the call for the 2011 speci al

session in analyzing or preparing your report at all?

A. Not this specific proclamtion, no.

Q You're aware that the commttees both
held comm ttee education days on August the 30th
prior to the special session; right?

Yes.

And have you wat ched that video?

> o »

Yes. | did.

Q And you're aware that a variety of different

groups spoke to the commttee and presented their
view of redistricting?

A. That's right.

Q Are you aware that the House commttee
adopted its redistricting guidelines follow ng that
August 30t h neeting?

A. | believe that's correct. It would be in
the report sonmewhere.

Q And the Senate comm ttee had a neeting on

August 30t h about the guidelines, but are you aware

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Q So in Section C you, cover the Novenber 4th,
2021 hearing. And like the other sections we've
t al ked about, you're not offering opinions in this
report -- this section. You' re sunmarizing the
neeting, but it hasn't had sone bearing on your
ultimate opinion; right?

A. That's correct.

Q And you' d agree that the Senate commttee
took public comment at this nmeeting on Novenber 4th;
ri ght?

A. They did.

Q And that was after districts were rel eased,
right?

A. Let ne see.

Yeah. This is imediately thereafter.

Q And at the end of this neeting, page 62,
Denocratic Leader Butler asked the chairman to
post pone a neeting for tonorrow before the
presentation of her map; right?

A.  Yes.

Q And the chair advised her that the map was
going to -- the neeting was going to go forward
tomorrow and she could present her map at that point;
right?

A. Right.

800.808.4958
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BY MR. TYSON:

Q So in this November 5th Senate commttee
nmeeti ng, Leader Butler answered questions about her
proposal |ike Senator Kennedy had the opportunity to
answer questions about his proposal for district
maps; right?

A.  Yes.

Q And you'd agree that the conmttee, again,
took public comments at this neeting; right?

A. They did.

Q And at the end, there was no notion about
t he denocratic Senate map; correct?

A. That is correct. At that tine, yes.

Q And then Senator Kennedy's bill was passed
out of conmmttee by a nine-four vote?

A. Right.

Q And when you say, All black nenbers voted
against the bill, that's the sane as saying all
Denocrats in the commttee voted against it; right?

A. Yes. In this particular commttee, yes.

Q So in Section E, you then have a Novenber
5th nmeeting of the House commttee where Chairnman
Ri ch presented the majority State House plan and
Denocratic Leader Beverly presented the denocratic

caucus' plan; right?

800.808.4958
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A.  Right.

Q And so you'd agree the denocratic | eader was
able to present its plan and answer questi ons about
it fromthe conmttee; right?

A. Yes. He at that tinme, yes.

Q And noving to Section F, Novenber 8 neeting,
that was three days later; right?

A.  Yes.

Q And at this neeting, a Republican
representative opposed the Republican plan but didn't
have his request for changes agreed to by the
commttee; right?

A. Representative Singleton is to whom you

refer?
Q Yes.
A. Yes.

Q And so the commttee declined to accept
Representative Singleton's proposed changes to the
map?

A. Correct.

Q And then public comrents was taken at this
commttee neeting as well; right?

A. There was sone. Yes.

Q And no vote was taken at the concl usion of

this nmeeting?

Veritext Lega Solutions
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1 A. | believe that's correct. Yes.
2 Q And you reference the renoval of a Ms. Jones
3 fromthe neeting.
4 What relevance is that to the redistricting
5 pl ans and the process that happened here?
6 A.  This woman was extrenely upset and had to be
7 removed fromthe neeting. It just shows you,
8 guess, the fervor that sone people have in their
9 di sagreenent with the process.
10 Q You're not saying Ms. Jones' renopval was
11 notivated by racist actions by Chairman Rich --
12 A.  No.
13 Q -- are you?
14 Moving to Section G this is another neeting
15 of the House commttee on Novenber 9th; right?
16 A.  Yes.
17 Q And nore public commentary was all owed at
18 this neeting as well?
19 A.  Yes.
20 Q And -- so you'd agree that in both the House
21 and the Senate commttees there were opportunities
22 for public input after draft plans were rel eased;
23 right?
24 A. Yes. But | think if you listen to what
25 people are saying that a lot of tinmes during this

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Novenber 11th Senate conmi ttee neeting.

A.  Ckay.

Q And you didn't cover that neeting in any
nore detail than that sentence; right?

A. That certainly would have been sonet hing
that | reviewed. But, yes, | don't see a specific
section on that.

Q And are you aware that the Senate comm ttee
al | owed public comment on the House plan before
voting on the map on November 11th in that neeting?

A.  Yes.

Q You can set those to the side and nove to
fl oor debate.

Section | of your report begins with debate
on the floor of the State Senate; right?

A.  Yes.

Q And in ternms of the presentation, you didn't
sunmari ze Senat or Kennedy's presentation of the bill.
You only summari zed the interactions he had with
ot her senators asking questions. |Is that fair to
say?

A. That's fair to say. O course, | renenber
his goi ng through the plan as with Chairman Ri ch on
t he House side. They established, you know, how many

county splits are there, increasing the splits and
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say this plan conplies with the Voting R ghts Act and
sort of check off all those boxes.

Q Did Senator Kennedy include discussions of
various comrunities of interest as part of his
presentation?

A. | believe so. There are a few.

Q Are you opining that a floor vote on a
Senate plan on Novenber 9th, 2021, was a rushed or
truncated process conpared to prior redistricting
speci al sessions?

A.  Not necessarily conpared to prior sessions
or cycl es.

Q So what | wanted to do is just wal k through
sone of those prior sessions.

So you're aware that when the CGenera
Assenbly -- when you pull a bill on the Genera
Assenbly's website, it includes a |list of events that
happened around the passage of that bill; right?

A. Sure.

(Defendant's Exhibit 8 was marked for
identification.)
BY MR, TYSON:

Q I'mgoing to hand you what |'ve nmarked as

Def endant's Exhibit 8. And I'Il represent to you

this is a collection of the bills for the final maps
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A.  Right.

Q So did you review any of that information
about the tineline of past redistricting special
sessi ons when you were preparing your report?

A. I'mgenerally aware of it and it's something
| considered. What | will tell you is that | don't,
agai n, think that when people are voicing a |ot of
t hese concerns, it's necessarily that they're saying
it's a deviation from past practice. | think they
woul d al so disagree with that past practice as well.

Q But you're not opining that the
redistricting session in 2021 -- or the process was
rushed conpared to the prior two redistricting cycles
in Georgia; right?

A.  Not conpared to those two.

Q At the end of Section -- this is section on
page 71, you say: The bill passed 34/21 with no
bl ack menbers voting in favor

And that was because it was a party line
vote; right?

A. There are no current -- well, there were no
bl ack nenbers at the tinme in the other party.

Correct.
Q So all the Republicans voted yes and all the

Denocrats voted no on the Senate plan?
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A.  Yes.

Q Going to subsection J and the fl oor debate
for the House plan, simlarly to the Senate plan, you
didn't present Representative Rich's presentation of
the plan; correct?

A. Right. It's the sanme sort of rundown as
wi th Senat or Kennedy.

Q At the end after Leader Beverly's speech on
page 73, you report that Chairman Rich said that sone
denocratic nenbers had nmet with her but, apparently,
ot hers had been advised not to do so.

Do you know i f Denocrats were advised not to
nmeet with Senator Rich?

A. | believe sone were advised in that way.

Yes.

Q Is that relevant to your assessnent of the
process if Denobcratic nmenbers refuse to neet with the
chair of the commttee?

A. It's relevant. Yes.

Q And does it change any of your concl usions
about the process if denpcratic nmenbers refuse to
participate in the process?

A. No. 1In fact, given the sort of totality of
t hese circunstances here, it would indicate to ne

that, perhaps, they saw it as futile; perhaps, they
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didn't feel like it necessarily would be in their

interest at that time for whatever reason.

Q Do you know if either the House or Senate
pl an i ncluded changes requested by denocratic nenbers
in the final map after the draft was rel ease?

A. In terns of drawing lines, | know there were
at | east sone.

Q So when denocratic nenbers made suggesti ons,
at |l east in sone cases, the Republican majority took
t hose suggestions; right?

A. |In sone cases, yes.

Q And there were tinmes when the Republican
majority refused Republican requests for changes |ike
Representative Singleton; right?

A In that one instance. Although, | think in
his case, he had run afoul of the | ate speaker.

Q Then you say the plan voted on the House
floor by a vote of 99 to 79 with no bl ack menbers
voting yes.

You'd agree that no Denocrats voted in favor
of the plan; right?

A. Yes, sir.

Q And nost of the Republicans voted for the
pl an; right?

A. Correct.

800.808.4958
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now, tell

tell you

under the inpression significant differences.

Q

conmmttee neeting to consider the Congressional plan;

right?
A.
Q

Novemnber

meet i ng,

there, which informed your opinions but are not

of fering
A.

basis for

Q

t he denocratic caucus was able to present a

congr essi

Leader Beverly; right?

A.
Q
House - -

A.
Q

t he denocratic proposed congressional plan at that

nmeeti ng?

Page 109

you exactly what was different. But | can

t hat peopl e who spoke at the neeting were

And in Section I, you discuss the House

Yes.
And in both this discussion of the
17th Senate neeting and Novenber 17th House

again, you're recounting what happened

any opinions; right?
This is the basis. This is part of the
my overall opinions. Yes.

And in this House neeting on Novenber 17th,

onal redistricting plan through Denocratic

VWhich neeting? |'msorry, which subsection?
"' mon page 75, subsection I, Novenber 17th
Ch, vyes.

And so Leader Beverly was able to present

800.808.4958
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A. Right.

Q And you reference Chairman Rich replying:
There's not a magic fornula or standard or equation
where we find that there are areas where we can draw
the voting rights districts and we do that.

Did I quote that correctly?

A.  You did.

Q And you nentioned, | think, earlier in your
report comments nmade about the Voting Rights Act.

I s.

This a comment about the Voting Rights Act
that is part of your analysis of the redistricting
process in Georgia?

MR, DAVIS. Objection to form You may

answer .

THE W TNESS: This coment is

significant to nme insofar as it -- if

racially polarized analysis is done, then

there actually is a fornula or a standard

t hat would be followed and -- but

Representative Rich and Senator Kennedy said

repeat edly had conducted such an anal ysi s,

but I don't think ever shared the specific

results of that and certainly not in the

case of individual districts.
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BY MR, TYSON:
Q And so your view of Representative Rich's
comment here is that it was not accurate?
MR. DAVIS: Objection to the extent it

calls for a legal conclusion, but you may

answer .
THE WTNESS: No. | just think in terns
of this whole nosaic, | think it's

i ndicative of the kinds of comments you

woul d get from | eadershi p about the Voting

Ri ghts Act that are sort of vague and

potentially m sl eading.
BY MR, TYSON:

Q You're not saying --

A.  I'mnot saying that Representative Rich
doesn't understand the Voting Ri ghts Act.

Q You're not saying her coment was
I naccurate -- let me put it this way -- let ne ask
this: Wy specifically did you include this coment
on page 75 of your report?

A. It's just part of the back and forth that,
again, | think is indicative of the kinds of
exchanges that you see between | eadershi p and ot hers.

Q Going over to Section J, Novenber 18th, 2021

House comm tt ee.
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A.  Yes.

Q Again, this was a neeting that allowed
public coment on the map; right?

A. Yes. And | can't renenber -- this is within
a day or two of a plan being published, but yes.

Q In a second paragraph, you reference a
resi dence of the area of Cobb County nanmed Leroy
Hutchins. Do you see that?

A. | do.

Q Are you aware that M. Hutchins is an
el ected Denocrat in Cobb County, Georgia?

A. | was not aware of that, but | would say
that's not uncommon for those people to cone forward
in these neetings.

Q And there was no vote held on the
Novenmber 18th House committee neeting; correct?

A. That's correct.

Q  Subsection K, we nove to another Senate
commttee neeting. And you'd agree at this neeting
Senator Butler was allowed to present the denocratic
proposed congressional plan; right?

A.  He did.

Q And I think we've already discussed this.
But this is the point where Senator Butler refused to

share information fromthe Legislative Black Caucus'
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tour of the state about redistricting; right?

A. | believe it cane up. And | don't know that
at that tinme he refused. | think it was noted that
that information had not been shared up to that
poi nt .

Q And do you agree the commttee took public
comment again on the map?

A. Yes. This is the sane day as the
previous -- or, yes, the sane day as the House
commttee neeting we were just talking about.

Q And the first individual you reference in
the mddl e of page 77 for public comment is a man
named David Garcia?

A. Yes. | seeit.

Q And are you aware that M. Garcia works for
one of the organizations that's suing the State about
Its redistricting nmaps?

A | am

Q And there was ultinmately a vote on Leader
Butler's plan in the conmttee neeting; right?

A. That's correct.

Q And you say the vote was al ong racial |ines,
but that's the sane thing as saying in this
commttee, it was along party lines; right?

A, Inthis -- yes. In this commttee, that's

800.808.4958
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correct.
Q And then the map Senat or Kennedy proposed
al so passed along party lines; right?

A. Correct.

Q Subsection K, we nove to the floor debate on

t he congressional plan in the Senate. And,
simlarly, here you don't present Senator Kennedy's
presentation of the plan. You begin with Senator

Parent's criticisns of the plan; right?

A. Right. This -- those presentations are Kkind

of pro forma, checking off certain boxes. So it was

easier just to summarize that and nove forward.

Q And in looking through this section, the

only comment | saw in favor of the plan was the next

to the | ast paragraph where Senator Kennedy responded

about the issue.
Did you quote anybody el se who spoke in
support of the plan?
A. | can tell you | didn't deliberately | eave

out anyone who spoke in favor of the plan. | can

tell you on balance at these floor debates commttee

nmeeti ngs and hearings, the vast mpjority of coments

were in opposition.
Q And then the vote took place. And you'd

agree even though it says, No bl ack nenbers voting

Veritext Lega Solutions
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aye, that this was a party line vote in favor of the
pl an; right?

A It was.

Q And next we nove to a Novenber 20th
commttee neeting that was held via Zoom right?

A. Right.

Q And this was both held on a Saturday and
al | owed public coment; is that right?

A. Yes. Although, | think a lot of these --

t he people that spoke would have characterized it as
sort of an 11th-hour neeting, but yes.

Q And at the end of this neeting when the bill
passed through the commttee with a favorable vote
and no bl ack nenmber voted aye, that's the sanme as
saying it passed on a party line vote for this
commttee; right?

A. That's correct.

Q Then Section M we have the floor debate on
t he congressi onal plan.

Do you know if the reapportionment office
was cl ose to Leader Beverly in terns of redraw ng
redi stricting nmaps?

A. | believe they actually went with their map
to Ms. Wight in ternms of sonme technical adjustnents

and that sort of thing at sonme point.

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Q So the reapportionnment office was able to
work with Leader Beverly to facility the introduction
of his plans?

A. That's a fair characterization in terns of
sone technical stuff after their plan was created
that just sort of brought that in |line and hel ped him
in that regard technically.

Q Do you know if Ms. Wight had worked with
Leader Beverly or his staff at all on any other plans
apart fromthe technical review?

A. I'"mnot sure of the exact details of that
I nteraction.

Q Going to the mddle of page 83, you nobve to
Chai rman Rich closing the debate beginning with her
concerns about CD6, saying that although it only
needed to add 657 people -- and I'mgoing to

summari ze, the other districts around it --

A.  Yes.
Q -- needed to be changed; right?
A.  Yes.

Q And have you reviewed the denocratic
congressi onal plan?

A. In general, yes.

Q Are you aware that it significantly redrew

District 6, as well ?

Veritext Lega Solutions
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A.  Yes.

Q And then, ultimately, the vote on page 84
was a party line vote as well; right?

A. That's right.

Q So it looks to nme this is the end of the
section on the Arlington Heights anal ysis because
we're noving into Senate Factor 6 on the next page;
Is that right?

A. Correct.

Q So what opinions are you offering about
Arlington Heights in |ight of what we've discussed in
t hese prior pages in Sections, | guess, 3 through 67

A. So that constitutes a review of the process
under Arlington Heights. And as | point out in the
begi nning of that section, it shows to nme significant
departures in ternms of having this flurry of input
before and after the maps are published that does not
seem to have that addressed.

And so if the commttee says they are very
concerned with taking in public input -- which they
did take in public input at nunerous tinmes -- then
you would tend to see then, them acting upon that.
And to nme, you really don't see that with the
process.

Q So are you opining that the specific

Veritext Lega Solutions
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conclusion where it's only those individuals

who are expressing these concerns, if that

makes sense.

BY MR, TYSON:

Q Wuld it be relevant whether the individuals
expressi ng concerns were engaged in other litigation
agai nst the State but not the redistricting
litigation?

A. | suppose, although | would inmgine it would
be litigation |ike that against SB 202.

Q Are you opining that any of the contenporary
statenents nmade by | egislatures evidenced raci al
I ntent during the 2021 process?

MR, DAVIS: Objection to the extent it
calls for any kind of |egal conclusion, but
you nmay answer.

THE WTNESS: | believe the only thing |

di scuss in here that -- in that regard --

and |l et ne actually back up and say we're

| ong since passed the day and age in which

anyone would plainly say with any sort of

raci al intent.

But there are occasionally itenms that
are perhaps telling, again, within the

context of this entire report. And so when

Veritext Lega Solutions
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you have a | eader of a comm ttee suggest

t hat, perhaps, the application of the Voting

Rights Act is unfair, that to ne raises a

flag.

BY MR, TYSON:

Q Sois that the only comment that you
identify that raises a flag of contenporary
statenents nmade by | egislatures?

A. That's the one that | found nost
significant.

Q And that's the coment on page 75 by
Chai rman Ri ch?

A. Correct.

Q Are you offering the opinion that this
specific sequence of events leading up to the
adoption of the 2021 redistricting plans was racially
di scrim natory?

MR. DAVIS: Objection to the extent it
calls for a legal conclusion, but you may
answer .

THE WTNESS: It's my opinion that the
sequence of events along with the history of
di scrimnation that | discuss in the report
and as part of this report as a whole woul d

tend to | end credence to a finding of

Veritext Lega Solutions
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discrimnatory intent in the process.
BY MR, TYSON:

Q So it's your opinion that sonmeone could find
that there was discrimnatory intent in the process,
but you're not saying there was discrimnatory intent
In the process; right?

A. I'mnot drawi ng the | egal conclusion which
is left for the Court to do.

Q So just so we're conpletely clear on this,
you are not offering the opinion that there was
discrimnatory intent in the process. You're
offering the opinion that evidence would support a
finding of discrimnatory intent?

A. Correct.

Q So aside fromthe conclusion of your report
at the very end, have we -- is it correct that the
pages from page 8 where you begin historical
background section through page 84 is the entirety of
your opinions about the Arlington Heights factors in
your report?

A.  Yes.

Q And barring new facts -- | want to set aside
additional facts. But if there are no other new
facts that arise, you are not planning to offer any

further expert opinions about the Arlington Heights

Veritext Lega Solutions
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noti vated by discrimnatory intent when it passed the
bills in question.

So you don't view that as your job to offer
an opinion on the General Assenbly's notivation;
right?

A It's not ny job to reach the final |egal
conclusion, | don't think.

Q And your determnation is that there's
enough evidence for the Court to determ ne the |ines
were drawn to deny voters their equitable right to
participate in the political process. But you are
not saying the lines were drawn to deny voters of
color their equitable right to participate in the
political process; right?

A | wuld say that | am-- it is nmy opinion
that the evidence is there for the Court to find
that -- to make that final determ nation.

Q But to be clear, you are not making that
final determ nation?

A. Correct.

Q You also reference the nature of the report
Is to present a npsaic of a continuum | know we
talked a little bit about nosaic and continuuns
earlier, but can you wal k nme through what you nean by

that phrase in the conclusion?

Veritext Lega Solutions
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| egi sl ative process?

A. Yes. Failing to account for public coment
after the maps are published, refusal to all ow access
to the map drawi ng process and rushing the process in
general and so on.

Q So when you say failing to make tine for
public comments after maps were published at the | ast
m nute, you'd agree there was -- there were nultiple
commttee neetings that allowed comments after the
maps were published; right?

A. There were, but | would say those were in a
very, very tight wi ndow of tine where in sone cases
maps are published the day of and comentary is taken
the day of, possibly the day after. So what people
were asking for is a much [arger w ndow of tinme to be
able to really systematically analyze those maps and
provi de substantive feedback.

Q And you reference rushing the process. But
you' d agree that the process was not rushed when
conpared to the 2001 and 2011 redistricting cycles;
right?

A. Yes. But that would indicate to ne it was
al so rushed in those cycles, as well, insofar voters
want nore time with the publication of maps.

Q You say failing to account for mnority

800.808.4958
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BY MR, TYSON:

Q And so you call these itens in this |ist
departures in the legislative process. But the
departure was only from what you read in the public
comment the public was asking for; is that right?

A. And then in terns of what the commttee
itself purported to val ue.

Q VWien you say what the commttee itself
purported to value, are you relying on the guidelines
t hat were adopted by House and Senate conmm ttees?

A.  And comments made by | eadership throughout
t he process, yes.

Q But you'd agree that there were not
procedural and substantive departures in the
| egi sl ati ve process when the conparison point is the
2001 and 2011 redistricting cycles?

A. They are generally anal ogous in that regard.

MR. TYSON:. Those are all the questions
| have for you.

THE W TNESS: All right.

MR. TYSON: Alex nmay have sone nore, but
|"m finished for today. Thank you.

THE W TNESS: Thanks, M. Tyson.

MR DAVIS: | have a few questions.

(Di scussion ensued off the record.)

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-8 Filed 03/27/23 Page 43 of 61

BY THE GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA

A PROCLAMATION
CONVENING THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF GEORGIA IN SPECIAL SESSION

‘WHEREAS: Article V, Section Il, Paragraph VIl of the Constitution of the State of Georgla grants to the
Governor the power to convene a special session of the General Assembly, stating and thereby

limiting its purposes; and
The Regular Session of the 2011 Ceneral Assembly adjourned sine die on April 14, 2011; and

The Covernor has determined that certain purposes warrant the convocation of a special session;
and

By virtue of the power and authority conferred upon me by the Constitution of Georgia, |,
Nathan Deal, Governor of the State of Georgia, do hereby convene the General Assembly of this
State In Special Session at ten o'clock (10:00) a.m. on Monday, August 15, 2011, for the
purposes and only those purposes specified as follows:

1. Far enacting, revising, repealing or amending general law for :

(a)  The division of the State Intc appropriate districts from which members of the
Ceorgia State Senate shall be elected,

(b)  The division of the State Into appropriate districts from which members of the
Georgla State House of Representatives shall be elected,

() The division of the State Into appropriate districts from which members of the House

of Representatives to the United States Congress shall be elected; and

To ratify the Executive Order dated June 23, 2011, and numbered 06.23.11.03 In the
official records of the Office of the Governor untll the General Assembly acts upon this
Order; and

For amending the Official Code of Georgia Annotated Section 48-8-244(a), relating to the
special district transportation sales and use tax; and

4, For enacting, revising, repealing or ding local laws which the General Assembly
deems necessary to avoid unreasonable hardship or to avold undue impairment of public
functions if consideration and enactment thereof are postponed.
Glven under my hand and the Great Seal of the State of Georgia, at the City of Atlanta, on this /O s
day of August 2011.

GOVERNOR

ATTEST

(e T

CHIEF OF STAFF
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Session: 2001 2nd Special Session

You are viewing a page from the 2001 2nd Special Session. This is not the current session.

SB 1EXz2

Congressional Election Districts; reapportion; campaign posters on public roads, change a cross-reference

Versior JfPastVersions \

Sponsors

No. Name District
1. Golden, Tim 8th
Commirtrees

House Committee:
Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment
Senate Committee:

Reapportionment

First Reader Summary

A BILL to be entitled an Act to amend Title 21 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to elections, so as to define
certain terms; to provide for the composition of the congressional districts of Georgia; to provide for the election of members of
Congress; to provide when the members of Congress shall take office; to provide for the continuation of present congressional
districts until a certain time; to redesignate certain provisions designating congressional districts; to amend Code Section 32-6-
51 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to certain unlawful or unauthorized structures, so as to change a cross-
reference; to provide for other matters relative to the foregoing; to provide an effective date; to repeal conflicting laws; and for

other purposes.

Status History

Date Status

10/01/2001 Effective Date

10/01/2001 Act 2EX11

10/01/2001 Senate Date Signed by Governor

10/01/2001 Senate Sent to Governor

09/28/2001 Senate Conference Committee Report Adopted
09/28/2001 House Conference Committee Report Adopted
09/11/20017 House Conference Committee Appointed 169th, 159th, 136th
09/11/2001 Senate Conference Committee Appointed 8th, 10th, 26th
09/11/2001 House Insisted

09/11/2001 Senate Disagreed House Amend or Sub

09/11/2001 House Immediately Transmitted to Senate

09/11/2001 House Passed/Adopted By Substitute

09/11/2001 House Third Readers

09/10/2001 House Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
09/10/2001 House Second Readers

1/2
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09/07/2001 House First Readers

09/07/2001 Senate Passed/Adopted By Substitute

09/07/2001 Senate Third Read

09/06/2001 Senate Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
08/30/2001 Senate Recommitted

08/30/2001 Senate Third Read

08/29/2001 Senate Read Second Time

08/28/2001 Senate Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
08/22/2001 Senate Read and Referred

08/22/2001 Senate Hopper

Footnotes

8/20/01 Senator of 22nd replaced by Senator of 10th on SB 1EXZ Conference Committee; 8/28/01 Favorably reported by substitute; 9/21/01 Motion
1o dissolve Conference Committee lost.

Votes
Date Vote No. Yea Nay NV Exc
No Votes available.
HC]pﬁl] Links chis]ative Resaurces COPYRIGHT ® 2023 THE GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Georgia.gov House of Representatives
Governor's Office Senate
Secretary of State Open RFP's
Georgla Department of Motor Vehicles Senate Staffing
Georgia Department of Driver Services Intern Program
Georgja Department of Revenue

Georgia Department of Labor
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Session: | 2001 2nd Special Session

cial Session. This is not the current session.

You are viewing a page from the 2001 2nd Spe

HB 14EX2

House districts; reapportion

Sponsors
N N District
0. ame

69th
1, Smith, Tommy. !
2 Connell, Jack 115th
3 Walker, Larty, 141st
4 Skipper, Jimmy. 137th
5. Smyre, Calvin 136th
6. Murphy, Thomas 18th
Commitrees

House Committee:

Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment
Senate Committee:

Reapportionment

First Reader Summary

A BILL to amend Chapter 2 of Title 28 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to apportionment of the House of
Representatives and Senate and qualifications of members, so as to provide for the composition and number of state
representative districts; and for other purposes.

Status History

Date Status

10/01/2001 Effective Date

10/01/2001 Act 2EX23

10/01/2001 House Date Signed by Governor
09/26/2001 House Sent to Governor
09/06/2001 Senate Notice to Reconsider
09/06/2001 Senate Passed/Adopted
09/06/2001 Senate Third Read

09/05/2001 Senate Read Second Time
09/04/2001 Senate Committee Favorably Reported
08/29/2001 Senate Read and Referred
08/29/2001 House Passed/Adopted
08/29/2001 House Third Readers

08/28/2001 House Committee Favorably Reported



CGase 1:21-cv-05338-S&SDG-ELB Document 142-8 Filed 03/27/23 Page 47 of 61

08/28/2001 House 2nd Read Engrossed Failed

08/28/2001 House Second Readers
08/27/2001 House Notice of Motion to Engross
08/27/2001 House First Readers

08/26/2001 House Hopper

Footnotes

9/7/01 Motion to reconsider lost in Senate.

Votes
Date Vote No. Yea Nay NV Exc
No Votes available.

HC]P{:UI Links chisl:\rivc Resources COPYRIGHT @ 2023 THE GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Georgia.gev House of Representatives

Vernor's Senate
Secretary of State Open REP's
Georgia Department of Motor Vehicles Senate Staffing
Georgla Department of Driver Services Intern Program

Georgia Department of Revenue

Georgia Department or
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Session: | 2001 1st Special Session

This is not the current session.

You are viewing a page from the 2001 st Special Session.

SB 1EX1 o=t
Senatorial Districts; reapportion election districts; change composition to take office in 2003

r_ rrent Ver J Fast Versiorﬂ

Sponsors

No Name District
1. Golden, Tim 8th

2 Starr, Terrell 44th

3. Walker, Charles 22nd
Committecs

House Committee:
Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment
Senate Committee:

Reapportionment

First Reader Summary

ABILL to be entitled an Act to amend Chapter 2 of Title 28 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to apportionment
of the House of Representatives and Senate and qualifications of members, so as to provide for the composition and number
of state senatorial districts; to provide for the number of Senatars; to provide for certain qualifications; to provide for the
election of Senators; to provide when the Senators elected shall take office; to provide for the continuation of present senatorial
districts until a certain time; to provide for other matters relative to the foregoing; to provide an effective date; to repeal
conflicting laws; and for other purposes.

Status History

Date Status

08/24/2001 Effective Date

08/24/2001 Act 1EX6

08/24/2001 Senate Date Signed by Governor
08/17/2001 Senate Sent to Governor

08/17/2001 House Passed/Adopted

08/17/2001 House Third Readers

08/16/2001 House Committee Favorably Reported
08/14/2001 House Second Readers

08/13/2001 House First Readers

08/10/2001 Senate Passed/Adopted By Substitute
08/10/2001 Senate Third Read

08/09/2001 Senate Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
08/08/2001 Senate Recommitted

112
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08/08/2001

08/07/2001

08/06/2001
08/01/2001
08/01/2001

Footnotes

Senate Third Read

Senate Read Second Time

Senate Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
Senate Read and Referred

Senate Hopper

8/6/01 Favorably reported by substitute

Votes

Date

Vote No. Yea Nay

No Votes available.

NV Exc

Helpful Links

Legislative Resources

Georgia.gov House of Representatives
Governor's Office Senate

Secretary of State Open RFP's

Georgia Department of Motor Vehicles Senate Staffing

Georgia Department of Driver Services Intern Program

Georgia Department of Revenue
Georgia Department of Labor

COPYRIGHT @ 2023 THE GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY
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Session: 2011 Special Session

You are viewing a page from the 2011 Special Session. This is not the current session.

HB 20EX

Georgia Congressional Reapportionment Act of 2011; enact

Current /l [ Past Versions

Sponsors
No. Name District
1. Lane, Roger 167th

Sponsored In Senate By:
Seabaugh, Mitch

Committees

House Committee:

Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment

Senate Committee:
Reapportionment and Redistricting

First Reader Summary

A BILL to be entitled an Act to provide for the composition and number of congressional districts; to provide for a short title; to
amend Title 21 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to elections, so as to provide for election of members of
Congress; to provide when such members shall take office; to provide for definitions and inclusions; to provide for continuation
of present congressional districts until a certain time; to correct a certain reference; to provide for other matters relative to the
foregoing; to provide an effective date; to repeal conflicting laws; and for other purposes.

Status History

Date Status

09/06/2011 Effective Date

09/06/2011 Act 3EX

09/06/2011 House Date Signed by Governor
09/01/2011 House Sent to Governor

08/31/2011 Senate Passed/Adopted

08/31/2011 Senate Third Read

08/30/2011 Senate Read Second Time

08/30/2011 Senate Committee Favorably Reported
08/25/2011 Senate Read and Referred

08/25/2011 House Immediately Transmitted to Senate
08/25/2011 House Passed/Adopted By Substitute
08/25/2011 House Third Readers

08/24/2011 House Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
08/23/2011 House Second Readers

08/22/2011 House First Readers

12
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Session: 2011 Special Session

You are viewing a page from the 2011 Special Session. This is not the current session.

SB 1EX

Georgia Senate Reapportionment Act of 2011; provide for composition and number of State Senatorial districts

’ [ Past VersionsJ

Sponsors

No. Name District
1. Seabaugh, Mitch 28th
2. Cowsert, Bill 46th
3. Bethel, Charlie 54th
4. Williams, Tommie 19th
5. Rogers, Chip 21st

Sponsored In House By:
Lane, Roger

Committees

House Committee:
Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment
Senate Committee:

Reapportionment and Redistricting

First Reader Summary

A BILL to be entitled an Act to provide for the composition and number of state senatorial districts; to provide for a short title; to
amend Chapter 2 of Title 28 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to apportionment of the House of
Representatives and Senate and qualifications of members, so as to provide for the number and election of Senators; to provide
for qualifications; to provide when the Senators elected shall take office; to provide for the continuation of present senatorial
districts until a certain time; to provide that the provisions of this Act shall supersede and replace an interim apportionment
plan; to provide for other matters relative to the foregoing; to provide an effective date; to repeal conflicting laws; and for other
purposes.

Status History

Date Status

08/24/2011 Effective Date

08/24/2011 Act 2EX

08/24/2011 Senate Date Signed by Governor
08/23/2011 Senate Sent to Governor

08/23/2011 House Immediately Transmitted to Senate
08/23/2011 House Passed/Adopted

08/23/2011 House Third Readers

08/22/2011 House Committee Favorably Reported
08/22/2011 House Second Readers
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08/18/201 House First Readers

08/18/2011 Senate Transmitted House

08/18/2011 Senate Passed/Adopted By Substitute

08/18/2011 Senate Third Read

08/17/2011 Senate Read Second Time

08/17/2011 Senate Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
08/15/2011 Senate Read and Referred

08/09/2011 Senate Hopper

Foornotes

8/23/2011 Structured Rule; 8/23/2011 Immediately transmitted to Senate and Governor

Votes
Date
08/18/2011

08/23/2011

Vote No. Yea
Senate Vote #4 35
House Vote #403 104

Nay NV Exc
18 1 2
56 6 14

Helpful Links

Georgia.gov

Governor's Office

Secretary of State

Georgia Department of Motar Vehicles
Georgia Department of Driver Services
Georgia Department of Revenue
Georgia Department of Labor

Legislative Resources
House of Representatives

Senate

Open RFP's

Senate Staffing

Intern Program
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Session: | 2011 Special Session

You are viewing a page from the 2011 Special Session. This is not the current session.

HB 1EX

Georgia House of Representatives Reapportionment Act of 2011; enact

Sponsors
No. Name District

1. Lane, Roger 167th

Sponsored In Senate By:
Seabaugh, Mitch

Committees

House Committee:
Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment
Senate Committee:

Reapportionment and Redistricting

First Reader Summary

A BILL to be entitled an Act to provide for the composition and number of state house districts; to provide for a short title; to
amend Chapter 2 of Title 28 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated, relating to apportionment of the House of
Representatives and Senate and qualifications of members, so as to provide for the number and election of Representatives; to
provide for certain qualifications; to provide when the Representatives elected shall take office; to provide for the continuation
of the present representative districts until a certain time; to provide that the provisions of this Act shall supersede and replace
an interim apportionment plan and certain changes thereto; to provide for other matters relative to the foregoing; to provide an
effective date; to repeal conflicting laws; and for other purposes.

Status History

Date Status

08/24/2011 Effective Date

08/24/2011 Act 1EX

08/24/2011 House Date Signed by Governor
08/23/2011 House Sent to Governor

08/23/2011 Senate Transmitted House
08/23/2011 Senate Passed/Adopted

08/23/2011 Senate Third Read

08/22/2011 Senate Read Second Time
08/22/2011 Senate Committee Favorably Reported
08/18/2011 Senate Read and Referred

08/18/2011 House Immediately Transmitted to Senate
08/18/2011 House Passed/Adopted By Substitute
08/18/2011 House Third Readers
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08/16/2011 House Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
08/16/2011 House Second Readers

08/15/2011 House First Readers

08/15/2011 House Hopper

Foornotes

8/18/2011 Passed House by Rules Committee Substitute; 8/18/2011 Structured Rule; 8/18/2011 Immediately transmitted to Senate; 8/23/2011
Immediately transmitted to House and Governor

Votes
Date Vote No. Yea Nay NV Exc
08/18/2011 House Vote #399 108 64 4 4
08/23/2011 Senate Vote #7 36 16 0 4
I_] C] p{_‘u] LinkS LCSiSlﬂL’iVC RCSOUI'CCS COPYRIGHT © 2023 THE GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Georgia.gov House of Representatives
Vi : ice Senate
Secretary of State Open RFP's
Georgia Department of Motor Vehicles Senate Staffing
Georgia Department of Driver Services Intern Program

Georgia Department of Revenue

Georgia Department of Labor
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Session: | 2021 Special Sesslon

You are viewing a page from the 2027 Special Session. This is not the current session.

SB 2EX

"Georgia Congressional Redistricting Act"; enact

Current Version H PastVersioni]

Sponsors

No. Name District
1. Kennedy, John 18th

2, Cowsert, Bill 46th

3. Dugan, Mike 30th
4. Gooch, Steve 51st

5, Burke, Dean 11th
6. Walker, 1ll, Larry 20th
A Miller, Butch 49th
Committees

House Committee:
Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment
Senate Committee:

Reapportionment and Redistricting

First Reader Summary

A BILL to be entitled an Act to provide for the composition and number of congressional districts; to provide for a short title; to
provide when such representatives shall take office; to provide for continuation of present congressional districts until a certain
time; to provide for related matters; to provide an effective date; to repeal a specific Act; to repeal conflicting laws; and for other

purposes.

Status History

Date Status

12/30/2021 Effective Date

12/30/2021 Act 8EX

12/30/2021 Senate Date Signed by Governor
11/30/2021 Senate Sent to Governor

11/22/2021 House Passed/Adopted

11/22/2021 House Third Readers

11/20/2021 House Committee Favorably Reported
11/20/2021 House Second Readers

11/19/2021 House First Readers
11/19/2021 Senate Passed/Adopted By Substitute
11/19/2021 Senate Third Read

1/2
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11/18/2021 Senate Read Second Time

11/18/2021 | Senate Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
11/03/2021 | Senate Read and Referred

11/02/2021 | Senate Hopper

Footnotes

Filed 03/27/23 Page 57 of 61

11/18/2021 Notice of intent to file Minority Report; 11/19/2021 Minority Report Filed; 11/22/2021 Structured Rule

Vores
Date
11/19/2021

11/22/2021

Vote No.

Senate Vote #23
House Vote #22

Yea

32

96

Nay NV Exc
21 0 3
68 4 12

Helptul Links

Georgia.gov

Governor's Office

Secretary of State

Georgla Department of Motor Vehicles
Georgia Department of Driver Services

Georgia Department of Revenue

Georgia Department of Labor

chislativc Resources
House of Representatives

Senate

Open RFP's

Senate Staffing

Intern Program

COPYRIGHT © 2023 THE GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY
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Session: 2021 Special Session

SB1EX

You are viewing a page from the 2021 Special Session. This Is not the current session.

"Georgia Senate Redistricting Act of 2021"; enact

] ‘ Past Versions k

Sponsors

No. Name

1. Kennedy, John
2. Cowsert, Bill

3. Dugan, Mike

4. Gooch, Steve

5. Burke, Dean

6. Walker, Il, Larry,
7. Miller, Butch
Committees

House Committee:

Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment
Senate Committee:

Reapportionment and Redistricting

First Reader Summary

District
18th
46th
30th
51st
11th
20th

49th

A BILL to be entitled an Act to provide for the composition and number of state senatorial districts; to provide for a short title; to
provide when members of the Senate elected shall take office; to provide for the continuation of present senatorial districts
until a certain time; to provide that the provisions of this Act shall supersede and replace a districting plan and certain changes
thereto; to provide for related matters; to provide an effective date; to repeal specific Acts; to repeal conflicting laws; and for
other purposes.

Status History

Date

12/30/2021
12/30/2021
12/30/2021
11/30/2021
11/15/2021
11/15/2021
11/12/2021
11/12/2021
11/10/2021

11/09/2021

Status

Effective Date

Act 7EX

Senate Date Signed by Governor
Senate Sent to Governor

House Passed/Adopted

House Third Readers

House Committee Favorably Reported
House Second Readers

House First Readers

Senate Passed/Adopted By Substitute
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11/09/2021
11/08/2021
11/08/2021
11/03/2021
11/02/2021

Foornotes

Senate Third Read

Senate Read Second Time

Senate Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
Senate Read and Referred

Senate Hopper

Filed 03/27/23 Page 59 of 61

11/08/21 Notice of Intent to file Minority Report; 11/09/2021 Minority Report Filed; 11/15/2021 Structured Rule

Votes
Date Vote No. Yea Nay NV Exc
11/09/2021 Senate Vote #6 21 33 1 1
11/09/2021 Senate Vote #7 34 21 0 1
11/15/2021 House Vote #12 96 70 1 13

Ht‘lpﬁ)l Liﬂks Ltgislntivc R.CSOUI'CCS COPYRIGHT ® 2023 THE GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Georgia.gov House of Representatives

Governor's Office Senate

Secretary_of State Open REP's

Georgia Department of Motor Vehicles Senate Staffing

Georgia Department of Driver Services Intern Program

Georgia Department of Revenue

Georgia Department of Labor
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Session: | 2021 Special Session

You are viewing a page from the 2021 Special Session. This Is not the current session.

HB 1EX

Georgia House of Representatives Redistricting Act of 2021; enact

’ ‘ Past Versions

Sponsors
No. Name
1. Rich, Bonnie

Sponsored In Senate By:
Kennedy, John

Committecs
House Committee:

Legislative & Congressional Reapportionment
Senate Committee:

Reapportionment and Redistricting

First Reader Summ ary

District

97th

A BILL to be entitled an Act to provide for the composition and number of state house districts; to provide for a short title; to
provide when members of the House of Representatives elected shall take office; to provide for the continuation of the present
representative districts until a certain time; to provide that the provisions of this Act shall supersede and replace a districting
plan and certain changes thereto; to provide for related matters; to provide an effective date; to repeal specific Acts; to repeal

conflicting laws; and for other purposes.

Status History

Date Status

12/30/2021 Effective Date

12/30/2021 Act 6EX

12/30/2021 House Date Signed by Governor
11/29/2021 House Sent to Governor

11/12/2021 Senate Passed/Adopted

11/12/2021 Senate Third Read

11/11/2021 Senate Read Second Time

11/11/2021 Senate Committee Favorably Reported
11/10/2021 Senate Read and Referred

11/10/2021 House Immediately Transmitted to Senate
11/10/2021 House Passed/Adopted By Substitute
11/10/2021 House Third Readers

11/09/2021 House Committee Favorably Reported By Substitute
11/04/2021 House Second Readers

11/03/2021 House First Readers
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Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023
Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

GEORG A STATE CONFERENCE OF
THE NAACP, et al.

VS.

STATE OF GEORG A, et al,

Page 1

UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DI STRI CT OF GEORG A
ATLANTA DI VI SI ON

Plaintiffs,

Case No. 1:21-CV-5338
ELB- SCG- SDG

STATE OF GEORG A, et al.,

VS.

BRAD RAFFENSPERGER,

Case No. 1:22-CV-00090
ELB- SCJ- SDG

Plaintiffs,

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

Def endant s. )
)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

Def endant . )
)

Deposi tion of Moon Duchin, PhD
(Signature is reserved.)
February 27, 2023
1: 07 p.m

Renot e via Zoom t echnol ogy

Reported by: Carla J. Hopson, RPR, CCR-1816

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions
770.343.9696
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Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023

Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 29

Ri ghts Act |lawsuit has to begin with establishing
three threshold conditions called the G ngles
factors. In Gngles 1, which is the one I'm
di scussing here, involves the production of
denonstration maps with additional majority mnority
districts.

Q And those additional majority mnority

districts are not necessarily majority black VAP

maj ority -- or majority BVAP districts; is that
correct?

A That's right. In general -- since
you' re asking about G ngles 1 in general, it depends

on the group on whose behalf the challenge is
| aunched.

Q And your maps in this case or in this
report -- in sonme cases you've drawn nore majority
BVAP districts and in others you've drawn nore
coalition districts. |Is that fair to say?

A That's correct. The -- the clainms were
someti mes | ooking for additional opportunity on
behal f of black voters and sonmetines on behal f of
the coalition.

Q And you say the effective districts are
shown to be highly likely to provide an opportunity

for black and Latino voters to el ect candi dates of

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions

770.343.9696
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Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023

Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 34

an opini on about the particular notivation behind a

plan? |Is that correct?

A | think at a high level the narrative
that | amoffering in terns of ny conclusions is
t hat what | observe in the plans is consistent with

a pursuit of partisan ends but one in which race was
clearly used to achieve those ends.

Q And so your opinion is that the
| egi sl ature pursued partisan ends but then used race

In part to achieve those partisan ends?

A | try to be careful to be clear that I'm
not reading mnds. And so if you will allow ne,
"1l continue to use constructions |like "I find
evi dence consistent with the follow ng behavior,"” so
that I'mnot pretending to know nore than |I'm able

to discern fromthe data that's available to ne.

Q And you antici pated ny next question
whi ch was, are you offering any opinions about the
reasoni ng of Georgia legislators in the creation of
t he Congressional, State House and State Senate
pl ans?

A Right. | would -- | would say that
generally | think the kinds of findings that I
descri be here are evidence that m ght be persuasive

in terns of discerning intent, but | certainly can

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions

770.343.9696
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Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023
Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S
Page 47
A Absol utely. Absolutely. So the process

Is to use regionally specific ACS estimtes to poll
the citizenship ratio for four different groups:

Bl ack, Hi spanic, white and other. And so | used
tract |level data. Tracts are census units typically
wi t h about 8,000 people.

So | used tract-level data to get those
| ocal ratios of citizenship, and then | apply that
to the voting age popul ati on of the bl ock |evel.

Q At the very bottom of Page 7 you talk
about how in Section 8, "I will confirmthat ny
alternative plans satisfy the G ngles 1 standard for
coalition districts using black and Hi spanic CVAP as
wel | as using VAP."

What is the G ngles 1 standard for
coalition districts as you understand it.

A Well, here |'"'mreferring to the
t hreshold that was in ny understanding confirmed in
Bartlett vs. Strickland. That's the 50 percent plus
one threshold. That's what | nean.

Q And it's your understanding that that 50
percent plus one standard for coalition district
came from Bartlett?

A Was clarified in Bartlett.

Q And did you use that understandi ng as

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023

Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 48

you drew your alternative plans in constructing
t hose districts?

A Oh, definitely. They're -- they're
desi gned to neet a 50 percent plus one threshold.

Q And next -- | know we already referenced
t hese tables, but on Page 8 you go into the
denmographic trends, the different places, and we
t al ked about various nunmbers. But just in |ooking
at the change in the black CVAP popul ation in Table
2 from 2010 to 2019, that's a movenent of al nost
exactly two points from 2010 to 2019; right?

A 2 percentage points, right.

Q And then Figure 2 has your racial dot
density plot.

A Yes.

Q Pl ease describe the difference in a
Choropleth versus a racial dot density plot?

A Absolutely. And | think they can both
be informative. |f you use just one, sonetines
you're not getting the whole picture. So as | said
bef ore, a Choropleth colors the units. But that's
subj ect to what geographers called MAUP, M A-U-P,
whi ch stands for the nodifiable aerial unit problem
whi ch suggests that you can radically change the

| npressions of the picture just by shifting the

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions

770.343.9696



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-9 Filed 03/27/23 Page 7 of 52

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

N T T N T S R e N T
a A W N P O © 00O N OO 01~ W N+, O

Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023

Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 58

Al't plan back on Page 11 conpared to the enacted

pl an. It's correct that every district changes at
| east sonmewhat between the enacted plan and the Alt
pl an, right?

A l'"msorry. Wuld it okay if | opened ny
own | ocal copy of this report because it's a little
slow in the exhibit software.

Q That's totally fine with me if it's the

same report in pdf --

A It's the same report.
Q --and if it will make it go faster --
A Yeah, it will go faster. Thank you.

Al'l right. So you said back to Page 117

Q Back to Page 11.

A Yes. Ch, is it fair to say, | think you
asked, that all the districts changed? | believe
that's -- that seenms to be true.

Q Okay. And | ooking at Congress Alt,

you'd agree that it connects parts of south Fulton
and Cl ayton Counties with Troup and Meri wet her

Counties and Harris County in rural Georgia; right?

A Whi ch district are you asking about?

Q District 3.

A District 3. Yes, it does touch Fulton
and it does reach down to rural Georgia. It's -- |

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023
Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S
Page 59
would say it's in -- close to the same part of the

state it's geographically aligned with where
District 3 1is in the other maps.

Q Woul d you agree that there's nore of
ur ban popul ation in the Congress Alt District 3 than
in the enacted District 37

A Yes, that seens quite |ikely.

Q And District 12 on the Alt plan connects
Augusta over to Houston County and separates

Macon- Bi bb County from Houston County; is that

ri ght?

A | don't have the county names in front
of me in this report, but | accept that.

Q Let's nove next to the Senate plan. And
you -- again, we talked a little bit about the |ack

of conpetitiveness on the plan, and that refers to
kind of district performance, not overall nunmber of
seats for a political party; right?

A Correct. That's right.

Q And isn't a lack of conpetitiveness on a
pl an generally a sign of a partisan goal of the map
dr awer ?

A Well, usually I think you'd say that
It's a sign of wanting to create safe seats on both

sides. So is that partisan? | think typically when

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023
Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S
Page 64
earlier.
Q So did you start with a blank map or did

you start with the enacted plan and nodify the

enacted pl an?

A For all of these, | don't start with a
bl ank map except that -- well, to be clear, |I'm dong
everything on the |evel of clusters. | know we've

said that but just repeating that. And so | don't
start with a statew de bl ank sl ate.

| start with a region that's been carved
out by a district in the enacted plan. So in that
sense the enacted plan gets strong deference in all
of nmy alternatives because each of those regions is
pi cked out by a collection of districts enacted by
t he state.

Q And so you start with an area enacted by
the state. Do you begin then with the majority
mnority districts that you're |ooking to draw and
then draw the remaining districts around it?

A No, it's -- that's not -- | wouldn't --

| woul dn't agree to that.

Q Okay. So can you just give ne an
example if we -- let's say the SD East Bl ack Belt.
We have that as a region on Page 13. |Is there a

particul ar process or nethodol ogy you woul d foll ow

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions

770.343.9696
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Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 65

for how you would draw the districts in that
particul ar regi on when you were | ooking at thenf?
A Sure. Should we discuss specifically
the algorithm c exploration stage or the hand
drawi ng follow ng that?
Q l'"minterested primarily in the hand
drawi ng stage.

A Sur e.

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

Q So how t hat process worKks.

=
o

A Sure. So | will -- at that point | wll

=
[EEN

have seen a collection of maybe dozens of

=
N

alternatives, and I'll exam ne those to try to find

=
w

some that have properties that seens to handle the

[EEY
N

tradeoffs of redistricting in a way that seens

[N
631

f avor abl e.

=
[ep}

So just to be clear by what | nean by

=
~l

t hat, everyone who draws maps knows that you have to

=
(o0]

handl e tradeoffs. You have -- to make your map

=
©

better in one way you're necessarily sacrificing

N
o

sonmething else and we're trying to take account of

N
=

many t hings, of county splits, of maybe opportunity

N
N

to elect, if that's a priority for the map drawer,

N
w

conpact ness, which can be scored in many ways and so

N
N

on.

N
(62}

So when you see a district |ike that one

Veritext Lega Solutions
800.808.4958 770.343.9696
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Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023

Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 66

that wraps there that you identified in Alternative
Effective 1 that's not going to have a great score
in certain conpactness nmethods, |ike Pol sby-Pepper,
but it can still have a very good score in other
conpact ness nethods |i ke Reock.

And as a line drawer, you just face
t hese trade-offs everywhere. And so you're trying
to bal ance them and cone up with sonething favorable
across the board.

Q In terms of the process of doing that
bal anci ng, what types of data did you have displ ayed
whil e you were working on drawing the different
conmponents in the hand-drawi ng phrase to be clear?

A Only the data that you see in the
report. Those are the only things | considered.
didn't |l ook at anything el se besides the nmetrics
t hat are discussed here, the -- ny so-called
effectiveness score, and denographi cs because the
G ngles 1 assignnment involves hitting a 50 percent
pl us one I|ine.

Q Were all those data points displayed as
you were drawing all of the effectiveness score, the
racial data? Were all those displayed while you
were drawi ng the maps?

A So unfortunately, because ny draw ng

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696




Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-9 Filed 03/27/23 Page 12 of 52
Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023

Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 69

span of sone tine.

And so I'm not sure how it intersperses
with the map drawi ng, which al so extended over quite
a long tine.

Q So it would be fair to say that those
processes were running sinultaneously, review ng
the -- well, not simnultaneously, in parallel,

review ng the public coment and working on draw ng

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

t he maps, right?

=
o

A | think that would be fair, yes.

=
[EEN

Q And when you were | ooking at various

=
N

metrics -- let's just use conpactness as an exanpl e,

=
w

did you ever reach a point where you drew a map, ran

[EEY
N

conpact ness reports or | ooked at scores and then go

[N
631

nodi fy the plan to inprove the conpactness scores?

=
[ep}

A Yes.

=
~l

Q And the same for county splits. Did you

=
(o0]

reach a point where you had drawn a plan and then

=
©

ran a county | split analysis of some sort and went

N
o

back to unsplit some counties?

N
=

A Yes. And I'll mention that the nodul ar

N
N

met hod makes it particularly tricky to handl e county

N
w

splits well because it concedes to the design of the

N
N

enacted plan certain choices of splits to make.

N
(62}

That's because the nmodul es are made, again, out of
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be cogni zant of that and pay attention not only to
t he nunmber of split counties but also to the nunber
of pieces into which they were split.

So that's an exanple of a way that |
draw while keeping in mnd some of the testinony
that | read.

Q And just to avoid having to repeat those
for each of the plan did you follow a simlar
process as we've described in terms of the nmetrics
and the drawi ng and the nmodul es for draw ng the
House plan well ?

A Yes. The process was quite parallel for
t he House and the Senate.

Q And did it differ at all for the draw ng
of the Congressional plan fromthe process we've
tal ked about ?

A Well, only in that the Congressional
pl an wasn't nodul ari zed, wasn't -- wasn't
regionalized.

Q Are there 1, 2 and 3 plans the order in
whi ch they were drawn, you drew Plan 1 first, then
Pl ast 2, and then Plan 3, or is that just kind of
t he nunber you assigned them after they were
compl et e?

A That's right. The nunbers shouldn't be

Veritext Lega Solutions
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remedi abl e packi ng and cracki ng.

Q And so the primary focus really was
| ooki ng for areas where you thought you could find
remedi abl e packing and cracking; right?

A Well, generally I would say that | was
trying to create -- because this is for -- in the
first instance ny goal was to create G ngles

denonstrative maps.

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

Of course | reused the clusters | ater

=
o

for the purpose of effectiveness anal ysis or

=
[EEN

effectiveness alternatives, | should say.

=
N

And so to create G ngles districts,

=
w

agai n, which require 50 percent plus 1, you need to

[EEY
N

have some mnority population in order to achieve

[N
631

t hat .

=
[ep}

Q And in the House section you indicate

=
~l

that there were 42 House districts that were

=
(o0]

unchanged, but then | didn't see a simlar count for

=
©

unchanged Senate districts, although I think we both

N
o

can confirmvisually there's really sonme that aren't

N
=

changed; right?

N
N

A That's right. But the difference is

N
w

that in the Senate clusters they cover the whole

N
N

state. And so that means every single district

N
(62}

could at | east be potentially changed according to
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Q And so not relying on the 50 percent
plus 1 line as a predictor of electoral opportunity,
you're not saying that's the state of the | aw today.
You're just saying -- you're trying to distinguish
where Bartlett is fromthat?

A Oh, | do think that in the state of the
| aw t oday that these two concepts are distinct. The
concept a mapjority district has a role in the |aw,
but that's distinct fromthe concept of an
opportunity district even in the | aw today.

MR. CANTER: And |I'm going to object to
the extent it was calling for a | egal

concl usion. Just be careful on that point.

THE W TNESS: Thank you. | think

that's -- that's a good rem nder. W're

t al ki ng about my understandi ng that infornms ny

expert worKk.

| certainly don't mean to be opining on
anything that requires a |l egal concl usion.

Q (By M. Tyson) Now, have you drawn maps

for jurisdictions to the used in elections?

A Yes.
Q And have any of those been statew de
pl ans?
A Well, it -- here it depends on -- often

Veritext Lega Solutions
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drawi ng maps that are ultimtely enacted involves
participation from many people. But | had a role
in, for instance, the drawi ng of the Massachusetts
state Senate districts in this cycle.

Q And in that role do you advise
| egi sl ators or others who are drawi ng or working
with you on those plans that maxi m zing el ectoral

opportunity for mnority-preferred candidates is a

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

goal they should ascribe to?

=
o

A |'ve certainly never advised that as a

=
[EEN

goal .

=
N

Q And so ultimately in this report, |

=
w

guess since we're getting into the section, it's

[EEY
N

criticizing Georgia for not drawi ng enough majority

[N
631

mnority districts on its Congressional House and

=
[ep}

Senate plans. |Is that fair?

=
~l

A Ch, | wouldn't say so. Rather than

=
(o0]

criticizing Georgia for not doing enough, what |I'm

=
©

trying to do here is create a framework for

N
o

measurenment. And then, as | say in the section

N
=

we' ve al ready reviewed, providing maps that

N
N

denmonstrate that it's possible to get nore

N
w

opportunity while still being very respectful to

N
N

DPs.

N
(62}

But | don't think it amounts to

Veritext Lega Solutions
800.808.4958 770.343.9696



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-9 Filed 03/27/23 Page 17 of 52

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

N T T N T S R e N T
a A W N P O © 00O N OO 01~ W N+, O

Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023

Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 101

bei ng unusually terse franmework, that's in reference
to the 15 or so that you've | ooked at in other
states?

A Yes, what's what | neant. | meant that
of the one that | reviewed, | think this my be the
shortest |'ve seen.

Q And have you | ooked at Georgia criteria
or principles of redistricting from prior

redistricting cycles?

A No, | haven't.

Q So in |looking at the various nmetrics --
we'll move to popul ation balance. And | guess this
is the first -- Table 7 is the first of several

tables that are going to conpare various netrics

among the enacted plan and then various alternative

plans. Is that right?
A That's right.
Q And so in | ooking at the enacted Senate

district for the alternative 1, 2, and 3, you'd
agree the deviation is higher -- the total deviation
is higher on all the alternative plans than on the
enacted plan; right?

A Yes, it is.

Q And that's also true for the House

alternative plans? Higher deviation for each of the

800.808.4958
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alternative than for the enacted pl an?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And then | ooking at conpactness, you'd
agree that conpactness is sonething you have to
measure in relationship or conparison to sonmething
else. It's not an objective measurenent. |s that
generally correct?

A | think the term | would use rather than

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

objective -- | nmean, to nme objective just neans not

=
o

I nfl uenced by personal discretion. So all of these

=
[EEN

woul d be objective in that sense. But | think the

=
N

guestion is about whether it can sort of stand al one

=
w

or whether it's best used conparatively.

[EEY
N

|'ve definitely argued very frequently

[N
631

t hat conpactness scores are best understood

=
[ep}

conparatively. Although I think some people persist

=
~l

In using them as though they can be read on their

=
(o0]

own.

=
©

Q And so you'd agree that there's not a

N
o

Pol sby- Popper score where a district is not conpact,

N
=

it's just nmore or | ess conpact than sonething el se;

N
N

ri ght?

N
w

A That's right. And furthernore, nore or

N
N

| ess conpact by the |ikes of that one netric. So |

N
(62}

kind of referenced this earlier when we were talking
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about a C-shaped district. But Pol sby-Popper and
Reock, those are contour based scores that neasure
slightly different things.

And so woul d probably -- unless there
was enphatic agreenent anong all of the netrics, |
woul d avoid saying sonmething is nore conpact than
anot her full stop. And | would try to specific

measur ed how.

Q And in | ooking at the conpactness
scores -- let's just take them kind of one at a
time. So the alternative plan, | guess, on

Pol sby- Popper is slightly nore conpact on the
Pol sby- Popper score than the enacted plan. Am|l
saying that in the right formnulation?

A That sounds good. Are we tal king about
t he Congressional ?

Q Yes, I'"'mstarting with Congressional and
Pol sby- Pi pper.

A Right. So the alternative plan is nore
conpact by Pol sby Popper than the enacted plan is on
aver age.

Q I n your experience is a difference in
two hundredths of a point on Pol sbhy-Popper a
significant difference in the plans?

A | think they usually call that two

Veritext Lega Solutions
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points, as in two percentage points rather than two
hundr edt hs.

Q Oh, two points. [|'msorry.

A | would try to resist making any bl anket
statenments about, you know, how big of a difference
is officially significant. | don't think that there
are -- | think it really depends where you are and

what you're nmeasuring.

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

|'"ve witten about this at |ength.

=
o

Pol sby Pepper scores in particular can penalize you

=
[EEN

for follow ng coastlines. They have all kinds of

=
N

features that make it desirable to understand them

=
w

in context and not try to say anything like 2

[EEY
N

percentage points is an official big difference. |

[N
631

woul d resi st that.

=
[ep}

Q And then conversely, | guess, for the

=
~l

Reock on the Congressional plan, the alternative

=
(o0]

plan is nmore conpact than the enacted plan on the

=
©

Reock score as well; right?

N
o

A Right. So not conversely, but in --

N
=

it's not conpact on both Pol sby-Popper and Reock.

N
N

Q On both. Yes, I'msorry. That's right

N
w

| was going the other direction. Yes.

N
N

And so for all the differences between

N
(62}

the various plans in Table 8 would you categorize
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any of themas significant differences in
conpact ness scores?

A That's not -- |I'mnot sure. | nean,
It's possible that words |ike "significant"” have
crept in in individual places. But | would say
generally if one plan is nore conpact than another
on all three of these neasures, Pol sbhy-Popper, Reock

and cut edges, then |I'm confortable saying that it's

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

generally nore conpact.

=
o

And that's certainly the case for this

=
[EEN

CD Al't versus enacted CD. It's -- it's nore conpact

=
N

on all three of these neasures. And so | would say

=
w

CD Al't is generally nore conpact than the enacted

[EEY
N

pl an.

[N
631

Q And you knew the conpactness scores of

=
[ep}

t he enacted plans when you were drawi ng the

=
~l

alternative plans for Congress, House and Senate;

=
(o0]

ri ght?

=
©

A | knew then? | had certainly reviewed

N
o

them vyes.

N
=

Q And did you have as one of your goals in

N
N

drafting the alternative plans a conpactness netric

N
w

to hit?

N
N

A No, | didn't have a nunmerical goal.

N
(62}

Q And your redistricting programthat you
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three districts, that contri butes one to county
splits but it contributes three to county pieces.

Q Thank you. And in |ooking at the
vari ous conparisons on -- let's just -- let's start

with just county splits or the nunber of tinmes --

well, the nunber of counties that are split. We'll
just call it that. That's the first colum in Table
9; right?

A Yes.

Q And so on the -- looking at the Senate

district, the conparison of the enacted to the
alternative plan on Alt 1 and Alt 3 have the same or
nore county splits and Alt 2 has three fewer
counties that are split; right?

A That's correct.

Q And on that House plan, the enacted
House plan as conmpared to the Alt plans, At 1, 2
and 3 alternative plans have the same number or nore
county splits than the enacted plan for the House;
ri ght?

A That's right.

Q And you have a count of municipality
splits. Do you know Georgia prioritizes avoiding
splits of municipalities?

A Well, what | tried to do -- so |I'm aware

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Denocratic districts, you m ght pick a higher
threshold than 5 out of 8. And so if you did that,

it could be higher or it could be lower. It's just
a different -- and that's -- that was ny point from
earlier.

This really is not attenpting to get a
measure of Denocratic performance. It's doing
sonet hing different.

Q And so in looking then -- let's kind of
| ook at the specific groupings we have. So we have
t he enacted plan has two majority BVAP districts and
five mpjority BHBVAP [sic] districts, right? BHVAP
districts. Sorry.

A Yes. Let's get that right. OCkay.
Sorry. So the enacted plan has two majority BVAP,
five majority BHVAP and just four majority BHCVAP.

Q OCkay. And so the differences fromthe
enacted plan to the Alt plan for Congress with plus
2 BVAP, plus 1 BHVAP, and plus 2 BHCVAP and plus 1
effective, right?

A Correct.

Q And the Senate plan here. On just the
maj ority BVAP colum are either going to go plus 3
maj ority BVAP for Alt 1 plus one majority BVAP for
Alt 2 and mnus 6 majority BVAP for all three. Do |

Veritext Lega Solutions
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have that right?

A That | ooks right.

Q And simlarly for the House, only Alt 1
I ncreases the nunmber of majority BVAP districts and
that's plus 1, and Alts 2 and 3 both reduce the
nunber of majority BVAP districts over fromthe
enacted plan, right?

A | agree.

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

Q Let's nove next to out incunbency and

=
o

core retention setup. So you reference the

=
[EEN

I ncunbent dat abase that you were provided by counsel

=
N

but U suspect that it's not current data given where

=
w

we -- where they stand. Please explain generally

[EEY
N

what you're tal king about in Section 6.5.

[N
631

A Right. | was provided with incunbent

=
[ep}

addresses. | then geo-located them and based on

=
~l

what | found |I'm not sure that they're fully

=
(o0]

accurate or up to date for everyone.

=
©

One reason is that there is a

N
o

requi rement of living in the district for

N
=

| egi slative districts, though not for Congressional

N
N

and | wasn't finding that all the incunmbents |ived

N
w

in the districts fromwhich they were el ected.

N
N

So that leads me to think there were

N
(62}

SOMe errors.
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retention you'll find far higher retention nunbers.
Q And so wrapping Section 6 -- one nore
gquestion on this front. You are aware that on the

Senate plan there are districts that would be
coll apsed in south Georgia and nove to north Georgia
as part of the process; right?

A | did read that in the transcript, the
col |l apsed districts. And that's conpletely
consistent with -- with what | inferred fromny
study of the map.

Q So wrapping up Section 6 of the report
here, you've reported a variety of netrics, but we
start at a point where you're offering opinions but
you're still just reporting statistics about the
various plans; right?

A Well, to some extent there are opinions
here such as the opinion that relative to other
states | find there to be | ow evidence of a priority
on core retention. You could characterize that as
an opinion.

And so along the way in the discussion
of these, there's sone inplicit opinions that are
articulated. But generally | agree with you that
the point of this section is to report the netrics.

Q Let's nove next to the G ngles

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Denmonstration Plans. So in reviewing -- |'ll start
wi th Congress, Section 7.1. And the alternative
pl an that you've drawn does not make district 6 a
maj ority-mnority district, it remains a majority
white district; is that right?

A Yes, that's right. In my CD Alt plan
District 6 is 57.1 percent white by VAP

Q And District 3 is a district that now
has beconme a mpjority black VAP and BHVAP district,
ri ght?

A That's correct.

Q Then nmoving to the Senate plans, you
i ndicate in the second paragraph there on Page 25
under 7.2 that the increase in mpjority BVAP, BHVAP,
BHCVAP districts is acconplished while maintaining
other traditional principles. Do you see that?

A | do.

Q And what is the basis -- is the basis
for you saying that the increase is acconplished
whi | e mai ntaining other traditional principles like
conpact ness and splitting scores that are generally
conparable to or better than those of the state's
enacted plan that the nmetrics we | ooked at in
Section 6 are largely simlar?

A Simlar or better, that's right.

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Q And so in dealing with the incredibly
complicated puzzle that we know redistricting and
the tradeoffs that are involved, when you're
creating the alternative Senate plans were you able
to prioritize any of the principles over any others,
or does each district involve a bal ancing of those
principles as you drew?

A You' re al ways bal ancing. And as |

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

I ndi cated earlier, when | found what | thought were

=
o

materially different ways of handlings the

=
[EEN

tradeoffs, | offered two options rather than just

=
N

one.

=
w

Q Let's |l ook at sonme of those options,

[EEY
N

turning to Page 26. And this is the SD Atl anta

[N
631

region; is that right?

=
[ep}

A Yes. Correct.

=
~l

Q And so in this -- in this plan District

=
(o0]

16 as it's drawn, it looks like it's the

=
©

sout hernnmost district -- we'll call it that just for

N
o

easy reference on this -- includes parts of Clayton

N
=

County with other nore rural counties south of

N
N

Atlanta, is that right?

N
w

A " m not sure | could pick out Clayton

N
N

confidently without a |label, but | think if | have

N
(62}

it right, then yes.
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Q And Fayette County -- we'll nmake it a
little easier. Fayette County is all dark blue on
At 1?2

A Okay.

Q That includes a part of south Fulton
along with all of Fayette; right?

A Yes. That's what it |ooks I|iKke.

Q And so is there a particular methodol ogy

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

you used in deciding to put, for exanple, south

=
o

Fulton with all of Fayette?

=
[EEN

A That woul dn't have been, you know, a

=
N

sort of explicit consideration. | |ooked to see if

=
w

there were ways of drawi ng the maps that bal anced

[EEY
N

t he principles that we've di scussed.

[N
631

These shoul d be understood, of course,

=
[ep}

as denonstration maps that show that it's possible

=
~l

to do several things at the sanme tine. And that's

=
(o0]

the intent of presenting them here.

=
©

Q Okay. And so you weren't considering,

N
o

for exanple, the rural nature of southern Fayette

N
=

and the nmore urban nature of south Fulton as you

N
N

were drawing the alternative plans, right?

N
w

A Generally as we discussed earlier, | had

N
N

certain aspects of comunity testinmony in m nd

N
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because, as we discussed, | reviewed that testinony
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1 at the sanme time that | was doing map draw ng. But
2 as a general matter, | think it's inmportant to
3 enmphasi ze again that these are particul ar kinds of
4 denmonstrative plans that have a particul ar raci al
5 threshold that they in my understanding have to hit
6 by |aw and that they're not the sane as renedi al
7 pl ans which come at a | ater stage of the Voting
8 Ri ghts Act.
9 Q And so these are exanples, they're not
10 districts that the | egislature should have
11 necessarily created? It's nore just to show a
12 probl enf?
13 A | think the role of G ngles 1
14 denmonstrative plans is to show that there's a
15 problem and to show that the problemis renmedi abl e.
16 MR. CANTER: Bryan, we've been going --
17 Q In | ooking --
18 MR. CANTER: We've been going just about
19 an hour, just if you're -- Moon, if you're
20 fine, then we can keep going. | just wanted
21 to --
22 THE W TNESS: Yeah, | -- 1'd love to
23 keep going for now.
24 Q (By M. Tyson) All right. So | ooking
25 over at tables 12 and 13, this is where you're
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conparing the enacted plans to the alternative
pl ans, right?
A That's right.
Q And so in looking at Alt 1, for exanple,
you have districts 34 at 72.2 percent on BVAP,
ri ght?
A Yes.
Q And Iin Alt 2, District 39 is at 86.5

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

percent on the BVAP nunber, is that right?

=
o

A That's right.

=
[EEN

Q Do you consi der either of those

=
N

districts to be packed under your definition?

=
w

A Well, so the definition of packing is

[EEY
N

el evation of the -- that | gave before. So ny -- ny

[N
631

wor ki ng definition for the purposes of this report

=
[ep}

Is the elevation of mnority popul ati on past what's

=
~l

necessary to achieve a certain goal.

=
(o0]

And so here -- in particular, to achieve

=
©

el ectoral opportunity. So here ny claimisn't that

N
o

|'ve tried to optim ze denmographics. In fact, as |

N
=

think we all know in redistricting, there's a

N
N

delicate balance we're trying to strike where you

N
w

must be race conscious at least to hit the 50

N
N

percent plus 1 threshold.

N
(62}

But you try to be mnimally race
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consci ous because it's -- it's best not to let --
you're required not to let race predom nate over
ot her concerns.

And so this area, we're |ooking at the
Atl anta region, has a lot as we saw in the dot
densities before. It's -- it's quite a segregated
area. There are areas with very high concentration.

And so if I"'monly |ooking at race in order to neet

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

t hat 50 percent threshold, then it is |likely that

=
o

"Il tend to see sone districts with extrenmely high

=
[EEN

bl ack voting age popul ati on.

=
N

So, again, if I'mnot exclusively trying

=
w

to bring that down but only trying to draw mnimally

[EEY
N

racer conscious alternatives that neet the threshold

[N
631

requirement, then it's not surprising to see high

=
[ep}

concentrati on.

=
~l

Q And just so | understand that | ast

=
(o0]

point, so your goal is to draw mnimally race

=
©

conscious districts that are above 50 percent, that

N
o

essentially -- like, for exanple, District 39 on Alt

N
=

2 is leftover population after you created those

N
N

ot her districts that were above that 50 percent

N
w

t hr eshol d?

N
N

A No. Rather what | nean to say is that

N
(62}

based on the size of the Senate district and the
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regi ons which are very heavily black | found that I
was creating sonme district with very high black
percentage just as a matter of human geography but
t hat even though that was happening it did not

| npede nmy ability to draw additional mpjority
districts. So that the G ngles threshold standard
is quite easily met in this part of the state.

Q And so then in your mnd the 86.5

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

percent district on Alt 2 wouldn't be packed because

=
o

the G ngles threshold can be met in districts around

=
[EEN

it?

=
N

A Well, the term packed is -- is not as we

=
w

saw before a matter of bright lines. It's

[EEY
N

definitely true -- as | said, when | have two

[N
631

di fferent denonstration plans it's often that |I'm

=
[ep}

trying to illustrate a tradeoff.

=
~l

And so here Alt 2 has fewer mpjority

=
(o0]

districts than Alt 1 does but still mre than the

=
©

st at e. And on the other hand, it's a bit nore

N
o

conpact, maybe even substantially nore conpact

N
=

dependi ng on what you think counts as a substanti al

N
N

di fference.

N
w

So you're seeing tradeoffs here. And |

N
N

think it's the -- the stats that we see in Alt 1

N
(62}

where there are nine majority BVAP districts, ten
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maj ority BHVAP and al so ten by BHCVAP. \hat |'ve
shown here is that that's readily acconplished while
bei ng highly m ndful of other principles. At 2
shows that if you dial up certain other principles
you can still even with a very heavy enphasis, say,
on conpactness, you can still achieve that while

i ncreasing the number of majority districts over the
st at e.

Q Let's | ook next to Page 28 which is the
SD Gm nnett area. And this one, unlike the prior
set of maps, only has an Alt conparison, not an Alt
1 and Alt 2 conparison. |Is Alt 2 any different in
this area?

A There is no Alt 2. I'msorry. Can you
ask that a different way?

Q Certainly. So | just wanted to
understand in the SD Atlanta region you provided
enacted, Alt 1 and Alt 2. In the GmMnnett you only
have enacted an Alt 2. And so my question is: |Is
Alt 2 in SD Gwm nnett different than the enacted or
different than Alt 1, or are you just selecting one
to | ook at?

A Ch, I'msorry. | don't mean to be non
responsive. But there is no Alt 2, so | can't

describe it's properties. But --

800.808.4958
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A That's definitely right. It reaches
significantly further north south in the Alt 1 than
it did in the enacted.

Q Turning over to Page 34 and Table 17 and
18, | wanted to ask you about Table 18. You said
that Alt 2 dom nates the enacted plan. And that's
based on the county splits and nunber of cut edges

only; is that right?

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

A So -- sorry if that's unfamliar. So

=
o

dom nates is a technical termfromoptim zation in

=
[EEN

whi ch you say that one -- if you have

=
N

mul ti-objective optimzation, if you have severa

=
w

different metrics you're considering, to domnate is

[EEY
N

just to be better in all.

[N
631

That's all it nmeans. | know t he

=
[ep}

connot ations are sort of aggressive, but it's --

=
~l

it's a technical term

=
(o0]

Q Great. Thank you. Thank you for that

=
©

clarification. | definitely was thinking a nore

N
o

aggressive reading of that, not the technical

N
=

readi ng.

N
N

So in |looking at the At plan again, |

N
w

noticed that on Alt 1 counted four districts that

N
N

are greater than 80 percent on the Black VAP nunber,

N
(62}

a district that's over 90 percent on Alt 2 in
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District 57 on the Black VAP nunber.
Are these districts packed in your
estimation?

A It depends whet her you're using the word
packed to kind of connote the intent to dilute the
vote. And certainly if you nmean packed that way,

t hen they're not packed. Because there's no

dilutive intent, | can assure you.

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

I|f, on the other hand, you nean the nore

=
o

restricted popul ati on concentrati on beyond what's

=
[EEN

needed to achi eve certain goals, | would say that

=
N

t hose are very high nunbers but they reflect the --

=
w

what | found in the geography.

[EEY
N

Now, of course, you can al ways attenpt

[N
631

to unpack that to counteract the human geography by

=
[ep}

creating, for exanple, elongated districts. But |

=
~l

found that that was not necessary here in order to

=
(o0]

significantly inprove on the number of majority

=
©

districts overall.

N
o

So, again, just to summarize. That was

N
=

a bit of a mouthful. What |I'm saying is, yes, those

N
N

nunbers are very high. No one's claimng you need

N
w

90 percent bl ack popul ation to have opportunity.

N
N

But, you know, the -- the tradeoff of conpactness

N
(62}

and county splitting and so on that would be
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necessary to bring those down isn't needed here in
order to meet the G ngles standard.

Q If we keep working our way al ong through
t he sout hwest region, and this is a region -- in
| ooking at this, this looks like it's a plus 2 on
all three of the majority and coalition categories;
is that right?

A Yes. So now we're in HD Sout hwest, and

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

| see plus 2 in all categories.

=
o

Q And one of the things on the Alt plan I

=
[EEN

noticed is Albany is the -- kind of population

=
N

center area. |It's connected all the way down to the

=
w

Fl ori da border. Again, is there a particular reason

[EEY
N

why you're putting Albany with a border county

[N
631

with -- on the Florida border like that?

=
[ep}

A | would just repeat the explanation from

=
~l

earlier that says that these are intended to be

=
(o0]

denmonstrations of what's possible, not necessarily a

=
©

call for a particular configuration in -- you know,

N
o

in this remedy at the end of the day.

N
=

Q And going over to Table 19, the HD

N
N

Sout hwest Alt 1 also does split nmore counties than

N
w

t he enacted plan, right?

N
N

A That's correct.

N
(62}

Q And | think | know the answer to this
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account or is this really just focused on
effectiveness?

A This -- this section shows a focus on
effectiveness.

Q So you can't identify any particular
geographic or comunity reasons to |link that part of
Col umbus with this part of south Georgia?

A Well, no.

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

Q -- in the effectiveness?

=
o

A That's right. And once again, |'m not

=
[EEN

suggesting that sonme -- this particular

=
N

configuration is in any way required. |'m show ng

=
w

what m ght happen if you were drawing with an eye to

[EEY
N

effecti veness and the TDPs.

[N
631

Q "' m | ooking over to the Augusta area.

=
[ep}

It looks like fromthis that in the process of

=
~l

addi ng the effective districts there's not a single

=
(o0]

district that's bel ow -- above 50 percent on either

=
©

BVAP or BHVAP on this east Black Belt Alt 3 map,

N
o

ri ght?

N
=

A Right. That's -- that's quite notable

N
N

her e. So while no districts get to 50, four of the

N
w

districts are nonet hel ess effective, | abel ed

N
N

effective.

N
(62}

Q And | ooking over to SD Sout heast gets us
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800.808.4958 770.343.9696



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-9 Filed 03/27/23 Page 38 of 52

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

N T T N T S R e N T
a A W N P O © 00O N OO 01~ W N+, O

Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023
Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S
Page 162
Q We again have a collection of four

districts as | counted them of 80 percent BVAP in

t he process of getting to the increase in effective
districts. And again, that wasn't sonmething that
you | ooked at because you weren't | ooking at racial
i ssues while drawi ng, right?

A | was not.

Q And in the HD Cobb area, we have a 93.1
percent BVAP district in Districts 58. And agai n,
no particular reason for that configuration beyond
t hat's what happened when you figured these other
effective districts.

A Ri ght. That would be the story
t hroughout that you can see some very high nunbers
here as a function of the human geography that says
especially black but also to a | esser extent Latino
people live residentially in sone parts of the state
In area that are extrenmely heavily concentrated with
mnority residents.

It's possible to reduce those nunbers.
But if you're not |ooking at race, you m ght tend to
see really high nunbers |ike these.

Q And you al so have one of the -- one of
t he changes | noted on this chart, too, is in

District 43. There's a decrease in the number of

Veritext Lega Solutions
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generals that are successfully for the mnority
preferred candidate from8 to 5 in District 43. But
still because it nmet the definition of effectiveness
under your method you counted that as an effective
district, right?

A That's absolutely right. And not a
great indication that we're not sort of -- aimng

for Denocratic performance here but for opportunity

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

under this constructed definition.

=
o

Q So | ooking at DeKal b on the next page, |

=
[EEN

guess the same answers in terns of high BVAP

=
N

percentages and nothing difficult in this region

=
w

versus any of the others; right?

[EEY
N

A | denti cal answers.

[N
631

Q And for particular configurations,

=
[ep}

again, |like connecting areas of MIton with areas of

=
~l

Roswel | or parts like that in north Fulton, that

=
(o0]

wasn't a consideration you were |ooking at in

=
©

drawi ng these plans, right?

N
o

A Right. | mean, with the know edge --

N
=

"1l will just sort of reiterate. Wth the

N
N

knowl edge that | gai ned throughout this process

N
w

about areas where people were tal king about shared

N
N

community concerns, that probably infornms all the

N
(62}

map drawing in the back of ny m nd.

Veritext Lega Solutions
800.808.4958 770.343.9696



Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-9 Filed 03/27/23 Page 40 of 52

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

N T T N T S R e N T
a A W N P O © 00O N OO 01~ W N+, O

Moon Duchin, Ph.D. February 27, 2023

Georgia State Conference of The NAACP, eta. v. S

Page 164

But because it's not visible on a map,
t hose considerations aren't always going to be front
of mnd in the mappi ng process.

Q And so then for Gwm nnett, for Southwest
for East Black Belt, the process that you foll owed
was the sanme for all of those regions, including fro
Sout heast region, right?

A Yes, quite the sane.

Q That makes that part of the process a
little bit shorter then. So in terms of Section 9
of the report, are you offering of any opinions in
this section of the report or just presenting the
pl ans that you drew in |ight of what you described
at the beginning of the section?

A Well, there's -- there's really very
mnimal text at all in this section. So to the
extent that | intend conclusions -- they're
concl usi ons about possibility, right. So the
exi stence of these denobnstrative plans shows that
certain things are possible. And that's all that |
want -- wanted to conclude fromthat section.

Q Let's nove into our racial
gerrymandering section. And so your nethod of
| ooki ng at racial gerrymander as | understand it in

this section is through core retention or conversely

800.808.4958
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parti san consi derations can be in play. M question
was just was raced used to achieve themor is there
evidence that racial considerations were also in
pl ay.

Q And so -- but specifically in this
section of your report, you're not analyzing any
political data in conparison to racial data for

t hese vari ous geographic changes; right?

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

A | think in this section itself you won't

=
o

see that. But the section is supported by several

=
[EEN

appendi x tables. And, for exanple -- let nme just

=
N

flip ahead and find them

=
w

So Section C supports the split of

[EEY
N

subsection of 10, and there you will see political

[N
631

data conpared to denographi c data.

=
[ep}

Q So in ternms of finding a conplete

=
~l

analysis in Section 10, you have to include all of

=
(o0]

Appendi x C to see the conplete analysis of that. is

=
©

that fair to say?

N
o

A | guess the way | would phrase it is

N
=

that | think Section -- Appendix C can be hel pful.

N
N

But |I've tried in section -- in the body of Section

N
w

10 to present what | think is a collection of useful

N
N

facts and observati ons.

N
(62}

Q Let's start with District 6. And you
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A That's right. It's the nost
over popul ated on this chart.
Q And 14 -- well, and District 11 as well

was al so over popul ated by nmore than 37,000 peopl e,
ri ght?

A Okay.

Q And those are districts that all -- at

| east in part touch District 6, is that right?

A Let's see. \Vhat was the |ist again?
14, 11 -- | just want to nake sure I'm --

Q And 7.

A Yes, that sounds right. I'mtrying to

-- 1"1l just flip back to my map.
14, yes. So that doesn't touch 6,
right?

Q 14 does not touch 6. It touches 6, yes.
There's -- I'"msorry. 14 is on your chart here, but
It doesn't touch District 6, you're correct.

A Right. | nean, it does in ny
alternative map, but not in the enacted plan, the
benchmar k pl an, or the Duncan-Kennedy pl an.

Q And so you'd expect that there would be
changes to all the districts. You're just pointing
out -- when you're pointing out this closeness of

District 6 to the ideal district size, that's not

Veritext Lega Solutions
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| ooki ng at anything else in context, right?

A That's right. It's nmerely saying that
if -- that one could conclude fromthat nmerely that
I f core retention were the top of mnd
consi deration, only very small changes would have to
be made. But of course we all fully recognize that
t here are many ot her considerations in play.

Q And on District -- I'msorry. On Page
68 you're discussing this -- back to Exhibit 1.
You're discussing the transfers that took place
here.

A Once agai n, what page are we on?

Q ' msorry. Back on Exhibit 1, your main
report, Page 68.

A Yes. Okay. |'mthere.

Q Ckay. And so you note that there were
swaps or transfers of nore urban, nore black and
Hi spani ¢ nei ghborhood out of CD 6 while bringing in
whi t er suburban areas; right?

A Correct.

Q And you say at the end of that
paragraph, "This transition | ooks to be plainly
dilutive of voting power."

What about the transition is plainly

di lutive of voting power?
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But equally because nothing changes in a
vacuum if you change a district you change its
nei ghbors. And | also considered whet her any of
t hose swaps inproved the prospects in the
nei ghboring districts, and they do not.

So taken together, that's what supports
the conclusion that this transition |ooks to be
plainly dilutive.

Q And how do you rule out that the
transition could be plainly political in ternms of
t he goals of the map drawers?

A | don't need to rule it out to concl ude
that it's dilutive, right? 1t could be both
political and dilutive.

Q Movi ng next into the changes made in CD

14 into Cobb County.

A Yes.
Q And you say that -- |1'm going to point
here. In that -- in the next paragraph after what

we were just |ooking at, you say Figure 31 makes it
clear that the novenment of these areas of Cobb into
the district can't be justified in terns of

conpact ness or respect for urban/rural communities

of interest.”

How does Figure 31 illustrate that to be

800.808.4958
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shifts.

Q And how did you go about doing the --
garnering the information about, for exanple,
Senator, now Representative Au or Senator |slanf?

A Let's see. So | think I -- one thing
that | had encountered is a list of who -- I'm
actually not sure how to pronounce it. Galeo or

Gal eo had -- had endorsed in the el ections. So |

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

got -- you know, | really used sort of every neans

=
o

at ny disposal to try to figure out who were the

=
[EEN

candi dates aligned with the grass roots organization

=
N

representing black and Latino voters.

=
w

So the -- this endorsenment is a matter

[EEY
N

of public record. Other than that, | mean, |'m sure

[N
631

| | ooked at PDM many tinmes to try to figure out what

=
[ep}

| could about the reelection records. But | didn't

=
~l

use any other non-publicly avail able resources.

=
(o0]

Q And do you consider racially inmbal anced

=
©

popul ation transfers in and out of a district as

N
o

evi dence of racial predom nance in the consideration

N
=

of a district map?

N
N

A | would call it suggestive evidence, not

N
w

concl usi ve evidence, but suggestive evidence.

N
N

Q Do you think a racially inbal anced

N
(62}

popul ation shift is suggestive of a racial goal of a
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precincts you cannot claimto be doing do, | think
-- as far as |I'maware, you cannot claimto be
confidently doing so on the basis of election
hi story.

Of course you can use the predictive
analytics to try to guess who voted how. But in ny
under standi ng the primary tool that you have at your

di sposal when you split precincts is denographics.

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

That's what's available to you when you split

=
o

precincts.

=
[EEN

And so I find that the state has split

=
N

far, far nore precincts than ny alternative maps

=
w

have. And again, we're tal king about state

[EEY
N

precincts here, not the census VTDs.

[N
631

And to ne that is -- that is suggestive

=
[ep}

of race, not party, as a kind of explanation.

=
~l

Q So beyond the precinct splits we just

=
(o0]

tal ked about and for purposes of this report, you

=
©

don't have further analysis to discuss splits of a

N
o

parti san nature having a racial inpact that may be

N
=

uni nt ended, right?

N
N

A That's right. The strongest evidence is

N
w

t hat of split precincts.

N
N

Q Well, let's nove into the state House.

N
(62}

| wanted to ask you about -- | think this gets into
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could learn fromthat record.
Q And so the sane question as to the

Senate districts that we tal ked about. Are you
saying that the districts listed in Table 40 on Page
71 were drawn primarily based on race to the
detriment of traditional districting principles?

A Well, again, I -- 1 would probably stop
short of using a word like "primarily," but | would
say they were drawn in a quite racially-distinctive
way.

And | think what | nmean for you to --
for readers to draw fromthese figures is we can see
t hey have nore countries reversals than they used to
have, they're |ess conpact | ooking than they used to
be.

And so |I'm not seeing at |east that
| evel any possible TP justification, although
certainly, as you say, there could be others that
aren't on the record.

Q And did you review precinct shapes as
part of your analysis of traditional districting
principles for these districts?

A | definitely do take that into account
where | can, yes.

Q And ny question was specifically, did

Veritext Lega Solutions
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mean that very sincerely. You can achieve things
that | ook really conspicuous nust by chance. But
here | find that, you know, the indicia of racial
sorting are quite strong. And so generally that's
suggestive of the use of race at |east as a proxy.
Q So are you offering the opinion in this
report, | ooking at Page 72, that race predom nated

over other traditional districting principles in the

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

splits in the Congressional map of Cobb, Fayette,

=
o

Ful t on, Dougl as, Newton, Gwm nnett, Miscogee and Bi bb

=
[EEN

Counti es?

=
N

A Well, | made a slightly nmore qualified

=
w

determ nation here the way | wote it, which is to

[EEY
N

say that | see patterns consistent with a packing

[N
631

and cracking strategy.

=
[ep}

Q But you're not saying there was a

=
~l

packi ng and cracking strategy. You're just saying

=
(o0]

the data are consistent with that kind of strategy?

=
©

A Well, that's right. | -- 1 try not to

N
o

overstate the kinds of concl usions that can be drawn

N
=

fromthese kinds of nethods.

N
N

Q In turning to the precinct split

N
w

anal ysis, which is our next section, you reference

N
N

the -- and so in looking at these -- and | saw

N
(62}

you' ve given seven precincts as exanples of split
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A Well, let's see. CD 6 and 11. | don't
-- let's see. They m ght be contained in the
figures in Appendi x C.
Let nme take a quick | ook. But
ot herwi se, fromnmenory | wouldn't be able to say. |
don't think those are in the figures. So |I can't

say from menory.

Q Ckay. | didn't see them either, so
that's -- that's --

A Ckay. We agree.

Q And in Table 42 you use kind of the sane

| anguage we just said. There's a show ng of
significant racial disparity consistent with an
effort to dimnish the electoral effectiveness of CD
6 for black voters.

You're not saying that was the effort.
You're just saying the evidence is consistent with
that kind of effort, right?

A That's right. 1've made an effort to be
di sci plined about the |anguage.

Q VWhen you reviewed -- the next page over
there's kind of a District CD 4 and 10 precinct
split with the boundari es.

A Yes.

Q Did you ook to see if there were other

Veritext Lega Solutions
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geographic features, |ike highways or other areas
al ong which those boundaries were split?

A That is something | generally do | ook
for. | can't tell you with confidence, you know, in
realtime whether | |ooked at that for these
particular splits. But that is generally sonething
| do consi der.

Q Next you | ook at the state Senates. And

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

we have simlar -- a simlar kind of county precinct

=
o

sequence. And you being with the county splits.

=
[EEN

And you note there is significant racial disparities

=
N

between the splits in Fulton, Gwam nnett, DeKal b,

=
w

Cobb, Bi bb, Chatham Douglas and Houston and Newt on,

[EEY
N

Cl arke, Hall, Muscogee, Fayette and Ri chnmond

[N
631

Counti es.

=
[ep}

You' re not saying that these -- you're

=
~l

saying, |like the Congressional plan, that these are

=
(o0]

splits consistent with a racial goal, not that it

=
©

was definitely a racial goal in those splits, right?

N
o

A Right. | would never try to claimthat

N
=

| can definitely conclude anythi ng about goal s.

N
N

Q And you al so say that numerous counties

N
w

were split into unnecessarily many pieces, again, in

N
N

that district than necessary. You're just referring

N
(62}

to that if it was done and there could have been a
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reduction in precincts -- | nmean in county splits?
A Ri ght. Necessary refers to possibility.
And so, for instance, some counties are so |arge
that they're larger than Senate districts and so
t hey must be split. Those are necessary splits.
And, you know, some counties are so
| arge they must be split into at |east a certain

nunber of pieces. And ny point here is that the

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

actual nunber of pieces far exceeds that necessary

=
o

count.

=
[EEN

Q And then you reference that there were

=
N

13 state precincts split with a significant racial

=
w

di sparity; right?

[EEY
N

A Yes.

[N
631

Q And you didn't identify any other

=
[ep}

precincts that were split on the Senate plan with a

=
~l

significant racial disparity besides the 13, right?

A Right. And I think -- what | -- if |

e
o 0

wrote this well, which I hope that | did, what I

N
o

meant by significant is the sane 20-point disparity

N
=

that was referred to earlier in the paragraph,

N
N

although I -- it would have been better if | had

N
w

specified within the sentence.

N
N

Q And then for the state House plan you

N
(62}

| i sted out 30 counties, and I won't read off all of
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those. But |I'massum ng the same opinion in terns
of you find the racially sorting splits consistent
with a racial goal, but you can't say for certain
that it is a racial goal, right?

A That's right. And I'Il note that here
it returns to a theme | nmentioned, you know, a few
hours ago, which is that, as | wote here, the |arge

counties take the brunt of the splitting. So, you

© 00 N o o~ wWw N

know, Fulton 22 pieces and Gwi nnett 21 and so on.

=
o

And that's something that | gl eaned from

=
[EEN

the public testinony was undesirable froma

=
N

community's point of view

=
w

Q And then you say the number of precinct

[EEY
N

splits was a striking nunmber. Any special nmeaning

[N
631

for striking there, |ike domnate earlier?

=
[ep}

A No, there's no technical neaning, just

=
~l

that | was struck by it.

=
(o0]

Q Okay. And you identified only 47

=
©

precincts in the state House plan that are split

N
o

with a heavy racial disparity across the division,

N
=

ri ght?

N
N

A That's right.

N
w

Q Then you conclude this section by saying

N
N

racially distinctive precinct splits provide

N
(62}

particularly strong evidence that race has
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Q In Septenber?

A No.

Q I n October?

A Possi bly. October sounds -- maybe.

Q Late Cctober?

A It had to be in that tine w ndow because it's a
narrow ti me wi ndow, so maybe Cct ober

Q Late Cctober?

A | couldn't say specifically.

Q Do you recall if it was closer to when the
Septenmber 27th map was made public or was it closer to
when the ultimtely enacted map was nmade public?

A | don't think it was close to the
Septenber time frame, but | don't know exactly the date.

Q Do you renmenber, what did you guys tal k about?
The Congressi onal map.

Who was at the neeting?

The -- the nanmes | gave you previously.

o r» O »r

So just to be clear, you had a neeting with --
about the Congressional map at sone tinme closer to the
enacted map's publication with Chai rmans Kennedy, Rich
M . Tyson, Speaker Ral ston, Lieutenant Governor Duncan,
and staff of the Speaker and Lieutenant Governor?

A That's correct.

Q Do you renenber how many staff?
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A No. | was in ny office on a Zoomcall and |
was not in the actual roomwth them so | don't know who
all was in the room

Q \Was everyone -- maybe you don't know this, but

was everyone else in a single roomand you were on the

vi deo?

A | can't say that everyone. Most of them were
in asingle room | don't recall there being soneone
el se on the Zoomcall, but...

Q Was -- was a map projected when that was taking
pl ace?

A Yes.

Q Did you have the ability to change the map's
conposi tion when that occurred?

A Yes.

Q Did anyone on that call ask you to make changes
to the lines at that tinme?

A Yes. We worked on adjusting the map during

t hat call
Q It was a working session?
A Yes.
Q And changes were made?
A Yes.
Q At the direction of Chairman Ral ston?
A  Speaker Ral ston?
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Q | apologize. Excuse ne. At the direction of
Speaker Ral ston?

A Yes. | think there was a group discussion
about things. | don't know that it was a single person
who said do this, but...

Q Sonebody on the other side of the Zoom --

A Unh- huh.

Q -- gave you an instruction about how the
conposition lines would | ook and you followed it?

A Yes. We would try different scenari os.

Q I just want to understand what you are saying.
So would it be fair to say that it was difficult to
di scern who was in charge of that instruction, but it was
sonmeone on the other side of the call?

A It's not difficult to discern, but there was
di scussi on happeni ng.

Q | see.

A So as listening to the discussion, | would then
attenpt to try and create a sanple of what it was that
they were | ooking to see.

Q So it was a collaborative process anongst the
peopl e on that Zoom call ?

A Yes.

Q Are you aware of how the individuals on the

Zoom cal | obtained -- you know, built their opinions

Page 30

Veritext Lega Solutions
866 299-5127




Case 1:21-cv-05338-SCJ-SDG-ELB Document 142-10 Filed 03/27/23 Page 6 of 89

A WD

ol

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

point, but | don't recall a specific e-mail with him

Q The sane reasons why you didn't really e-nmai
t he Congressional map?

A Yes.

Q Oay. Do you -- did -- 1 think you told ne
t hat Chai rman Kennedy provided you with specific

i nstructions about how the lines of the map shoul d be

dr awn?
A Say that one nore time. |'msorry.
Q Sure.

Di d Chairman Kennedy provide you with specific
i nstructions about how the lines of the State Senate nmap
shoul d be drawn?

A No.

Q Did you receive any specific instructions about
how the lines of the State Senate map shoul d be drawn?

A Initially, no.

Q How did you make a determ nati on about how to
draw the lines for the State Senate map?

A That was a -- basically a -- call it a blind
map, but it was a map, just a starting point map to
address the popul ati on changes in the state and nmake
adj ustnents to the districts as they were, to try and
have a starting point, a discussion map to -- to start

Wi th.
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you about M. Tyson's role?

A | believe so.

Q So M. Kennedy -- pardon ne. Chairman Kennedy
sees the blind map, and then what happens? Does he
direct you to nmake changes to it?

A That being a starting point map, then yes, we
began to work within it to nake adjustnents for whatever
requests people wanted to try and nodify the map, however
he wanted to try to best accommpdate requests and things
that were brought to him

Q And you had a | ot of conversations with hinf

A Yes.

Q A lot of conversations about nodifying the
bl i nd map?

A W did have conversations about nodifying it,
yes.

Q Were those conversations ever in person?

A Yes.

Q Were they nostly in person?

A Yes.

Q VWen you had those conversations, was the map
projected onto a screen?

A Not necessarily.

Q But sonetines?

A Soneti mes.
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Q \Wen you had the conversations when the map was
projected onto the screen, was it within Maptitude?

A If I"'mlooking at the map, it would have been
in Maptitude.

Q Okay. And you know how to use Maptitude?

A Yes.

Q \Was data projected onto the screen?

A Sonetinmes it may have been. Not all the tine.

Q Wihy would you ook at a map wi thout any data
related to it?

A You are just review ng the geography. You
woul dn't necessarily be |looking at the data. You are
| ooking at the conposition of districts, the counties,
precincts and things.

Q \When data was projected onto the screen, what
type of data was it?

A Typically, our data would include the total
popul ation, the deviation, the percent deviation, voting
age popul ation. Mst of the fields that you see on our
popul ation sumary reports would be al so included on
there, as well as political data.

Q | recall that there's data related to the race
of the popul ati on on those summary reports.

A  Correct.

Q Was data related to the race of the popul ations
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proj ected onto the screen?

A It could have been sonetines.

Q Most of the time?

A Most of the tinme. W usually projected all the
race data that we would use on the reports, as well as
the political data that they were reviewing. So both
t oget her.

Q \Was that data relevant to you making -- 1'11
rephrase.

Di d Chai rman Kennedy consi der that data when
maki ng instructions about how to draw the |ines?

A | would assune he did. | don't know what
Chai rman Kennedy consi der ed.

Q Was it sort of a collaborative conversation or
was it really just Chairman Kennedy givi ng you
instructions and you follow ng then?

A Can you explain what you nean by that?

Q Yeah. | can imagine that Chairman Kennedy tol d
you you need to nove this line in southeast Georgia and

then you did it. O Chairmn Kennedy could say, what

woul d happen if | noved -- you noved this line in
sout heast Georgia? You could say, well, Chairman, this
or that.

A 1'dsay it's nore |ike the second scenari o.

Q Okay. What type of questions did he ask you?
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Kennedy, M. Tyson and Ms. Paradi se and ot her senators?
A The changes, | think, came at the request of
t he senator, and then Chai rman Kennedy authorized to try
and see if we could do what he had requested.
Q At the request of the senator, what senator are
you referring to?

A Senat or Rhett.

Q So there was the map that was published first?
A Uh- huh.
Q And then Senator Rhett requested changes?
A Uh- huh.
Q And as a consequence of that, you nmade changes?
A Yes.
Q And then another map was published?
A Yes.
Q Were there any other changes requested?
A | cannot recall. That one stands out.
remenber doing that one. | don't recall if there were

others in that draft.

Q Wiy does it stand out?

A | have drawn a | ot of maps, so...

Q Yeah. So why does that one stand out?

A Because in commttee, | renmenber there was
di scussi on over the change, that that was in the

comm ttee neeting, so that one sticks out. That may have
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been the only one that went into that final version
because ot her -- other changes m ght have gone into the
ot her version, the first presented version before we got
to that, but there were nenbers, you know, putting
changes in.
That one just junps out at nme. That may have

been the only one that went into that |ast version.

Q Did you speak with anyone else in addition to
t he people you referred to for any reason about the State
Senate map?

A | probably spoke with a | ot of senators
regardi ng that map

Q Right. Right. OGCkay.

A So | don't want to list all 56 of the

menbers --

Q Yeah.

A -- that were here then, but | spoke with a | ot
of menbers at that point, fromthe tinme -- especially

when the nmap was nmade public, those that requested
t hi ngs.

Q Did you speak with anyone in the House about
drawi ng the State Senate map?

A I don't think so.

Q Did you speak with anyone outside of the

Ceneral Assenbly about drawing the State Senate map?
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| ook |ike?
There was a | ot of input everywhere.
And it was hard to look at all of it?

Yes.

Q
A
Q Right. You weren't able to |look at all of it?
A | looked at a lot of it but not all of it.

Q Yeah. There was a |ot you didn't |ook at?

A | don't know that |I'd say there was a | ot |
didn't | ook at.

Q Okay.

A But | did watch or attend every public hearing.

Q Okay. We have just been tal king about the
State Senate map, and you described a blind -- I'm going
tocall it a blind map process. Does that nmake sense if
| said it that way?

A Sur e.

Q Yeah. | should back up. What was your role in
drawi ng the State House map whi ch Governor Kenp signed
into | aw?

A It was the sanme as the House, or as the Senate
and Congressional .

Q Okay. And did you use the sanme blind map
process to draw the State House nmap?

A Yes.

Q Was Brian Knight involved at all in draw ng the
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Q Well, so -- sure. Let ne rephrase.

You referred to having a working session with
Chai rman Kennedy, M. Tyson, Ms. Paradi se about the State
Senate map. Am | recalling that?

A Right. Well, we would have had severa
neeti ngs where we di scussed the map. There wasn't one
session where we had other multiple senators involved at
the sanme tinme that | recall. So the Senate was a little
different in that respect.

Q You net with Chairman Rich regarding the State
Senate map?

A Yes.

Q Was it the sanme type of process that you had
with Senator Kennedy, where you had a blind map and then
you reviewed it with her?

A Yes.

Q And then she, as the sponsor of the map, would
either direct you to make changes or bring in other
menbers of the House who would make directions for
changes?

A Yes. It was ny understandi ng both chairnmen
were neeting with nmenbers and had opened up office tine
and neeting tine to take input fromthe nmenbers about the
map and their districts. And | don't know how many

menmbers each of themnmet with, but they did have those
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neetings and that frame of reference. So that when we
met together, they could use those neetings and the input
t hey received from nenbers to make adjustnents if the --
if the draft didn't ook -- if they felt |ike this nenber
had requested this and we weren't -- if we could
accommodate things, we would try to accommodat e those
t hi ngs.

Q But you weren't involved in those neetings?

A | was not.

Q Was anyone in your office involved in those

meeti ngs?
A No.
Q You just knew they existed?
A Ri ght .
Q Wuld Chairman Rich nmention themto you?
A Yes.
Q Sonetines specific neetings?
A Maybe.
Q Yeah.
We' ve been goi ng about an hour, | think. Wuld

this be a good tine to maybe take a 15-m nute break?
A ['"'m -- whatever.
THE W TNESS: Patrick?
MR. JAUGSTETTER:  Sure.

MR. CANTER: Thank you.
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received directions from-- sorry, 1'll rephrase.

You nentioned earlier that with regards to the
Senate map, you received directions on how to draw the
lines from-- either directly from Chai rman Kennedy or
t hrough Chai rman Kennedy from other senators. |[|s that
basically right?

A Yes.

Q And it was the sane process with the State
House map but with Chairman Rich, not Chairman Kennedy?

A Yes.

Q \Vhat was your process for receiving directions
on how to change the lines with regards to the
Congr essi onal map?

A  Well, I think we tal ked about the neeting,
jointly meeting with them so sane type of thing. |nput
from what ever they had, conversations or whatnot. There
were al so considerations, of course, fromthings we had
heard from public hearings and other things to try and
i ncorporate into those maps, so those deci sions were nmade
in coordination with all of that together.

Q Did you use a blind map for the Congressional

map -- sorry, let nme rephrase.
A Yeah.
Q You nmentioned -- that's fair.

You had nmentioned creating a blind Senate map
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same thing?

A Right. The fewer the splits, the easier it
woul d be for themto assign voters, especially under a
conpressed tinme frane.

Q Got it. | understand that's especially the
case with precinct splits?

A Yes.

Q As part of your analysis of the maps, what did
you do to confirmthat they were in conpliance with the
Voting Rights Act?

A So conpliance with the Voting Rights Act is a
| egal opinion, so ny work on drawi ng the map woul d
create -- try and maintain districts that we had
previously had that were districts that had been
maj ority-mnority population districts. W try not to
reduce the nunber that we had before, and I would try to
make sure that what we were drawi ng, to the best of ny
ability, continued that, if possible, but then | would
al so ask themto have those reviewed by counsel for that
conpl i ance.

Q So would it be fair to say that as a nonl awer,
you tried your best to ensure conpliance, but ultimtely
that wasn't a determni nation you were naking?

A True.

Q Oay. And the way you tried your best was to
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reconmended to add to 6 on that.

Q \What do you nean by "e-mail list"?

A We tal ked about that. | had an e-mail fromhis
staff.

Q Onh, | see.

It was in the docunments sonmewhere.

Q | understand. So there was an e-mail fromthe
staff of Chairman Kennedy?

A  Chairman Kennedy, uh-huh, on his behalf.

Q And the e-mail -- and | know I'm partly
par aphrasi ng here -- but roughly said, hey, here are sone
things we would |ike you to do for your blind map?

A Right. Well, they didn't call that a blind
map, but here's sone things we'd like to try on a
Congr essi onal map.

Q Do you know why Senator Kennedy's staff wanted
to try adding Forsyth into CD 67?

A The desire for district -- or for congressional
District 6 was to make it a nore politically el ectable
di strict.

Q Politically electable for whonf

A For the party of the people who were draw ng

Q How was that information conveyed to you?

A It is obvious to ne, but, | nean, | don't -- |
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don't -- that discussion | think was had at sone point.
Sorry. Sorry.

| don't --

That question --

-- have a specific --

Yeah.

-- nonment.

What makes it -- what makes it obvious to you?

> O >» O » O » O

Forsyth County tends to vote Republican. It
was a political decision.

Q If you are gonna add Forsyth County, you are
going to have to take away sonething else. |Is that
ri ght?

A Right. So as the map fromthe bottom -- of
course, we have nentioned south Georgia's |oss of
popul ation, those three congressional districts across
the bottom and |I think even District 12 had a | oss of
popul ation or were below in population. They had to
reach upward. It sort of pushed the entire map. It did
this on all three. The effects of that on all three maps
pushed things northward.

So sone districts around the mddle and in the

upper parts in the Metro area were gonna get shifted
further up to where the population was. So the growth in

popul ation there added into District 6 al so gave -- net
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their political goal for District 6, so that would be the
deci sion they nmade to push that district into Forsyth.

Q Are you aware that the benchmark Congressi onal
District 6 -- I"'mpretty sure I'mright about this one --
was within 600 persons of the ideal population size for a
Congr essi onal map?

A Yes. | think sonme of themwere closer to the
target size than others, depending upon the pace of
growth. But in any redistricting map, we always say that
doesn't nean you can | eave one district in a vacuum The
effects of other districts, the desires of, you know,
what they want to see in the map i npact the shape of the
district, so...

Q It seens |like adding Forsyth was one of the

first proposals, though; is that right?

A It was on that initial draft.
Q The initial list --
A Uh- huh.
Q -- requesting information, right?
Are you aware of any other reasons why Forsyth
was added to -- just we'll start with the Septenber map?

A Oher than political reasons?
Q Oher than the direction fromthe e-mail from
Senat or Kennedy's -- Chai rman Kennedy's staff.

A  Wll, as | said, I think that was the political
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1 goal for District 6, so...

2 Q Utimtely in the passed map, Dawson was added

3 as well?

4 A |"msorry, can you say that again?

5 Q It | ooks |ike, when | | ook at the passed map,

6 Dawson County was added on top of Forsyth.

7 A  You nean passed, approved. | was wondering --

8 Q Oh, no, I didn't --

9 A -- when you said passed, and | was |ike --

10 Q ' m sorry.

11 A | was |ike, what, what?

12 Q | was told | need to stop that. Enacted?

13 A  Enacted.

14 Q Yeah.

15 A Yes.

16 Q I'Il --

17 A Yes.

18 Q -- rephrase.

19 Yeah. U timtely the enacted map includes --

20 A Dawson.

21 Q -- Dawson County as wel|?

22 A That's correct.

23 Q Yeah. Vhat was -- how did you get the

24 direction to add Dawson County to the enacted map?

25 A That was discussed in the neeting we tal ked
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