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Depositi on of MAXWELL PALMER, PH.D.
February 22, 2023

(Reporter disclosure made pursuant to
Article 8.B of the Rules and Regul ati ons of the
Board of Court Reporting of the Judici al
Council of Georgia.)

VI DEOGRAPHER: All right. Good norning.
The tinme on the monitor is 9:28 a.m Eastern
Standard Tinme. Today's date is February 22,
2023. This is the video-recorded deposition of
Dr. Maxwell Palnmer in the matter of Annie Lois
Grant, et al. versus Brad Raffensperger,
et al., filed in the United States District
Court for the Northern District of Atlanta
[sic] Division. Case nunmber is
121- CV05339- SCJ.

This deposition is being held renotely via
Zoom  Counsel, please introduce yourselves
after which our court reporter, M. Barnes,
will swear in the doctor.

MR. HAWLEY: M nanme is Jonathan Haw ey.
I'mfromElias Law Group, and | represent the
Pendergrass and Grant Plaintiffs.

MR. JACOUTOT: Any other attorneys present

for the plaintiffs?

Veritext Lega Solutions
800.808.4958 770.343.9696
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MR. HAWLEY: No, not the Pendergrass and
Grant Plaintiffs.

MR. JACOUTOT: ©Oh, okay. |I'd like to get
everybody who's in the -- even in the Zoom room
on the record, if possible. | think we just

have one other individual, so if they woul dn't
m nd putting thenselves on the record. If not,
sonmetinmes | know people wal k away fromthe
canera. So if not, no big deal, but.

MR. CHEUNG. This is Mng Cheung. [|I'm
fromthe ACLU, and | represent the
Al pha Phi Al pha Plaintiffs.

MR. JACOUTOT: OCkay. Great. Thank you.

And ny nane is Bryan Jacoutot. |
represent the State defendants and the
Secretary of State, Brad Raffensperger, and |'m
with the law firm Tayl or English Duna.

So this will be the deposition -- oh, I'm
sorry. Does the court reporter want to swear
the witness at this tinme?

COURT REPORTER: Sure. Thank you.

MR. JACOUTOT: Sure.

(The witness was sworn.)

MR. JACOUTOT: OCkay. This will be the

deposition of Dr. Maxwell Palnmer taken by

Veritext Lega Solutions
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def endant Secretary of State Brad Raffensperger
for the purposes of discovery and all purposes
al l owed under the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure and the Federal Rules of Evidence.

Al'l objections except those going to form
of the question and responsiveness of the
answer are reserved until trial or first use of
t he deposition.

M. Hawl ey, are those stipul ations
agreeable to you?

MR. HAWLEY: Yes.

MR. JACOUTOT: And would you like to have
t he deponent read and sign the deposition?

MR. HAWLEY: Pl ease.

MR. JACOUTOT: OCkay. Great.
MAXWELL PALMER, Ph.D., having been first duly

sworn, was exam ned and testified as follows:
EXAM NATI ON
BY- MR. JACOUTOT:
Q So as | stated, nmy nanme is Brian Jacoutot,
and | represent the defendants, Secretary of State

Brad Raffensperger.

M. -- or Dr. Palnmer, the purpose of this
Is not to confuse you, so if | ask you a question
t hat you don't understand, will you agree that you

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions
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wll let me know and I'll try to rephrase it?
A. Ckay.
Q And for the court reporter, please speak

clearly and | oudly enough so that she can hear, and

pl ease be sure to say audible "yes" or "no" instead
of "uh-uh" or "uh-huh." That's especially true when
we're doing it like this over Zoom It's kind of

difficult for her to get everything down. So please
try and give those audi bl e yes-or-no answers when |
ask you a question.

And if you need a break at any tinme, just
l et me know. | only would ask that if | have a
guestion pending to you, if you would first answer

t hat question and then we can go off and take the

break.
I s that agreeabl e?
A. Yes.
Q Ckay. Can you please state your full name

for the record?

A. Maxwel | Benjam n Pal mer.

Q And what is your current address?
A. Where I'mcurrently | ocated now - -
Q. Sur e.

A. -- or home address?

l'"mcurrently at nmy office at Boston

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696
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University at | 333 | » Boston,

Massachusetts.
Q Ckay. And are you on any nedication right
now t hat m ght keep you fromfully and truthfully

participating in this deposition?

A. No.
Q And do you have any nedi cal condition that
m ght keep you fromfully and truth- -- truthfully

participating today?

A. No.

Q Have you ever been arrested?

A. No.

Q Ckay. Have -- as -- have you been

i nvolved in prior election-related awsuits as a
party as distinct from being an expert in prior

election-related | awsui ts?

A. No.
Q Okay. Has anyone in your famly?
A. No.

Q Ckay. And did you discuss this case with
anyone apart from your attorneys?

A. | tal ked about the prelimnary injunction
heari ng but not any of the nore recent matters.

Q Ckay. How about this deposition? Did you

di scuss this deposition with anyone apart from your

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions

770.343.9696



© 00 N o o b~ W N

N T T N T I R R N N e e
a A W N P O © 0O N O o1~ W N+, O

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 10 of 218

Maxwell Palmer , Ph. D, February 22, 2023

Grant, Annie Lois, et a.v. Raffensperger, Brad, E

Page 10

attorneys?

A. Only in ternms of scheduling today.

Q Ckay. Did you review anything to prepare
for your deposition today?

A. Yes. | reviewed all of ny reports for
this case, Dr. Alford's reports, as well as the
transcript fromthe -- or parts of the transcript
fromthe prelimnary injunction hearing.

Q Ckay. Were the parts fromthe -- the PI
hearing the parts that you participated in,

essential ly?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. Before we get into your report and
CV, | do want to introduce into the record just
the -- the notice of deposition that you should have
received. | just want you to confirmthat you did,

in fact, receive it and that's what caused you to
appear -- to appear today.
So have you used Exhibit Share before?

A | don't believe so.

Q Ckay. Well, this will be a good test one,
t hen, because we're not really going to do anything
withit. But I will on ny end -- | basically have a
private folder on ny end that I'mgoing to -- as |

I ntroduce the exhibits, it should show up in your

Veritext Lega Solutions
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public folder. And it's supposed to, sort of, mmc
or mrror a -- a real deposition with me handi ng

themto you. So let ne go ahead and do that now.
It's a little slower and someti nmes cunbersone, but
we should be able to get it going soon.

And |'m going to show you what's been
mar ked Exhibit 1 to this deposition.

(Def endants' Exhibit 1 was marked for

i dentification.)

BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q And it should be in your public folder,
and sometimes you have to just refresh and it w |
appear after that and other times it just shows up.

A | see it now.

Q. Ckay. Can you open that up for nme?

A. Yes.

Q At the top -- well, not at the top. At
the bottom of the case style, sort of at the bottom
of the page, it should say "Defendants' Notice to
Take the Expert Deposition of Maxwell Palner, Ph.D."

A. Yes.

Q And can you confirmthat you received this
and that's what caused you to appear here today?

A | did.

Q Ckay. Geat. | think that's all we need

800.808.4958
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with that one.
So the next -- the next thing I want to
i ntroduce is -- well, you have -- you have two
reports in this -- in these actions; right?

You have one for the Grant case and one
for the Pendergrass case; right?
A. Yes.
Q Ckay. Can you do ne a favor and -- one
second. Okay.

Can you do ne a favor? And |I'mgoing to

I ntroduce the -- your expert report in Gant first,
and we'll kind of -- we'll kind of use that one as
our go-to report. So I'mgoing to send that over to

you now. Just give nme a nonment.
(Def endants' Exhibit 2 was marked for

i dentification.)
BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q So this will be the expert report of
Dr. Maxwel |l Palmer in Grant versus Raffensperger
from December 12, 2022, and that will be marked as
Exhibit 2. And it should be on your screen now.

A. It's taking me a mnute to | oad, but | see
it showing up in the folder.

Q. Ckay.

A. "' m not yet seeing the docunent | oading.

Veritext Lega Solutions
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| just -- | see the option to click on it, and I'm

getting a black screen with a waiting circle.

Q Ckay. We can give it a mnute before
we - -

A. Ch, and now that's -- that's now wor ki ng.
|'msorry. It's working now

Q Ckay. Yeah. No problem It's -- like |

said, it can be a little cunmbersome but it usually
gets the job done.
So can you confirmthat this is the report
you filed in Grant versus Raffensperger on
Decenber 20227
A It is.
Q And can you also confirmfor me that the
CV -- you attached the CV at the end of this report
and the end of the report from Pendergrass.
Are they the sanme CV?
A. | believe so. It should be.

Q Ckay. To the best of your know edge it

A. Yes.

Q. Ckay. So, now, | know you testified
bef ore because there's a nunber of cases listed in
your CV that say -- state exactly that but also

because my col |l eague Bryan -- Bryan Tyson took your

Veritext Lega Solutions
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deposition in the Dwi ght case.

| think that was back in 2019; is that
right?

A. | believe so.

Q Ckay. So | would like to just kind of
scroll down to your CV in this Grant report which
begins -- it |looks |ike page 26. Just let me know
when you' ve gotten there.

A. ' m there.

Q. O it's 27 of the file.

Ckay. And so we'll go into -- since it's
all listed here, we'll go into a little bit of your
educati onal background, your work background, and
then we can get into some of the cases that
you've -- that you've testified in.

So | see you have your Ph.D. in political
science from Harvard University in 20- -- and you
received that in 20147

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And you al so got your master's in
political science fromHarvard University in 20127

A. Yes.

Q. Is there any sort of concentration within
political science for your master's or was it just,

sort of, that broad unbrella poly sci master's?

Veritext Lega Solutions
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A. In the Ph.D. program at Harvard, the
master's degree in political science is just part of
the Ph.D. program It's not a separate degree
program that you enroll in first.

Q Ckay. Okay. And you graduated from
undergrad in -- how do you pronounce that? |s that
Bowdoi n?

A. Bowdoi n.

Q. Bowdoi n?

A. Yes. Bowdoi n.

Q Sorry. Bowdoin College from Mai ne 2008
under grad?

A. Yes.

Q Was there any gap, sort of, when you were
pursuing this educational path?

Li ke, did you graduate one program and
then go out to the workforce and cone back or was it
strai ght through?

A. No. | worked as an econom c consul t ant
in -- nostly in the energy sector for two years
bet ween col | ege and graduate school .

Q And were you -- were you conpletely out
of -- out of school at that time or were you doing
any part-time progranf

A. No. | was just enployed at that tine.

800.808.4958
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Q Ckay. And what did you do at that -- at
that -- in that position?
A. | was an analyst and | worked on questions

about energy regul ation, particularly around
electric utilities and the rates that they could
charge, as well as questions about power plants and
forecasting energy prices.

Q. Ckay. And, just for the record, |
apol ogi ze, sonme of this is repetitive fromyour 2019
deposition in Dwght. | know you've definitely
answered some of these questions before, but | need
to make sure that the answers remain the same and

that we have it on the record for this case. So it

will be alittle repetitive, but given how mnmuch
you've testified, |'msure you're used to it by now.
A. Yes.

Q Ckay. So apart from your position at
Charl es River Associates and the academ c enpl oynment
that you list in your CV, was there any other
enpl oyment that you engaged in after -- after
receiving your Ph.D.?

A. After receiving my Ph.D., | was directly
hi red by Boston University.

Q Ckay. And you've been there full tine,

essentially, ever since?

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions
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A. Yes.

Q Ckay. So let's go ook at sone of the
publications in the space that you have listed here.

As | was | ooking through it, I -- 1
noticed there's a pretty fair anount of articles
about housing and you have a book about housi ng, as
wel | .

How s that housing-related work or does
t hat housing-related work relate to your work here
in elections -- in the elections space?

A. It's nostly a separate area of inquiry, a
separate focus on | ocal and urban politics and
housi ng devel opnment. There's sonme intersection in
t hi nki ng about participation in the political
process. A lot of nmy work on housing thinks about
who participates in planning and zoni ng board
meetings or other organi zing around the devel opnment
of housing which includes |ocal elections in sonme
part. But that's actually the only overl ap.

Q Ckay. And for -- for purposes of your
expert reports in -- in Grant and Pendergrass
actions, do you -- do you -- did you look into the
actual rate of participation in these elections that
you analyzed or was it -- well, I'lIl just leave it

at that question.

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Did you ook into the el ection
participation?
A. In these particular cases, no, or at | east

not directly. The data |I'm using does have data
about the nunber of voters participating in the
el ecti on.

Q Ckay. Thank you.

How about statist- -- in ternms of
statistical analysis, do you use in the housing
article -- or, excuse nme, in your work on housing,
do you use ecol ogical inference ever in your work
there as a part -- formof statistical analysis or
do you use other fornms of statistical analysis?

A. | use other forms of statistical analysis
but not ecol ogical.

Q Ckay. By the way, is it ecol ogical or --
or ecol ogical (pronounced differently) or is it Kkind

of however you prefer it?

A. | always say ecological but |I've heard it
bot h ways.
Q Ckay. Just curious. Because |I don't want

to be saying it conpletely wong all the tine.
Ckay. Let's -- let's turn to the
subsection here on your CV at the bottom of page 1

entitled "Refereed Articles."

800.808.4958
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Do you see that?
A. Yes.
Q What's a -- can you explain a refereed
article?
A. A refereed article nmeans a peer-review

article, one that is submtted to a journal, and as
part of the publication process, the journal editors
send it out to independent peer reviewers for their
opinions on it before it proceeds in the publication
process.

Q Ckay. And so that would be a, | guess, a
nmore stringent process for publication than the --
the -- the works that you have subm tted under the

ot her two categories in your CV, "O her

Publications” and "Policy Reports"; is that right?
A. That's right. "Other Publication" refers
to work that is not -- does not go through the sane

peer review process but is academc work. For
exanpl e, law journals do not have the sane peer
review process as an academ c journal. And then
policy reports tend to be work that's rel eased
wi t hout any peer review.

Q. Ckay. So this -- this section here of
refereed articles, is this a conprehensive |ist of

all of your peer-reviewed publications in your tine

Veritext Lega Solutions
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as an academ c?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. Have you ever submtted an article
for peer review and have had it rejected?

A. Yes.

Q How many, woul d you say?

A. | wish I could count. Many. Al nost every
article gets rejected at | east once.

Q. Ckay. So -- so when you submt an article

for peer review and it gets rejected, it can be --
is it often resubmtted to the --

A. So --

Q -- to the --

(Si mul taneous speakers - unclear.)

A. So articles -- if it's rejected, you can
then submt it to another journal. 1|'ve submtted
articles to one journal, had it be rejected and then
submtted it to another journal. It could also be
given what's called a revise and resubmt which is
when it's asked -- when you're required to make
revisions to the article and changes and then you
resubmt it for another round of peer review in the
publ i cation process.

Q Ckay. And why m ght an article that you

submt get rejected?

Veritext Lega Solutions
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A. Many reasons. Sonmetimes it's whether it's
a good fit at the journal. Sonetinmes it's sort of

the reviewers think it's interesting. Sonetimes the
reviewers find nythol ogical issues that they want to
be changed. Sonmetimes it m ght just be random

Q Ckay. So pretty common, though, generally
speaki ng, to have a -- when -- when you're
submtting articles for peer review, that they're --
they're either rejected outright or rejected for
resubm ssion?

A. Al nost any article -- alnost every article
that | have published was first given a revise and
resubmt; that is, the journal asked for changes.
Sometimes significant; sonetines relatively m nor.
And then, yes, it's very, very comon to have
articles rejected. The top journals in political
sci ence have extrenely | ow acceptance rates.

Q Okay. So the first two of your refereed
articles, it looks |like they deal wi th housing.

Is that fair to say?

A. Yes.

Q. And then the next one, | was -- how -- |
guess what is what would be the subject matter of
the "Still Muted: The Limted Partic-" -- excuse
me. "Still Miuted: The Limted Participatory

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696




© 00 N o o b~ W N

N T T N T I R R N N e e
a A W N P O © 0O N O o1~ W N+, O

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 22 of 218

Maxwell Palmer , Ph. D, February 22, 2023

Grant, Annie Lois, et a.v. Raffensperger, Brad, E

Page 22

Denocracy of Zoom Public Meetings"?

A. That is focused on housing as well.

Q Oh, okay. Is it fair to say that in this
list of CVs, the articles that you did with the,

kind of, initial author whose name is -- last line
is, it looks, like Einstein, are those all housing
rel at ed?

A. Most of them are but not all of them

Q. Ckay. Yeah. Okay. So | see here we've
got -- we'll nmove down your CV. There's another one
wi th Katherine Levine Einstein. [It's entitled "Can
Mayors Lead on Climte Change? Evidence from Six
Years of Surveys."

Do you see that?

A. Yes.

Q And so that -- is that also, sort of,
housing related or is that strictly clinmate change
rel ated, would you say?

A. It's about |ocal politics and the views of
big city mayors in the United States on climate
change.

Q Ckay. Let me pull ny hard copy.

So the first election-related one that |
can see in these works that you've cited appears to

be -- and when | say "first" | mean -- | think you
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have it -- i1t looks |like you have it in
chronol ogical order; is that right?

A. Yes.

Q Okay. So the first one under the refereed
articles that | see that's election-rel ated, at
| east sort of obviously election-related, is the one
from 2017 that's entitled "This is howto get rid of
gerrymandered districts."

Do you see that? Onh, is that not refereed
or am |l on other works? It mght be in "O her
Works." |1 am

A. That's in other work or...
Q Yep. That is nmy fault. Sorry about that.
Oh, oh, it's this one, | think.

It is "Institutional Control of
Redi stricting and the Geography of Representation,”
also from 2017

A. If you're starting fromthe earliest one,
the first one would be at the very bottom the one
with John Gerring on Denography and Denocracy.

Q. Oh, that's the first one?

A. That's the earliest one, yes.

Q. Ckay. And it |ooks |ike the | atest one,
by nmy count, and | could be wong because |'m going

nostly fromthe titles, but it |looks |ike the | atest
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one is the 2017 one with Barry Edwards.
A. No. There's a few nmore recent ones.
There is the 2021 article with Justin
de Benedictis-Kessner, "Driving Turnout: The Effect

of Car Ownership on Electoral Participation.”

And then the 2022 article of David Gick
on opportunity zones, is not about el ections but
t hi nks about electoral factors in distributed
politics.

Q Ckay. Were you -- did you use an

ecol ogical inference statistical analysis in any --

I n any of those?

A. | used statistical analysis in all of
them | did not use ecol ogical inference in these
articles.

Q Did you view or did you consider the iss

of racial polarization in any of those?

A. | didn't consider racial polarization.
driving turnout, we do | ook at differences in
participation by race.

Q Ckay. But not differences in electoral
outcomes by race?

A. No.

Q Ckay. Any other elections-related

publications that you can identify from your CV

ue

I n
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under "Refereed Articles"?

A. There's an article at the bottom of page 2
of my CV, "Do Mayors Run for Hi gher Office,"
t hi nki ng about when city mayors run for other
offices. And then under "Other Publications,"”
have a law review article with Stephen Ansol abehere
on conpactness in redistricting.

Q. But for refereed articles, the only other
one you can think of is the "Do Mayors Run for
Hi gher Office" article; is that right?

A. Yes. You already nentioned the one with
Barry Edwards on the institutional control of
redi stricting.

Q. Yes.

And what did the article on mayors running
for higher office entail? | think you alluded to
it, but can you repeat that for ne?

A. In a survey of big city mayors, we ask
t hem questi ons about what other offices they'd be
interested in running for and why. And we | ooked at
a phenomenon call ed progressive anmbition where
politicians in one office mght try to run for a
hi gher one with nore power or responsibility and
| ooked at that pattern or what the patterns and

rel ati onshi ps | ooked |like there anong big city

800.808.4958
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maj ors.
Q Ckay. And for -- so when you say
"progressive ambition," you're -- you're speaking

nore to the action, sort of, of grow ng anbition,
not -- not the political -- political ideology of
progressive, being progressive?

A. That's correct. Progressive ambition is a
termin the political science literature about
hi gher office. It has nothing to do with ideol ogy.

Q Ckay. | just want to make sure.

Can you tell nme, if we go down now to

"Ct her Publications,” you have -- you have --
your -- your first one's a housing-related one, and
the next one is entitled "A Two Hundred- Year
Statistical Hi story of the Gerrymander."
Can you, kind of, just describe for ne

what that article was about?

A. In that article, we |ooked at the shapes
of every Congressional district going back to 1789
and nmeasured several conpactness scores for every
district to | ook at how the conpactness of districts
has changed over tine.

Q Ckay. And over tinme are districts getting

nore conpact or |ess conpact, based on your

anal ysi s?
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A. Generally, |ess conpact.
Q And how do you -- do you -- do you define
conpactness in this article?
A. So, forgive ne, it's been a while since

|'"ve read it.

We | ook at several different conpactness
measures which are comonly used. We're not
I nventing any new ones, but then we talk about this
problem that different conpactness neasures are
measured on different scale. Sone m ght be zero to
one some m ght be zero to any positive number. |It's
hard to interpret them And so we standardi ze al
the scales relative to the conpactness of the
ori ginal gerrymander, that sort of famous cartoon
drawi ng of a district that has, sort of, been
identified with the term "gerrymandering."

And we use that because peopl e know what
t hat shape | ooks like. They sort of all agree it's
non-conpact. And so when we do that, you can
i nterpret the nunmbers in our article as a score
greater than one | believe is |l ess conmpact and then
a score less than one will be nore conpact than the
original gerrymandering. So it puts everything on
t he sanme scale and makes it interpretable.

Q Ckay. So it conbines or, | guess -- well,
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let me -- |I'lIl -- are you dealing with, |Iike -- when

you say there's nultiple scales, are you talking
wi t h Pol sby?Popper and things |like that, Reock?

A. That's right.

Q Ckay. And the next article was written
with the same coaut hor and anot her author naned
Benjam n Schneer, and this was also -- this was
2016, sanme year.

It's entitled "'VWhat has Congress done?'
In Governing in a Polarized Age: Elections, Parties,
and Political Representation in Anmerica."”

Do you see that one?

A. Yes.
Q. What -- what's that article about?
A. That's about Congressi onal productivity,

and we | ook at how often Congress passes what we
woul d call major |egislation, being inportant bills,
and the relationship the nunber of inportant bills
passed and divi ded governnment when either different
parties -- different chanbers in Congress are
controlled by different parties or when the
President is of a different party than both chambers
of Congress.

Q Ckay. And so when it's -- when it

references governing in a polarized age, are you

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696




© 00 N o o b~ W N

N T T N T I R R N N e e
a A W N P O © 0O N O o1~ W N+, O

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 29 of 218

Maxwell Palmer , Ph. D, February 22, 2023
Grant, Annie Lois, et a.v. Raffensperger, Brad, E
Page 29
referring there to partisan polarization?
A. l'"'m-- that's the title of the volune in

whi ch we published a chapter. So |I'm not referring
to anything there. The editors chose that title.
Q Ckay. Okay. And | see.
And the editors are listed there as well.

It | ooks |ike Al an Gerber --

A. Yeah.

Q. -- Alan Gerber and Eric Schickler? Okay.

A. Yes.

Q Do either of those articles with your
cowor ker -- can you pronounce his |ast nane for ne?

Ansol abeher e?

A Ansol abehere.
Q. Ansol abehere.
Can you -- in either of those two articles
| i sted of the publications with him did -- did you

perform any statistical analysis at all?

A Yes.
Q Any ecol ogi cal inference?
A. No.

Q Ckay. \What kind of statistical analysis
did you do for the gerrymandering article?
A. That was all geographic analysis, and so

we had to neasure different properties of each
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shape, cal cul ate conpactness statistics, and then
anal yze them

Q Ckay. We can skip "Policy Reports" and go
to "Current Projects" on page 5.

Let's see. It looks like under the first
one there, it |looks |like you have a forthcom ng
publication dealing with partisan gerrymanderi ng.

s that right?

A. That's not forthcom ng. We have a paper
that we've written that's currently in the review
process.

Q Ckay. How s -- how s that different from

forthcom ng? Just out of curiosity.

A. Fort hcom ng nmeans it's been accepted for
publication somewhere; that is, it will be published
but it has not yet been. And that -- the

publication process, even once the article is
accepted, can be slow. It can take over a year for
an article to have been accepted by a journal but
before it appears in print, and in that period we
call that forthcom ng.

Q Got cha. Ckay.

So for this one, can you kind of just give

me a glinpse about what it's about?

A. Thi s paper is about partisan
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gerrymandering, and it's about thinking about ways
to reduce partisan gerrymandering using partisan
politics. So the paper thinks about can we cone up
with an institutional arrangement or a set of rules
where if a legislature were to use these rules, they
woul d produce a relatively nonpartisan or |ess
partisan map wi thout requiring independent

comm ssions, neutral third parties, or other people
to adjudicate the process.

Q Very interesting topic.

And how woul d you determne in an article
i ke this whether gerrymandering is partisan in
nature or racial in nature?

A. So we're not concerned with raci al
gerrymandering in this paper. W're trying to
devel op a theoretical concept and then evaluate if
It would work.

Q. Did you find that it -- it -- that it
woul d work, in your experience?

A. Yes. We used a variety of simulation
nodel s to sinulate how the process could work in
every state and found that al nost everywhere, it
woul d substantially reduce partisan gerrymanderi ng.

Q Did your -- your report found that in --

in the Georgia elections that you analyzed, there
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was racial polarization; right?
A. | found that there was racially polarized
voting in the areas of Georgia that | analyzed.

Q Okay. Do you think that your solution
t hat you describe in this article for partisan
gerrymandering would potential -- if it -- if it
elimnates partisan gerrymandering in a state |ike
Georgia where -- where the racial polarization |ines
up with party politics, do you think that
al l eviating partisan gerrymandering al so would
all eviate the potential for racial gerrymandering?

A. ' m not sure. We haven't investigated
t hat questi on.

Q s it sonething that you would potentially
consi der investigating?

A. | don't know.

Q Ckay. Do you see part- -- in this
article, do you see partisan gerrymandering a |lot in
the -- in the elections and maps that you anal yzed?

A. So we're not directly focused on measuri ng
parti san gerrymandering in the current maps. O her
schol ars have | ooked at that question.

What we | ook at and see is can we draw a
partisan gerrymander for each party in each state.

And so we run a sinmulation nodel where we take the
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precincts and election results for a state and run
simul ations to draw the biggest partisan gerrymander
we can for each party and then we apply our sol ution
to the sinulations and see what would the results of
t hat process be instead.

Q How -- how do you determ ne whether the
solution that you apply was effective in reducing
parti san gerrymanderi ng?

A. So that's a conplicated question and we
spend a lot of tinme in the article onit. The
si npl est approach, though we take nmore conplicated
ones in the appendix, is to just |ook at the nunber
of wins that each party can achieve.

And so we would first take a particul ar
state and sinulate it and try to say what is the
maxi mum nunber of Denmpcratic seats; that is, seats
where the Denocrats get at | east 50 percent of the
vote, but you can set higher thresholds. What's the
maxi mum nunber of seats the Denmocrats could win if
they got to unilaterally draw the map and all they
care about is the party.

And then we do the sane for the
Republican. And we could say, well, here's a state
that's very conpetitive but either party could draw

a pretty large majority for thenselves if |eft
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unchecked.

And then we run our algorithm Qur
algorithmactually is run twice because it has two
stages, one step for each party to play a role. W
run it first and say Denocrats go first and then
Republ i cans go second and vice versa. Then we | ook
at those results. And what we find is that unlike
uni | ateral gerrymandering where the outconmes can be
very different based on which party is in control,
under our defined procedure, the outcones are
relatively simlar to each other.

So you m ght imgine a state where there
m ght be a five-or-six seat swing fromone party to
t he other based on who draws the map. Under our
process, there m ght only be one such seat or none.

Q Ckay. Does it -- never m nd.

Ckay. So let me turn to your expert
testi nony you have |isted on page 8 of your CV.

And | et nme know when you're there.

A. " mthere.

Q It 1 ooks |ike you have nine cases |isted
here; is that right?

A. Yes.

Q And then it | ooks |Iike two other

comm ttees or conm ssions that you're on.

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696




© 00 N o o b~ W N

N T T N T I R R N N e e
a A W N P O © 0O N O o1~ W N+, O

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 35 of 218

Maxwell Palmer , Ph. D, February 22, 2023
Grant, Annie Lois, et a.v. Raffensperger, Brad, E
Page 35
A. | was in the Racially Polarized Voting

Consultant for the Virginia Redistricting
Comm ssion, and then | just gave a little bit of
testinony on housing with the Mass- -- Massachusetts

| egi sl ature.

Q Ckay. And in all of these nine cases, it
| ooks like you list that, including the Pl actions
in this case and -- and Grant and Pendergrass, you

represent that you are a testifying expert in all of
t hose?

A. Yes. Either in trial or in -- or in a
hearing or in deposition. Sonme didn't go to a
heari ng.

Q Ckay. Yeah, but it did at |east go to, |
guess, depositions?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. Did you ever prepare an expert
report for an election case and not testify?

A. For an election case? There was a
successor case to the Bruni et al. v. Hughes case
where | -- that | think was a foll ow on case to that
where | wrote a revised report and then | don't
bel i eve that went further.

Q Ckay. Is that all you can think of,

sitting here today?
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A. On -- on elections, yes.
Q Ckay. In all of these cases that you have

| i sted here, were you testifying as an expert for
Plaintiffs or -- well, let nme ask you -- let ne

rephrase that.

A. Can | -- can | just revise --

Q. Yeah.

A. Can | clarify sonmething from your previous
question?

Q Yeah, pl ease.

A. | wote -- I"'mnot sure if you want to
count this as elections or not, but | wote a report
analyzing voter files for the purpose of a jury

chal l enge for a case in the Western District of

Pennsyl vania. | did not have to testify in
deposition or in a hearing for that, but | exhibited
reports.

Q Ckay. Yeah. | appreciate that. That --

that's hel pful.

So returning to the previous -- or the
guestion right before that digression, did -- did
you ever prepare an expert -- no. Sorry. That's

t he one we just asked. Next one.
Are there any other cases you can think

of -- nope. That's the -- I'"mgetting ny outline

800.808.4958
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all m xed up. Strike that.
Is it fair to say that you have never
testified for a jurisdiction that was defending a

Section 2 case?

A. That's correct.
Q Ckay. Okay. |'m about to get into
another -- | think we -- we can put the CV aside for

now.

MR. JACOUTOT: Do you guys m nd taking a
five -- a quick five-mnute break?

THE W TNESS: Sur e.

MR. JACOUTOT: O, Dr. Palnmer, do you
m nd?

THE W TNESS: That's fine.

VI DEOGRAPHER: All right. The tinme on the
nmonitor is 10:11 a.m and we're going off the
record.

(Off the record.)

VI DEOGRAPHER: The tinme on the record is
10:17 a.m and we are back on the record.

Sorry about that.

THE W TNESS: Bef ore we nove on, Bryan, |
remenbered during the break there's one other
case where | filed a report where | haven't yet

had a deposition or a hearing. There is --
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BY MR. JACOUTOT
Q. Ckay.
A. -- an Arkansas state case that was fil ed
this winter, | believe in January, where | submtted

an expert report.

Q Ckay. Do you -- do you happen to renmenber
the style of that case?

A. | don't. | have to go back and | ook.

Q Ckay. But it wasn't federal; it was
state, you said?

A. It was state court.

Q Okay. Thank you.

You read ny m nd, actually. | was going
to ask if you had any testinony that you wanted to
change since the break, so perfect.

Ckay. Let's nove into your involvenment
with this -- with this case. And | know we've had
the PI hearing on relatively rapid fast track
earlier |ast year.

But how did you first hear about the case,
i ncluding that time period?

A. | was first contacted by Abha Khanna at
Elias Law Group sometinme in 2021.
Q Ckay. And have you worked Ms. Khanna

before this case?
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A. Yes.
Q And in -- in what cases did work with
Ms. Khanna -- or let nme rephrase that.

I n what cases did you work with Ms. Khanna
or the Elias Law Group.

A. | ncl udi ng Ms. Khanna and her col | eagues at
their prior firm | worked with her in Bethune-Hil
v. Virginia; Chestnut v. Merrill; Dw ght v.

Raf f ensperger; Bruni, et al. v. Hughes; Caster v.
Merrill; Pendergrass; and then Grant here; and then
Gal non, et al. v. Ardoin in Louisiana.

Q Ckay. So quite frequently?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And what were you told you were
being hired for in this action?

A. | was told that there would be litigation
around the Congressional and State | egislative maps
and | would be hired to performa racially polarized
voting anal ysis.

COURT REPORTER: Racially -- I"msorry --
pol ari zed?
THE W TNESS: Racially polarized voting.
BY MR. JACOUTOT
Q Raci ally pol arized anal ysis, you said?

A. Yes.

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Q Ckay. Do you happen to recall when you
were first contacted for this case?

A. Sometime in 2021

Q 2021.

Woul d it have been at the end of the year
20217

A. | think in the fall, but |I'mnot exactly
sure.

Q. In the fall. Okay.

Woul d i1t have been, let's say, before
November 20217

A. Probably but 1'm not exactly sure.

Q Ckay. |Is there a way that you could find
out a precise date? Do you have any emails or
docunentation to that effect?

A. | don't know if | have anything with the
exact date when | first |earned about the case. |'m
sure | have a tinme sheet of when | started working
on it.

Q Ckay. And were you told what, if
anyt hing, that the plaintiffs wanted to prove of
their position in this action as it relates to your
wor k?

A. l'm-- no. They asked me to perform an

anal ysis and cone to concl usi ons.

Veritext Lega Solutions
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Q So they -- and you said that they asked
you to performa racially polarized voting anal ysis?

A. Yes.

Q Did they ask you not to perform any type
of an anal ysis?

MR. HAWLEY: Objection to the extent that
this covers privileged communi cati ons between
counsel and the expert.

To the extent that it doesn't, Dr. Pal mer,
you can go ahead and answer.

THE W TNESS: Can you repeat the question,
pl ease?

BY MR. JACOUTOT

Q. Yeah.
You -- you nentioned that they asked you
to performa racially pol- -- polarized voting
anal ysi s.

And ny question, subject to M. Hawl ey's
objection, is did they ask you not to perform any
type of anal ysis?

In other words, was there -- was there
anyt hing that they asked you not to consider?

MR. HAWLEY: Sane objection.

THE W TNESS: | don't believe so.

800.808.4958
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BY MR. JACOUTOT
Q Ckay. And you indicate in your report, |
t hi nk, that you're being conmpensated at $350 per

hour for your work here?

A. Yes.

Q And have you been paid in this case yet?

A. Yes.

Q How much woul d you say you've billed so
far --

A. | don't know.

Q -- in terms of hours?

A. |'d have to ook it up

Q More than 100 or |ess than 1007

A. Across the two cases, probably somewhere
around there, but |I'd have to | ook.

(David Rollins-Boyd entered the Zoom

deposition.)

Q And when you say the -- "the two cases,”
are you referring to the Pl hearing and -- preparing

for and testifying in the Pl hearing as one case and
what we're doing now as another case or are you
referring to Pendergrass and Grant as the two cases?

A. | meant Pendergrass and Grant, but it's
essentially the sane.

Q Ckay. To what entity do you send your

Veritext Lega Solutions
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bills for your work?

A. | send themto Elias Law Group.

Q Ckay. \What is your, sort of, ordinary
hourly rate for a governnment entity that hires you?

A Most recently it was $350 an hour.

Q Any -- any difference if it's a citizen
entity as opposed to a governnment entity?

A. | raised ny rates in 2022 and again in
2023. So new matters would be at a higher rate, but
as this matter started in 2021, it's at that rate.

Q Gotcha. Okay. And | believe also in your
reports that you list the facts you relied on to
perform your analysis; is that right?

A. | list all the data that | used.

Q. Ckay. Did the plaintiffs' counsel provide
you with any facts or data that's not listed in your

report and that you considered in form ng your

opi ni on?
A No.
Q Did plaintiffs' counsel tell you to make

any assunmptions in witing your report that affected

the formulati on of your opinion in the case?

A. Can you be nore specific.
Q Yeah. Did they -- | just -- did they ask
you to assume any facts or did -- yeah, I'lIl ask --

Veritext Lega Solutions
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"Il ask it that way.
Did they ask you to assume any facts?
A. No.
Q Al right. W can nove on to Dr. -- |
want to introduce Dr. Alford' s report.
Have you -- | think you said at the
begi nning of the deposition that you did review
Dr. Alford' s report; is that right?
A. Yes.
MR. JACOUTOT: Ckay. You know what, [|'m
just noticing that this version contains ny
hi ghlights in it which isn't all that bad, but
| think there's also -- there could be notes.
So can you guys -- I'msorry to take another
qui ck break. Can you guys give ne two or three
m nutes just to put up a clean version?
VI DEOGRAPHER: All right. The tinme on the
monitor is 10:27 a.m Going off the record.
(Off the record.)
VI DEOGRAPHER: The tinme on the nonitor is
10:35 a.m We're back on the record.
BY MR. JACOUTOT
Q. Ckay. |'mgoing to share -- Dr. Pal nmer,
' mgoing to share with you what | wll be marking

as Exhibit 3. And this is going to be the report of

Veritext Lega Solutions
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John -- Dr. John Alford filed on February 6, 2023.
(Defendants' Exhibit 3 was marked for
i dentification.)

BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q So et me know when that pops up for you.
A. Ckay.

Q Has it arrived on your side yet?

A. It just canme through it. It mght take a

m nute to | oad.
Q Yeah, yeah. That was what was causi ng nme
a lot of challenges, too.
But do you mnd taking a | ook at that and
just making sure that that's the sanme report from

Dr. Alford that you reviewed? And take your tine.

A. It is.
Q Ckay. And just as an initial matter,
woul d you agree with -- would you agree that

Dr. Alford is an expert on the areas touched by his
report?

A. | agree that he's been accepted by Courts
as an expert in these areas.

Q Sure. You wouldn't classify himas an
expert yoursel f?

A. | don't know.

Q Ckay. And let's nove to Dr. Alford's

Veritext Lega Solutions
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report with the section entitled "Dr. Palnmer's

Reports.”
And if you can go to the top of page 3 --
A. Okay.
Q -- can you -- it states there that

"However, despite having this data identified in his
reports and the associ ated opportunity to analyze
It, there is no discussion of the inpact, if any,
that the race of the candidate m ght have on the

behavi or of black or white voters in these

contests.”
Do you see that?
A. | do.
Q And are you -- would you agree with ne

t hat when he's referring to, quote, this data, he's
referring to the -- the race of the candi dates that
you' ve identified in your reports, using an
asterisk?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And do you agree that in your
reports, there is no discussion of the inpact, if
any, that the race of the candi date m ght have on
t he behavi or of black or white voters in the
contests you anal yzed?

A. Yes.

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696




© 00 N o o b~ W N

N T T N T I R R N N e e
a A W N P O © 0O N O o1~ W N+, O

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 47 of 218

Maxwell Palmer , Ph. D, February 22, 2023
Grant, Annie Lais, et al.v. Raffensperger, Brad, E
Page 47
Q Ckay. Next he -- he goes -- Dr. Palner --
excuse me, Dr. Alford goes on to say "Also,
Dr. Pal mer provides no party labels in the -- in

t hese tables and does not nmention the party of the

candi dates in his discussion of the results of his

anal ysis."
Do you see that?
A. Yes.
Q. Do you agree that's an accurate -- that's

an accurate depiction of your report?

A. Yes.

Q So |I'"m just curious.

Why did you decline to put the party
identifier in your report?

A. It's not necessary for the analysis that |
am doi ng.

Q So it's, in your opinion, the party of the
candi date has no bearing on whether polarization is
present in an election contest?

A. In nmy opinion, the party of the candi date
I's not necessary to determne if there is racial
pol ari zation in that contest.

Q. You recall testifying in this action in
the prelimnary injunction hearing?

A. Yes.

800.808.4958
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Q And do you recall that one of the defenses
bei ng put forward by defendants was that partisan
pol ari zation better explains the diverging voter
behavi or of black and white voters in Georgia
el ection contest than does race?

A. | recall that fromDr. Alford' s reports
but not from anything el se.

Q And you -- and you, obviously, read
Dr. Alford's reports before the Pl hearing; right?

A. Yes.

Q And that -- that point of view was present

in his Pl expert report; right?

A. Yes.

Q And knowi ng that, you still didn't -- you
still didn't find partisan identifier worth even
placing in your -- in your report at all?

A. | didn't find it necessary to include in
my report.

Q Ckay. So would it be fair to say that
I gnoring party affiliation when analyzing racial
pol ari zation is a better way to conduct an anal ysis,
i n your opinion, than accounting for it?

A. | don't understand the question.

Q Yeah. Let nme -- maybe |I'l1l rephrase.

I n your opinion, is it better to ignore

Veritext Lega Solutions
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party affiliation when analyzing racial polarization
than to consider it?
A. In nmy opinion, party affiliation is not

part of the ecological inference nmodel that we use
to estimate both chairs from each group and identify
i f polarization exists.

Q So -- so it's just entirely unnecessary in
your opinion to -- to exam ne party affiliation when
conducting a racial polarization anal ysis?

A. | f the purpose of the analysis is to
identify if contests are racially polarized, then
party i s unnecessary.

Q What if the purpose of the analysis was to
i dentify why contests are racially polarized, would
It be necessary at that point, in your opinion?

A. That is an entirely different question
that my report does not touch on.

Q Ri ght .

And so you cannot offer any opinion as to
the reason for the racial polarization that you
identified in your report?

A. | offer no opinion in my report on the
reason for the racially polarized voting, and with
the data | have available, | don't believe it's

possible to identify the reason for the polarization

800.808.4958

Veritext Lega Solutions

770.343.9696



© 00 N o o b~ W N

N T T N T I R R N N e e
a A W N P O © 0O N O o1~ W N+, O

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 50 of 218

Maxwell Palmer , Ph. D, February 22, 2023
Grant, Annie Lois, et a.v. Raffensperger, Brad, E
Page 50
that | find.
Q. So, then, you're not in any position to

di spute Dr. Alford's report to the extent it
attenmpts to shine light on the reason for the raci al
pol ari zation in your analysis because you didn't
consider it at all; right?

A. No, | disagree with that. | can dispute
It because | don't believe that his approach
actually identifies the reason for the polarization.

MR. JACOUTOT: Can the court reporter read
back the -- the witness' response there for me?
COURT REPORTER: One monent, please.

(Wher eupon, the record was read by the
reporter as follows:
Answer, "No, | disagree with
that. | can dispute it because | don't believe

t hat his approach actually identifies the

reason for the polarization.")
BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q So what -- given the fact that you do not
consi der the reason for racial polarization in your
report, what about Dr. Alford' s report makes you
confortable to say that he has identified an
| naccurate reason in his report?

A. First, my understandi ng of political

Veritext Lega Solutions
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behavi or and voting behavior as a political
scientist, and, second, ny understandi ng of
political nmethodol ogy.

Q Ckay. Well, let's walk -- let's walk
through his -- his report in a little nore detail
and maybe | can pull out some nore -- sone nore
particulars on that.

You see -- let's see. Let ne see if | can

find this for you.
Al'l right. On page 3 of his report
Dr. Alford says -- and he's referring to both your
Pendergrass and Grant reports. He says "The pattern
of polarization is quite striking."
Do you see that?
A. Yes.
Q So he agrees with you about the existence

of polarization, it's fair to say; right?

A Yes.
Q And his -- he goes on to say -- see if |
can find it. Make sure we're on the sane page.

Al so on page 3 at the top of the | ast
paragraph there, right after the second sentence he
says "It's clearly not black voter's preference for
bl ack candi dates, or white voter's disinclination to

vote for black candi dates."

Veritext Lega Solutions
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1 s that right --
2 A. | see that, yes.
3 Q -- or do you see that?
4 And in this, he's referring to the
5 "Remar kabl e stability and the divergent preferences
6 of black and white voters across years and offices.”
7 Do you see that?
8 A. Yes.
9 Q. And he goes on to just, you know, quote
10 your report, and they are -- these -- these
11 percentages are stunningly high. | think he says
12 "At 98.5 percent the average bl ack support for the
13 19 bl ack candi dates identified as black in Palnmer's
14 Pendergrass table is universal but so is the
15 98.4 percent for white -- for the 21 candi dates
16 I dentified as non-black."
17 s that right?
18 A Yes.
19 Q Okay. Let's move...
20 And woul d you say, based on your anal ysis,
21 that the sane is true for white voters, that they
22 generally vote in opposition to the black preferred
23 candi date regardl ess of that person's race; right?
24 A. Yes.
25 Q On page 4 he's -- Dr. Alford says,

Veritext Legal Solutions
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referring to the races, the context -- the election
contests that you analyzed, he says "In all 40
contests, the candi date of choice of black voters is
t he Denocrat and the candi date of choice of white
voters is the Republican.™

Do you see that?

A. Yes.

Q And on page 5 -- and do you agree with
t hat anal ysis, by the way, or that synopsis --

A. Yes.

Q. -- of your report?

Ckay. So at 5 he suns up what | believe
is his viewon -- as to the scope or, | guess,
meani ng of your analysis. And let ne see -- it's at
t he begi nning of the second paragraph of page 5.

It says "In short, all that Dr. Palnmer's
anal ysis denonstrates is that black voters provide
uniformy high | evels of support for Denocratic
candi dates and white voters provide uniformy high
| evel s of support for Republican candi dates.™

Do you see that?

A. Yes.
Q. Do you agree with that?
A. | think that is accurate, but that's also

the full point of the analysis, is to show if black

Veritext Lega Solutions
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and white voters are supporting different
candi dat es.

Q And you woul d al so agree that, as
Dr. Alford goes on to say, that "There is no
i ndication in these EI results that the high |evels
of black voter support for Denocratic candidates is
connected in any neaningful way to the race of the
Denocratic or Republican candi dates”; right?

A. | agree there's no difference or no
significant difference in the vote shares of white
voters for Republican candi dates based on the race
of the candi dat e.

Q And would you -- |'m sorry.

Coul d you say that again?

A. | agree that there's no meani ngf ul
difference in the |l evel of white voter support for
t he Republican candi date based on the race of the
candi dat e.

Q And you agree that there's no indication
in your results that the high |evels of white
support for Republican candi dates is connected in
any meani ngful way to the race of the Denocratic or
Republ i can candi dat es?

A. ' m not sure what "any meani ngful way"

means, but | would say in any statistically

Veritext Lega Solutions
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significant way.
Q Ckay. Is -- and you did exam ne the 2022

General Election U S. Senate contest, right, between
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Raphael Warnock and Herschel Wal ker?

A | did.

Q And both of those candi dates are bl ack;
correct?

A. Yes.

Q. And Raphael Warnock represented the
Denmocratic Party in that election, that statew de
Georgi a el ection, and Herschel WAl ker represented
t he Republican party in that statew de Georgia
el ection?

A. Yes.

Q. Did -- in your analysis did the relative
vote shares of the candi dates different nuch from
t he other con- -- contests that you anal yzed?

A. Not substantially but | don't have the
exact nunmbers in front of ne.

Q Ckay. So in that -- at least in that
i nstance, white Republican voters were perfectly
willing to cast their vote for a black Republican
candi date; right?

A. A large majority of them yes.

Q Ckay. And, yet, the -- the polarization

Veritext Lega Solutions
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pattern persisted; right?
A Yes.
Q Ckay. And so you nentioned a little -- a
little while ago that -- and -- and correct nme if

"' m not phrasing it properly because | don't want
to, you know, mi squote your testinmony.

But you nentioned, | think, that
essentially your experience as a political scientist
I s what causes you to dispute Dr. Alford's
conclusion as to the reason for the polarization
present in CGeorgia' s elections; is that right?

A. Yes.

Q But you don't have any specific analysis
t hat would dispute it; is that right?

A. My opinion is that Dr. Alford' s report
here does not identify, does not separate out the
effect of race and the effect of party on
pol ari zation, and that opinion is based on ny
experience and knowl edge as a political scientist.

Q Woul d you agree that Dr. Alford at | east
attenpts to separate out race and polarization --
race and party and pol arization? Sorry.

A. | agree that Dr. Alford cal cul ates the
averages anong the race of each candidate. | don't

agree that that is a neaningful attenmpt to identify
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the effects of race versus party.

Q Ri ght. But you do agree that he attenpted
to, correct?

A. | would consider this a very m niml and

| nadequat e attenpt.

Q And you -- and you did not attenpt to at
all, correct, in your report?
A. | did not attenpt to do so because that is

not the purpose of this analysis.

Q Yeah. | understand that you don't feel
it's the purpose, but the reality is, whether it's
t he purpose or not, you did not do it; right?

A | did not do it.

Q Ckay. Okay. |[|I'mgoing to go turn to your
reports now, and | already have Grant here,
actually, so -- and we have that marked. So we can
start with that one. That's back to Exhibit 2.

It's been previously marked Exhibit 2.

Can you pull that up for ne?

A. Yes.
Q Ckay. And we've covered a |lot of your
i ntroductory paragraphs, | think, in -- when we were

tal ki ng about your CV, so |I'mnot going to go into
t hat .

| want you to | ook at paragraph 7. Okay.

800.808.4958
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And it just states there your concl usion,
essentially, with no -- with nothing else. Strike
that. |Ignore that part of the question. I'Ill --
"1l rephrase.

It just states here your conclusion that
"1 find strong evidence of racially polarized voting
across the areas of Georgia | exam ned."
You say -- you go on to say "Black and
white voters consistently support different
candi dates. "
Ri ght ?
A. Yes.
Q Ckay. And because we just tal ked at
| engt h about you not exploring why, |I'mnot going to
go into that question -- line of questioning with
you right now. | think we've established that.
What -- for -- for -- for finding racial
pol ari zation, for you to -- to -- to say that your
analysis led to you finding that a given el ection

was racially polarized, what's your standard for

that or is there -- is there a standard that you
enpl oy or does it -- is it a case-by-case standard?
Strike that. [|I'm

MR. JACOUTQOT: sure Jonathan's going to

object to that because that was a poorly worded

Veritext Lega Solutions

800.808.4958 770.343.9696




© 00 N o o b~ W N

N T T N T I R R N N e e
a A W N P O © 0O N O o1~ W N+, O

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 59 of 218

Maxwell Palmer , Ph. D, February 22, 2023

Grant, Annie Lois, et a.v. Raffensperger, Brad, E

Page 59

question, for the record.
BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q So let me ask you this: What is your
standard for determ ning racial polarization?

A. So determ ning racial polarization, to ne,
comes in three parts.

First, | have to see if -- and just to
simplify, just for black and white voters as |I'm
| ooking for here. |If black voters vote
cohesively -- that is, do they -- do the |arge
maj ority of the black voters support the sanme
candi date -- then do white voters vote cohesively,
do a large majority of white voters support the sane
candi date, and then are they different candi dates or
not. So you first have to have a candi date of
choice for each group and then those have to be
di fferent candi dates.

Q Ckay. And how do you -- how do you define
cohesively as used in that standard?

A. | don't have a bright-line test. Here the
results are unanbi guous regardl ess of any cutoff you
m ght want to use.

Q. And you didn't exam ne any primary data in
your analysis; right? It was strictly limted to

general elections and runoffs, | believe.
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A. That's correct.
Q Ckay. Do you know if there's a -- and

this is just for how you operate personally in this
ar ea.

But do you know if there is a cutoff, Ilike
or a threshold | evel of support that you need to
achieve in order to find -- in order for you to find
that a -- a group voted cohesively in a given

el ection?

A. | don't have a bright-line cutoff.
Q If a group voted 55 percent for the sane
candi date, would you -- would you find that to be

cohesive voting of that group?
A. Generally weakly cohesive or not cohesive.
Q. Ckay. And if there's weak cohesion --
A. Sorry. | -- | would say that's not

cohesi ve.

Q Okay. \What about 60 percent?

Have you ever seen a -- exam ned an
el ection contest where an indiv- -- a group that you
wer e anal yzing voted 60 percent for a candidate -- a
gi ven candi date, would you -- have you ever said

t hat that was sufficiently cohesive, in your
opi nion, for your -- for purposes of your racial

pol ari zati on anal ysis?
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A. | don't believe so.

Q. Ckay. And -- and why -- why is it that
you don't necessarily find those -- those -- those
| evel s of -- of voting patterns to be sufficiently
cohesive for racial polarization?

A. ' msorry. | thought you asked if | find
it usually in the 60 range.

Q. Yeah. So --

A. | said | don't --

(Si mul t aneous speakers - unclear.)

Q Yeah. [I'msorry. Go ahead. | didn't
want to interrupt you.

A. Can you repeat the previous question?
Maybe | m sunderstood it.

MR. JACOUTOT: Can the court reporter
repeat it just so it's repeated exactly as |
said it? And let ne knowif you're -- you're
struggling to find which question we're asking
for you to read back.

COURT REPORTER: One nonent, pl ease.

(Wher eupon, the record was read by the
reporter as follows:

Question, "Okay. What about

60 percent?

Have you ever seen -- exam ned an el ection

Veritext Lega Solutions
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contest where a group that you were anal yzing
voted 60 percent for a candidate -- a given
candi date, would you -- have you ever said that
t hat was sufficiently cohesive, in your
opi nion, for -- for purposes of your racial
pol ari zati on anal ysi s?")

THE WTNESS: So | don't believe | found a
case in the 60 percent range where |'ve said it
was cohesive, but |I'mnot sure if | found cases

where |I've had to make that determ nation or

not .

So, for exanple, if you | ook at
paragraph 19 of the Grant -- of nmy Grant
report --

BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q. Hol d on.

A. -- where it says --

Q. Ckay.

A. So on -- in paragraph 19 I'm | ooking at

pol ari zation in each of the individual districts,
and at the end | say "Voting is generally |ess
pol arized in Senate District 44 and not polarized in
Senate District 39."

And if you |l ook at the figure on the

foll owi ng page at the bottom right where you see the
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graph of polarization for District 39, you'll see

t hat across all the elections | analyzed, white
voters are -- support the black-preferred candi date
with 60 percent of the vote. So | do find cohesion
at roughly that |evel, but that there's not
pol ari zation there because it's in support of the
sanme candi date and al so because there's a relatively
wi de confidence interval there so we can't make a
cl ear determ nation about the |evel of support of
white voters in that district.

Q Right. Do you make -- in paragraph 19

here, do you make any sort of statenment as to the

| evel of cohesion or is it -- is it |limted to the
br oader question of pol- -- racial polarization?
A. | believe I'"mjust going right to

pol ari zation and not first identifying cohesion
anong each group

Q Right. So where -- yeah, | certainly see
that there's a broad confidence interval, but you
say it's not polarized in 39 and that's because the
white -- white voters are voting sonewhere between
nearly 50 percent and 75 percent for the
bl ack- preferred candi date; right?

A. So it comes fromtwo things. One is that

in some of the contests, and | don't have the
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I ndi vidual results for every contest and every
district in the report just because there's so many
of them but for sonme contests, it's not polarized
because white voters had the same candi date of
choice as black voters. That would be, say, towards
t he higher -- upper end of that range.

In sone contests | couldn't identify if
white voters had a preferred candi date or not
because the confidence interval spanned 50 percent;
that is, | could not be confident with any certainty
whi ch candi date was the white-preferred candi date,

i n which case there isn't a white-preferred
candi date and the election is not polarized.
Q Ckay. Yeah, | see that.

And there is a distinction, right, between

a candi date of choice of a particular group and

whet her that particul ar group votes cohesively;

ri ght?

A. No. It -- to be a candidate of choice as
| frame it here, there -- that is identified through
cohesive voting; that is, if -- if the group is not

cohesive, they do not have a candi date of choice.
Q. Right. Well, let's -- let's say that
we're | ooking at a race where the confidence

intervals -- the confidence interval band is nuch
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narrower than what we're seeing here in Senate
Districts 39 and 44, and the nedi an value for the
white voters of a particular candidate, let's say
51 percent of white voters with -- voted for a
parti cul ar candi dat e.

Now, that would be the white-preferred
candi date | guess by definition because nore voters
voted for that candi date than any other, nore white

voters did; right?

A. | use the term "white-preferred candi date"
and white -- or "candidate of choice of white
voters" interchangeably as the sane thing. | don't
draw t hat separate distinction of strict. You know,

| estimate slightly higher so it's a strict
preferred candidate. To ne those are -- those terns
refer to the same thing of a preferred candidate is
one cohesively supported by that group.

Q Right. But -- okay. So | want -- | want
to drill down on that a little bit because |I'm not
sure if we're getting things m xed up or if these
are all interchangeable for you.

So | understand that white-preferred
candi date and candi date of choice of white voters,
t hose are interchangeable; right?

A. Yes.
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Q But cohesion isn't necessarily established

when a candi date of choice is established; right?
A. No. Cohesion is required to identify a
candi date of choi ce.
Q Ckay. So --
A. The way -- sorry.

Q You can go ahead.
A. No, | think I answered it.
Q Ckay. So you -- if | wunderstand you

correctly, cohesion's established when a candi date
of choice is established?

A. The way | think about it is | run the
ecol ogi cal inference nodel. That produces an
estimate and a confidence interval for each group
for each candidate. | then |look to see in those
results is there cohesion; that is, is a significant
majority of a group voting for a single candi date
whi ch includes having a confidence interval that
lets me identify such a candidate. When there is
cohesion, | can then say the candidate they're
cohesively supporting is the preferred candi date.

So in that way, they're interchangeabl e,
but | think about it as cohesion lets ne identify a
preferred candi date. Lack of cohesion neans |

cannot identify a preferred candi date.
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Q Ckay. So, then, | guess I'm-- |'"m wong
when | say -- or at least the -- as -- as it relates
to how you conduct the analysis and how you
categori ze these -- these types of voting patterns.

' mincorrect when | say that a candi date

t hat secures, let's say, 52 percent of the white
voter support in a given election contest, you would
not characterize that as a white-preferred
candi date; right?

A. That's correct.

Q Ckay. So you -- you have to establish
t hat threshold | evel of cohesion which there isn't a
bright-line rule for before you can establish
whet her the candidate is the preferred candi date of

a given group of voters?

A. Yes.
Q Ckay. Thank you. | have a -- just kind
of a housekeepi ng question on page 3. | m ght have

just been msreading it.

But the Senate map, it has three shaded
areas but only two identified regions.

VWhat's -- what was the -- is that because
t hose are Senate districts, the -- the difference in
shadi ng, do you know?

A. No. The definition of those regions

800.808.4958
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overl aps for a handful of counties. And so if
they're in green, it's because it's both a yell ow
and a blue layer on that map.

Q That makes sense. Okay. (Gotcha.

A. And, in fact, when | say shared counties,
it's really shared districts.

Q Right. Okay. All right.

If you could turn to page 4 at the very
top, it continues fromthe previous page where it
says "Precinct-level election results for the 2018,
2020, and 2021 el ections was assenbled by the Voting
and El ections Science Team an academ c group that
provi des precinct-level data for U S. elections,
based on data fromthe Secretary of State.”

And you' ve got a few footnotes here in
that -- in that sentence.

Can you just descri be what the Voting and
El ecti on Science teamis?

A. Sure. They're just a group of academ cs
who do the hard work of matching up election results
to precinct geography. And this is sonething that,
t heoretically, should be really easy; that is,
have a shape file of Georgia precincts from say,

t he 2020 election. | have precinct-level election

results fromthe 2020 el ection and presumably those
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should match up perfectly.
But, in practice, the -- in some counties,
and not all, the precinct identifiers used in the

el ection night reporting systemis different than
the precinct identifiers used in the shape file. It
m ght just be different abbreviations, different
ordering. Sonetines there's expert numbers attached
whi ch neans that you just have to do the tedious
wor k of matching them up. Sonme part automatically
and sonme part by hand. And so the VEST team did
that for those elections and so | used their data.

Q Ckay. Did you do any sort of independent
analysis to determ ne the accuracy of the data
provi ded by VEST?

A. Yes. They have all of the raw data they
use avail able. They docunent their process. |
val i dated that the totals matched up properly so
t hat the expected total nunmber of votes across
counties and the state were correct. |'ve used
their data in nultiple other cases as well as
academ c work and they're very w dely used.

Q Ckay. And are they -- are they affiliated
wi th Harvard?

A. No. | believe one of the heads of it is

at the University of Florida, and |I'm not sure where
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t he other academ cs invol ved are | ocat ed.
Q. Do -- okay.
Do you know if it's nonpartisan or if it's
a partisan group?
A. | believe it's nonpartisan. |It's just
cl eaned-up el ection data avail able to everyone
onl i ne.
Q Ckay. And | don't nmean to suggest that it
I's, you know, sonme sort of partisan group. | just
was curi ous.
| n paragraph 15 of your report under
"Racially Polarized Voting Analysis,” in the mddle
there you state "I excluded third-party and wite-in
candi dates and anal yzed votes for the two
maj or-party candi dates in each election."
Do you see that?
A. Yes.
Q How conme you excl uded those -- those
groups of candi dates?
A. So, we can include third-party candi dates.
It's not going to make a big difference in the
results, but it essentially adds a | ot of noise
because third-party support is relatively |ow
Li ke, a few votes or zero votes in many precincts.

And so it just conplicates the ecol ogical inference

800.808.4958
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nodel but it's certainly feasible.

Wite-in candi dates | exclude because it
could be frommultiple candi dates, we don't know who
t hey are, but again, nost inportantly, it's a
really, really small number of votes.

Q I n your experience -- so but do you see
the -- when you -- when you -- strike that.

When you see the analysis for the data
that you're -- that you're |ooking at for your
anal ysis, do you see the third-party results from
el ections you exam ne and then you just decide to
excl ude then?

A. | believe, in all of the data sources |
use, the third-party results are included and then I
renove them from the data before running ecol ogical
I nf erence.

Q Ckay. |Is there any -- when you're -- when
you're | ooking at the smaller elections, let's say
the state senate and the state |egislature, do you
notice any -- a greater volune of third-party and

wite-in votes for candi dates than you do in the

| arger el ections, |like the statew de el ections and
t hi ngs?
A. | don't know.

Q Ckay. Okay. Let's nove on to page 10.

800.808.4958
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At the end of paragraph 24, and we're under the
headi ng now "Performance of the New Majority-Bl ack
Districts in the Illustrative Maps."

So to be clear, you're no |onger
conducting -- well, are you conducting ecol ogi cal
i nference anal ysis when you are | ooking at the
performance of potential new majority-Dblack
districts in the illustrative maps? Do you stil
have to performan EIl to do that?

A. No.

Q Okay. So are you essentially grafting
results fromprior elections onto newly fornul at ed
districts?

| s that an accurate, sort of, synopsis of
what's happeni ng?

A. Yes. |It's called a reconstituted el ection
analysis or a reconstituted election results
analysis. | figure out which precincts are in which
of the new districts based on the shape files of the
il lustrative maps, and then | just add up the votes
for all the precincts within each district and
figure out the vote share of each candi date.

Q. Ckay. So at the bottom of paragraph 24,
it states "In House District 145, the

bl ack-preferred candi date won all 19 el ections since
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2018 and 27 of the 31 elections overall."
s that right?
A Yes.
Q Does the fact that they didn't win sonme of

the elections affect your analysis as to their
ability to winin the illustrative maps?

A. So 27 of 31 is a very high percentage.
It's going to be, you know, close to 90, 80,

90 percent. So that is certainly a district where
bl ack- preferred candi dates are generally able to
Wi n.

Q Is there a -- a threshold where you would
say, okay, bl ack-preferred candi dates are w nni ng
elections in this illustrative district but not
enough for me to conclude that they would win in a
new maj ority-black district in the illustrative map?

A. So | don't have a exact cutoff, but if you
| ook at table 9 which is on page 24, this shows the
nunbers di scussed in that paragraph and the vote
shares of the black-preferred candidate. And if we
| ook at, say, the 2021 runoff or the 2020 general,

t hese are all nunbers around 55 percent or higher.
That's a 10-percentage point margin which | would
consi der nmore than sufficient.

COURT REPORTER: \Which you woul d consi der
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nore t han?

THE W TNESS: More than sufficient.
COURT REPORTER: Thank you.
BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q Well, in -- in the 55 percent that you
woul d consider nmore than sufficient, are you
referring to an individual vote -- or a vote share
I n an individual election or are you referring to
t he percentage of elections that you anal yze that
t hey would wi n?

A. " msorry. The vote shares in the
el ecti ons.

Q Ckay. So |I'mnore curious about --

A. As | said --

(Si mul t aneous speakers - unclear.)

Q ' m sorry. Go ahead.

A. As | said earlier, we're |looking at a very
hi gh percentage of elections that they would w n.

Q Right. But is there, like, a -- let's say
they would win 20 out of 30 elections in the
illustrative district, is that sufficient for you to
say that they have a high likelihood of -- of
el ecting a new mpjority-black district in the
il lustrative maps?

Woul d you -- or -- or let ne -- let ne
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phrase it that way.

If they win 20 out of 30 elections in the
el ections that you analyze, is that sufficient for
you to consider that illustrative district one in
whi ch bl ack voters have an ability to elect their
candi date of choice?

A. | suppose it depends on, you know, the --
any sort of relationship between tinme and success.
So, for exanple, if those ten |osses were all from
2012, 2014, and then all the 20 victories were nore
recent, that seens like a really high rate of
success in recent elections that m ght refl ect
denmographi ¢ and political change.

If they were all m xed through such that
I n any one random year they're w nning about two
thirds of the contest, |I'd have to dig nore into it
and sort of see what the margins | ook |ike and --
and what the relationship m ght be about between
success and the denographics of that district or the
political denmographics of a district.

Q Ckay. Yeah, that nmakes -- that makes --
t hat nmakes sense.

Ckay. | think I'mdone with that report,
so I'"'mgoing to nove to the Pendergrass report. And

| will introduce that on your Exhibit Share as
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Exhi bit 4.

(Defendants' Exhibit 4 was marked for
i dentification.)

MR. JACOUTOT: Just making sure this
doesn't have any highlights on it or notes. It
does not. Good.

BY MR. JACOUTOT

Q All right. It should be com ng your way.
So just let me know when it's | oaded up.

A. Ckay. | have it now.

Q Ckay. Great. So you -- nopve to page 5 --
or before we do that, can you confirmto me that
this is your report that you filed in -- in the
Pender grass action?

A. It is.

Q Ckay. Can we nove to page 5 and
paragraph 16, and if you want, just read that to
yourself real quick and |let me know when you've done
t hat .

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And so, for the record, it states
t hat "Exam ning Figure 2, the estimtes for support
for black-preferred candi dates by black voters are
all significantly above 50 percent. Black voters

are extremely cohesive, with a clear candi date of
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choice in all 40 elections.”
So ny question to you -- and | guess

that's -- well, 1t's alnpbst a bit of an

under st atement where you say it's "significantly
above 50 percent."”

It's |ike al nost 100 percent; right? It's

ri ght near that |ine?
A. Yes.
Q. For bl ack candi dates -- or excuse ne, for
bl ack-preferred candi dates. | apol ogi ze.
So my question to you is charac- -- about

characterizing these candi dates by bl ack-preferred.
Cbviously, in the -- in the general
el ection contest, we would be calling them
bl ack- preferred candidates and it's difficult to
di spute that, but in your analysis you didn't
exam ne the primaries; right?
A. That's correct.
Q So you woul dn't know, then, if the
candi date |listed here as the bl ack-preferred
candi date was actually the bl ack-preferred candi date
in the primary; right?
It could have been -- well, let nme ask you
t hat question again and I'Ill cut it off.

Here we can't know because we didn't | ook
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at the primaries if the candidate in the general
el ection was the bl ack-preferred candidate in the
primary; right?

A. We can't say anything about the primry.

Q And so, then, it's true that some of the
candi dates that you list as the bl ack-preferred
candi date here may not have been the bl ack-preferred
candi date in the primry?

A. | don't know.

Q s it possible?

MR. HAWLEY: Objection.
THE W TNESS: Yes.
MR. HAWLEY: Calls for specul ation.
Sorry, Dr. Palnmer, you can answer.
THE WTNESS: It is possible.

BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q And | do agree that it mght call for sone
specul ati on because we just don't have the data

before us; right?

A. | didn't do that analysis.

Q But when they're in the general election,
regardless if they commnded -- or excuse ne,
regardless if they received the black -- the

maj ority of black support in the primry, they

clearly are -- have the overwhelmng majority of
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support in the general; right?
A. These candi dates are the clear
bl ack-preferred candidates in the general election.
Q Ckay. If you could turn to page 7 for ne
and | ook at the figure 4.
It |l ooks |ike you plot the EI results for

five different Congressional districts --

A. Yes.

Q. -- is that right?

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. And the confidence intervals here
are represented by, | guess, the line behind the

dots; is that right?

A. Yes.
Q. |'"m curious. Wy -- why is it that in
sone of the districts the -- the Cl, or confidence

Interval, seens to be quite broad whereas in others
It's very tight?

A. So that depends a |lot on the size of each
group within the district and in how they're
di stributed across the district. \When places are
nore heavily black or nore heavily white, it can be
easier to get nore precise estimtes. |In places
where precincts tend to be nore m xed, it can be

harder to get precise estimtes.
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And so that's a function of how the
nodel -- how the ecol ogical inference nodel
estimates group support based on the precinct-|evel
dat a.

Q Ckay. And so when there's -- is that
because it's basically a -- |like, for CD13, for

exanmple, there's a larger statistical pool of black

voters to -- to analyze and pull fromso it makes
It -- it shrinks those confidence intervals a little
bit?

A. It's not just that it's a |arger pool;

it's also how they're distributed across units,
across the precincts.

Q Ckay. And can you turn to table 6 on

page 15, which is the, | think, the table version of
this graph?

A. Yes.

Q. Or excuse ne. It's the table version of

CD14 in this graph.

A. Yes.

Q Ckay. So, as | was |looking at this, | see
t hat sone of the down-ballot races have a wi der
confidence interval in, let's say -- let's say --
let's | ook at the 2014 general and | ook at sone of

t he down-ball ot races |like |ieutenant governor.
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For black voters that has a fairly w de

confidence interval, would you say?

A. | -- it's all relative to other interval
| suppose. It's wider than sone.

Q Yeah. So, then, let's conpare that sane
| i eut enant governor race, sanme -- sane race of

voters, black voters, but let's conpare it with th
2018 | i eutenant governor race.

You -- you agree with me that the
confidence interval is significantly nore narrow,
ri ght?

A. It's narrower. | don't know if we could

S,

e

test the range of it or something and do a physical

test to say if it's significant or not.

Q. Ckay. Would you also -- yeah, would you
al so agree with me with the -- if you go down to
2022 in that same CDl14, sane |ieutenant governor
race, and | ook at the confidence interval for blac
voters there and it's even nore narrow t han 2018;
that right?

A. Yes. But |I -- 1 don't know if we can
infer anything fromthe width of the confidence
i nterval from separate runs of a nodel across
separate years and different data sets.

Q Ckay. That sort of answered ny next

k

S
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question. | -- | was going to ask why this m ght
be.
Do you have any idea why that m ght be or
you're just not confortable specul ating?
A. It would be entirely specul ati on.
Q Ckay. Okay. Does the wi der confidence
interval affect the reliability of the estimtes

bei ng given?

A. Can you be nore specific?
Q. Yeah. So if a -- if a confidence interval
of 95 has a -- is broader, does that affect its --

the reliability of the estimates that you're giving?

A. | don't think it changes the reliability.
It changes the precision of them |In this case,
t hat doesn't have any bearing on ny concl usions.

Q Because these are -- | guess because
they're very close to, you know, 100 percent in a
| ot of these cases?

A. That's right.

Q Ckay. And, | guess, if -- strike that.

Ckay. The last question | have is, when |

was reading your reports, | didn't notice, like, a
concl usi on paragraph. It just kind of ended and
then started with the tables and things |ike that

and | didn't see a direct appendix |ink.
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Am 1l -- do you know if |I'm m ssing
anything or is it just because the conclusion was,
sort of, witten at the beginning and that's just
the way you stylized it?

A. The conclusion was witten at the

begi nning and then | just put the tables at the end

wi t hout --
Q Ckay.
A. -- an appendi x header.
MR. JACOUTOT: OCkay. | think that may be
all I have for you. Can we take a ten-m nute

break? Let me just go back through this and
make sure | don't have anything el se.

MR. HAWLEY: So --

VI DEOGRAPHER: The tinme on the monitor is

11:36 a.m and we're going off the record.

(OfFf the record.)
VI DEOGRAPHER: The tinme on the monitor is

11: 45 a.m and we're back on the record.

BY MR. JACOUTOT:

Q Ckay. | did just have one follow up kind
of series of questions | meant to ask you earlier
when we were going through your CV.

As | said, | did notice a -- a |lot of

articles on housing and we had some on clinmate

Veritext Lega Solutions
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change and things like that. A lot of articles on
mayoral, | guess -- what was the word? -- | can't
remember the words you used, aspirations, | believe,
or sonmething |like that.
But the -- my question is, you know,
didn't see a whole |lot on, | guess, election-related

matters specifically, and | was just curious if --
If you could -- you know, how nmuch tine do you --
how woul d you say that you divide your tine as a
professional in terns of, you know, how nmuch tinme is
spent of your -- of your typical work schedul e on
el ection-related statistical analysis matters,
things |like that, and how nmuch time is devoted to
ot her aspects of your professional career?

A. | would say right now of ny research tine,
half is spent on voting rights, redistricting,
el ection-related matters. | have several
wor ks-i n-progress on this topic, the partisan
gerrymanderi ng paper we tal ked about earlier as well
as a bunch of things that are not yet at the working
paper or, sort of, publicly avail able stage.

And then about the other half of ny

research time is on housing and |l ocal politics which
woul d i nclude things |ike the mayor survey and the

rel ated papers.
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My teaching is also simlarly split. |
spend about half of my teaching time on teaching
data science, statistics, political nmethodol ogy,
working with this kind of data, including a new
course |'mteaching this semester all about worKking
with census data and geographic data for questions
about, you know, public policy. And then half of ny
time is spent teaching about American politics which
certainly includes elections and voting rights as
wel | .

Q Okay. All right. That's perfect. Yeah,
| appreciate it. That's what | was | ooking for.

MR. JACOUTOT: And with that, | have no
further questions. M. Hawi ey, if you have
any, feel free.

MR. HAWLEY: Yes, just briefly.

EXAM NATI ON

BY- MR. HAWLEY:

Q Dr. Palnmer, do you recall that you and
M. Jacoutot had a discussion about Dr. Alford's
report earlier in the deposition?

A. Yes.

Q And I'm -- |'m paraphrasing M. Jacoutot's
question, but he asked whether Dr. Alford had

attenmpted in his rebuttal report to identify
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parti sanship as the cause of the polarization that
you reported in your report.
Do you recall that exchange?

A. Yes.

Q And you indicated -- and |I'm not -- again,
apologies if this isn't the precise adjective that
you used. But you referred to Dr. Alford's attenpt
as insufficient given the data that he had when he
conducted his rebuttal report.

| s that about right?

A. Yes.

Q Coul d you explain why you viewed
Dr. Alford's attenpt as insufficient to answer the
guestion he purports to answer?

A. So Dr. Alford is trying to | ook at the
difference at whether the polarization he observed
I's caused by race or caused by party. And | think
there's two significant errors in this analysis.
The first is that we're not trying to understand
whet her the race of the candi date causes
pol ari zati on, but whether voters of different races
are polarized relative to each other.

And so in that respect, | don't think the
race of the candidate is necessary, and whet her

there's differences there is not necessary to
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identify if voters are polarized by race.

And then, second, he |ooks at whether the
race of -- he shows that because there's not a
difference in support for denocratic candi dates or
Republ i can candi dates based on their race that this
must driven by party rather than race. And those
two concepts cannot be separat ed.

Soci al scientists have done plentiful
research on the causes of party identification and
what | eads voters to identify with or support
parties or candi dates of that party, as well as the
| i nkages between race and party identification. And
SO we can't separate -- separate out the two.

To do this analysis would have to assune
that race has no bearing on one's party but, of
course, we know that one's individual race is going
to affect their partisan preferences, their policy
preferences, and how they're going to vote. And so
the two are intertangled. W can't separate them
out this way, certainly not from aggregate data |ike
this.

Q I n responding to your report, Dr. Alford
essentially used the same data that you were using
when you ran your racially polarized voting

anal ysis; correct?
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A. I|'"'mnot if he was using the same data that
was available to him He m ght just be using the
results of nmy report and not | ooking at the data
I tself.

COURT REPORTER: Excuse ne. Could you
repeat the objection, please? It was spoken
over.

MR. JACOUTOT: It was just object to form

COURT REPORTER: Thank you.

BY MR. HAWLEY:

Q Wth that data and with the methodol ogy
t hat you applied to reach your results, Dr. Pal ner,
is it possible for Dr. Alford to make a subjective
determ nation as to causation, which is to say, why
voters voted the way they did?

MR. JACOUTOT: Object to form

THE WTNESS: | -- | don't believe so.

MR. HAWLEY: Okay. That's all | have.

MR. JACOUTOT: Okay. And | don't have any
followup, so | think we can call it a day.

VI DEOGRAPHER: AlIl right. The tinme on the
nonitor is 11:51 a.m W're going off the
record.

(Deposition concluded at 11:51 a.m)

(Pursuant to Rule 30(e) of the Federal

800.808.4958
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Rul es of Civil Procedure and/or O.C. G A
9-11-30(e), signature of the witness has been

reserved.)
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CERTI FI CATE

STATE OF GEORG A:

COUNTY OF FULTON:

| hereby certify that the foregoing transcript was
taken down, as stated in the caption, and the
guestions and answers thereto were reduced to
typewriting under my direction; that the foregoing
pages represent a true, conplete, and correct
transcript of the evidence given upon said hearing,
and | further certify that I am not of kin or
counsel to the parties in the case; amnot in the
regul ar enpl oy of counsel for any of said parties;
nor am 1l in anywi se interested in the result of said
case.

LEE ANN BARNES, CCR B-1852, RPR, CRR, CRC
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COURT REPORTER DI SCLOSURE

Pursuant to Article 10.B. of the Rules and
Regul ati ons of the Board of Court Reporting of the
Judi cial Council of Georgia which states: "Each
court reporter shall tender a disclosure format the
time of the taking of the deposition stating the
arrangements made for the reporting services of the
certified court reporter, by the certified court
reporter, the court reporter's enployer, or the
referral source for the deposition, with any party
to the litigation, counsel to the parties or other
entity. Such formshall be attached to the
deposition transcript,” | make the follow ng

di scl osure:

| ama Georgia Certified Court Reporter. | am here
as a representative of Veritext Legal Sol utions.
Veritext Legal Solutions was contacted to provide
court reporting services for the deposition.
Veritext Legal Solutions will not be taking this
deposition under any contract that is prohibited by
O.C.GA 9-11-28 (c).

Veritext Legal Solutions has no contract/agreenent
to provide reporting services with any party to the
case, any counsel in the case, or any reporter or
reporting agency fromwhoma referral m ght have
been made to cover this deposition. Veritext Legal

Solutions will charge its usual and customary rates
to all parties in the case, and a financial discount
wi | ) this litigation.

LEE ANN BARNES, CCR B-1852B, RPR, CRR, CRC
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To: JONATHAN HAWLEY, ESQ
Re: Signature of Deponent MAXWELL PALMER, Ph.D.
Date Errata due back at our offices: 30 days

Greeti ngs:
Thi s deposition has been requested for read and sign
by the deponent. It is the deponent's

responsibility to review the transcript, noting any
changes or corrections on the attached PDF Errata.
The deponent may fill out the Errata electronically
or print and fill out manually.

Once the Errata is signed by the deponent and
notarized, please mail it to the offices of Veritext
(bel ow) .

When the signed Errata is returned to us, we w ||
seal and forward to the taking attorney to file with
the original transcript. W wll also send copies
of the Errata to all ordering parties.

If the signed Errata is not returned within the tine
above, the original transcript my be filed with the
court wi thout the signature of the deponent.

Pl ease send conpleted Errata to:
Veritext Production Facility

20 Mansell Court, Suite 300
Roswel |, GA 30076

(770) 343-9696
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ERRATA for ASSI GNMENT #5775081
|, the undersigned, do hereby certify that | have
read the transcript of nmy testinony, and that

___ There are no changes not ed.
_ The followi ng changes are noted:

Pursuant to Rule 30(7)(e) of the Federal Rul es of
Civil Procedure and/or OCGA 9-11-30(e), any changes
in formor substance which you desire to make to
your testinony shall be entered upon the deposition
with a statenment of the reasons given for making
them To assist you in making any such corrections,

pl ease use the formbelow. If additional pages are
necessary, please furnish same and attach.
Page Line Change to:

Reason for change:
Page Li ne Change to:

Reason for change:
Page Li ne Change to:

Page Li ne Change to:

Page Li ne Change to:

Page Li ne Change to:

Page Li ne Change to:

Reason for change:
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Page Line Change to:
Reason for change: ____________
Page Line Change to:
Reason for change: ___________
Page Line Change to:
Reason for change: ____________
Page Line Change to:
Reason for change: ____________
Page Line Change to:
Reason for change: _________
Page Line Change to:
Reason for change: ____________
Page Line Change to:
Reason for change:_________
Page Line Change to:
Reason for change: _________
Page Line Change to:
Reason for change: ____________

DEPONENT' S SI GNATURE
Sworn to and subscri bed before me this day
of , 20

Not ary Public

My comm ssion expires
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Federal Rules of Civil Procedure

Rule 30

(e) Review By the Witness; Changes.

(1) Review; Statement of Changes. On request by the
deponent or a party before the deposition is
completed, the deponent must be allowed 30 days
after being notified by the officer that the
transcript or recording is available in which:

(A) to review the transcript or recording; and

(B) 1if there are changes in form or substance, to
sign a statement listing the changes and the
reasons for making them.

(2) Changes Indicated in the Officer's Certificate.
The officer must note in the certificate prescribed
by Rule 30(f) (1) whether a review was requested
and, i1if so, must attach any changes the deponent

makes during the 30-day period.

DISCLAIMER: THE FOREGOING FEDERAL PROCEDURE RULES
ARE PROVIDED FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY.

THE ABOVE RULES ARE CURRENT AS OF APRIL 1,

2019. PLEASE REFER TO THE APPLICABLE FEDERAL RULES

OF CIVIL PROCEDURE FOR UP-TO-DATE INFORMATION.
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VERITEXT LEGAL SOLUTIONS
COMPANY CERTIFICATE AND DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Veritext Legal Solutions represents that the
foregoing transcript is a true, correct and complete
transcript of the colloquies, questions and answers
as submitted by the court reporter. Veritext Legal
Solutions further represents that the attached
exhibits, if any, are true, correct and complete
documents as submitted by the court reporter and/or
attorneys in relation to this deposition and that
the documents were processed in accordance with

our litigation support and production standards.

Veritext Legal Solutions is committed to maintaining
the confidentiality of client and witness information,
in accordance with the regulations promulgated under
the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability
Act (HIPAA), as amended with respect to protected
health information and the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, as
amended, with respect to Personally Identifiable
Information (PII). Physical transcripts and exhibits
are managed under strict facility and personnel access
controls. Electronic files of documents are stored

in encrypted form and are transmitted in an encrypted
fashion to authenticated parties who are permitted to
access the material. Our data is hosted in a Tier 4
SSAE 16 certified facility.

Veritext Legal Solutions complies with all federal and
State regulations with respect to the provision of
court reporting services, and maintains its neutrality
and independence regardless of relationship or the
financial outcome of any litigation. Veritext requires
adherence to the foregoing professional and ethical
standards from all of its subcontractors in their
independent contractor agreements.

Inquiries about Veritext Legal Solutions'
confidentiality and security policies and practices
should be directed to Veritext's Client Services
Associates indicated on the cover of this document or
at www.veritext.com.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

ANNIE LOIS GRANT, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
CIVIL ACTION FILE NO.

v. 1:22-CV-00122-SCJ

BRAD RAFFENSPERGER, in his
official capacity as the Georgia
Secretary of State, et al.,

Defendants.

COAKLEY PENDERGRASS, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
CIVIL ACTION

V.

FILE NO. 1:21-CV-05339-SCJ
BRAD RAFFENSPERGER, et al.,

Defendants.

DEFENDANTS’ NOTICE TO TAKE THE EXPERT DEPOSITION
OF MAXWELL PALMER, Ph.D.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that, pursuant to Rules 26 and 30 of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, counsel for Defendants Brad Raffensperger,

in his official capacity as Secretary of State of Georgia; William S. Duffey Jr.,
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in his official capacity as chair of the State Election Board; and Matthew
Mashburn, Sara Tindall Ghazal, Edward Lindsey, and Janice Johnston, will
take the oral examination of Plaintiffs’ expert, Maxwell Palmer, Ph.D. on
Wednesday, February 22, 2023, beginning at 9:30 a.m. via Zoom
videoconferencing through Veritext Legal Solutions and continuing thereafter
until completed. Details regarding the videoconferencing will be emailed to
those participating once all arrangements are finalized.

The deposition shall be taken before a Notary Public or some other
officer authorized by law to administer oaths for use at trial. The deposition
will be taken by oral examination with a written and/or sound and visual
record made thereof (e.g., videotape, LiveNote, etc.). The deposition will be
taken for the purposes of cross-examination, discovery, and for all other
purposes permitted under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure or any other
applicable law.

This 16th day of February, 2023.

Respectfully submitted,
Christopher M. Carr
Attorney General
Georgia Bar No. 112505
Bryan K. Webb

Deputy Attorney General

Georgia Bar No. 743580
Russell D. Willard
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Senior Assistant Attorney General
Georgia Bar No. 760280

Charlene McGowan

Assistant Attorney General
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EXPERT REPORT OF MAXWELL PALMER, PH.D.

I, Dr. Maxwell Palmer, declare as follows:

1. My name is Maxwell Palmer. I am currently an Associate Professor of Political Science
at Boston University. I joined the faculty at Boston University in 2014, after completing
my Ph.D. in Political Science at Harvard University. I was promoted to Associate
Professor, with tenure, in 2021. I am also a Civic Tech Fellow in the Faculty of
Computing & Data Sciences and a Faculty Fellow at the Initiative on Cities. I teach
and conduct research on American politics and political methodology.

2. I have published academic work in leading peer-reviewed academic journals, including
the American Political Science Review, Journal of Politics, Perspectives on Politics,
British Journal of Political Science, Journal of Empirical Legal Studies, Political Science
Research and Methods, Legislative Studies Quarterly, and Urban Affairs Review. My
book, Neighborhood Defenders: Participatory Politics and America’s Housing Crisis,
was published by Cambridge University Press in 2019. I have also published academic
work in the Ohio State University Law Review. My published research uses a variety
of analytical approaches, including statistics, geographic analysis, and simulations,
and data sources including academic surveys, precinct-level election results, voter
registration and vote history files, and census data. My curriculum vitae is attached to
this report.

3. I have served as an expert witness or litigation consultant on numerous cases involving
voting restrictions. I testified at trial, court hearing, or by deposition in Bethune
Hill v. Virginia before the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia
(No. 3:14-c¢v-00852-REP-AWA-BMK); Thomas v. Bryant before the U.S. District Court
for the Southern District of Mississippi (No. 3:18-CV-00441-CWR-FKB); Chestnut v.
Merrill before the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Alabama (No. 2:18-cv-
00907-KOB); Dwight v. Raffensperger before the U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of Georgia (No. 1:18-c¢v-2869-RWS); Bruni v. Hughs before the U.S. District
Court for the Southern District of Texas (No. 5:20-c¢v-35); Caster v. Merrill before the
U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Alabama (No. 2:21-c¢v-1536-AMM);
Pendergrass v. Raffensperger before the U.S. District Court for the Northern District
of Georgia (No. 1:21-CV-05339-SCJ); Grant v. Raffensperger before the U.S. District
Court for the Northern District of Georgia (No. 1:22-CV-00122-SCJ); and Galmon v.
Ardoin before the U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana (3:22-cv-
00214-SDD-SDJ). I also served as the independent racially polarized voting analyst for
the Virginia Redistricting Commission in 2021, and I have worked as a consultant to
the United State Department of Justice on several matters. My expert testimony has
been accepted and relied upon by courts; in no case has my testimony been rejected or
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found unreliable.

4. T am being compensated at a rate of $350 per hour. No part of my compensation is
dependent upon the conclusions that I reach or the opinions that I offer.

5. I testified in this matter in the preliminary injunction proceedings on February 10, 2022.
I was accepted by the court as an expert in redistricting and data analysis.

6. I was retained by the plaintiffs in this litigation to offer an expert opinion on the extent
to which voting is racially polarized in parts of Georgia. I was also asked to evaluate
the performance of the new majority-minority districts in the plaintiffs’ illustrative
maps.

7. 1 find strong evidence of racially polarized voting across the areas of Georgia I examined.
Black and White voters consistently support different candidates.

8. Black-preferred candidates are largely unable to win elections in the non-majority-Black
districts in the the areas of Georgia I examined.

9. Under the plaintiffs’ illustrative House and Senate maps, I find that Black-preferred
candidates are generally able to win elections in all of the new majority-Black districts.

Data Sources and Elections Analyzed

10. For the purpose of my analysis, I examined elections across five different focus areas,
based on the House and Senate maps adopted by the Georgia General Assembly in
2021.1 Collectively, I refer to these areas as the “focus areas.” Figure 1 maps the focus
areas, and Figures 6-10 provide more detailed maps. These focus areas are defined as
the areas from which the new majority-minority districts in the plaintiffs’ illustrative
maps are drawn.

11. There are three focus areas for the House plan:

e Black Belt: House Districts 133, 142, 143, 145, 147, and 149. These districts include
Bleckley, Crawford, Dodge, Twiggs, and Wilkinson Counties and parts of Baldwin,
Bibb, Houston, Jones, Monroe, Peach, and Telfair Counties.

o Southern Atlanta: House Districts 69, 74, 75, 78, 115, and 117. These districts include
parts of Clayton, Fayette, Fulton, Henry, and Spalding Counties.

o Western Atlanta: House Districts 61 and 64. These districts include parts of Douglas,
Fulton, and Paulding Counties.

12. There are two focus areas for the Senate plan:

e Black Belt: Senate Districts 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26. These districts include Baldwin,
Burke, Butts, Columbia, Elbert, Emanuel, Glascock, Greene, Hancock, Hart, Jasper,
Jefferson, Jenkins, Johnson, Jones, Lincoln, Mcduffie, Oglethorpe, Putnam, Richmond,

'Shape files and demographic data on each plan were downloaded from the website of the Georgia General
Assembly’s Legislative and Congressional Reapportionment Office (House Bill 1EX and Senate Bill 1EX).
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Figure 1: Maps of the Focus Areas

Screven, Taliaferro, Twiggs, Warren, Washington, Wilkes, and Wilkinson Counties and
parts of Bibb, Henry, and Houston Counties.

o Southern Atlanta: Senate Districts 10, 16, 17, 25, 28, 34, 35, 39, and 44.2 These

13.

districts include Baldwin, Butts, Clayton, Coweta, Fayette, Heard, Jasper, Jones,
Lamar, Morgan, Pike, Putnam, and Spalding Counties and parts of Bibb, DeKalb,
Douglas, Fulton, Henry, Newton, and Walton Counties.

To analyze racially polarized voting, I relied on precinct-level election results and
voter turnout by race, compiled by the state of Georgia. The data includes the racial
breakdown of registrants and voters in each precinct, based on registrants’ self-identified
race when registering to vote. Data for the 2012, 2014, 2016, and 2018 general elections
was provided to counsel by the Georgia Secretary of State in a prior case.®> Data on
turnout by race for the 2020 general election and the 2018 and 2021 runoff elections
was retrieved from the website of the Georgia Secretary of State.* Data on turnout by
race for the 2022 general election was provided to counsel by the Georgia Secretary of
State, and 2022 precinct-level election results were downloaded from the the website of
the Georgia Secretary of State.? Precinct-level election results for the 2018,% 2020, and

2Senate District 25 is included in both Senate focus areas.

3 Dwight v. Raffensperger (No. 1:18-cv-2869-RWS).

4https://sos.ga.gov/index.php/Elections.
Shttps://results.enr.clarityelections.com/GA /115465 /web.307039 /# /summary.

%Voting and Election Science Team, 2019, “2018 Precinct-Level Election Results”, https://doi.org/10.

3
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20217 elections was assembled by the Voting and Election Science Team, an academic
group that provides precinct-level data for U.S. Elections, based on data from the
Secretary of State.®? Precinct shape files for 2012 through 2020 were downloaded
from the Georgia General Assembly’s Legislative and Congressional Reapportionment
Office. "

14. The state of Georgia provides six options for race and ethnicity on the voter registration
form: Black, White, Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian, and
Other.!! T combined Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pacific Islander and American Indian into
the “Other” category.

Racially Polarized Voting Analysis

15. In analyzing racially polarized voting in each election, I used a statistical procedure,
ecological inference (EI), that estimates group-level preferences based on aggregate
data. I analyzed the results for three racial demographic groups: Non-Hispanic Black,
Non-Hispanic White, and Other, based on the voters’ self-identified race in the voter
registration database. I excluded third-party and write-in candidates, and analyzed
votes for the two major-party candidates in each election. The results of this analysis
are estimates of the percentage of each group that voted for the candidate from each
party in each election. The results include both a mean estimate (the most likely vote
share) and a 95% confidence interval.'?

16. Interpreting the results of the ecological inference models proceeds in two general
stages. First, I examined the support for each candidate by each demographic group to
determine if members of the group vote cohesively in support of a single candidate in
each election. When a significant majority of the group supports a single candidate,
I can then identify that candidate as the group’s candidate of choice. If the group’s
support is roughly evenly divided between the two candidates, then the group does not
cohesively support a single candidate and does not have a clear preference. Second, after
identifying the preferred candidate for each group (or the lack of such a candidate), I
compared the preferences of White voters to the preferences of Black voters. Evidence of

7910/DVN/UBKYRU, Harvard Dataverse, V47; ga_ 2018.zip.

"Voting and Election Science Team, 2020, “2020 Precinct-Level Election Results”, https://doi.org/10.
7910/DVN/K7760H, Harvard Dataverse, V21; ga_ 2020.zip. Note that the 2020 election results file includes
the 2021 runoff election results as well.

8The election results provided by VEST are the same as the precinct-level data available on the website
of the Georgia Secretary of State. However, VEST provides the data in a more convenient format.

9As of December 12, 2022, precinct-level voter turnout data for the 2022 runoff election was not available.

Ohttps:/ /www.legis.ga.gov /joint-office /reapportionment.

Hhttps://sos.ga.gov/admin /files/GA__VR,__APP_ 2019.pdf.

12The 95% confidence interval is a measure of uncertainty in the estimates from the model. For example,
the model might estimate that 94% of the members of a group voted for a particular candidate, with a 95%
confidence interval of 91-96%. This means that based on the data and the model assumptions, 95% of the
simulated estimates for this group fall in the range of 91-96%, with 94% being the average value. Larger
confidence intervals reflect a higher degree of uncertainty in the estimates, while smaller confidence intervals
reflect less uncertainty.
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racially polarized voting is found when Black voters and White voters support different
candidates.

17. Figure 2 presents the estimates of support for the Black-preferred candidate for Black
and White voters for all 40 electoral contests from 2012 to 2020 across the five focus
areas. Here, I present only the estimates and confidence intervals, and exclude individual
election labels. Full results for each election are presented in Tables 2-6. In each panel,
the dots correspond to an estimate in a particular election, and the gray vertical lines
behind each dot are the 95% confidence intervals for the estimate.'?

18. Examining Figure 2, the estimates for support for Black-preferred candidates by Black
voters across are all significantly above 50% across the five focus areas. 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

House: Black Belt House: Southern Atlanta House: Western Atlanta
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Figure 2: Racially Polarized Voting Estimates by Race — Focus Area

13In some cases the lines for the confidence intervals are not visible behind the dots because they are
relatively small.
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Table 1: Average Support for Black-Preferred Candidates by Voters’ Race

Focus Area Black Voters White Voters
House Black Belt 98.1% 10.4%
Southern Atlanta 98.7% 4.6%
Western Atlanta  98.2% 7.7%
Senate Black Belt 98.4% 8.2%
Southern Atlanta 98.9% 10.7%

a maximum of 17.7% of the vote. This is strong evidence of racially polarized voting
across all five focus areas.

19. There is also strong evidence of racially polarized voting within the districts comprising
the five focus areas. I estimated ecological inference models for each election for every
district in the focus areas with fifteen or more precincts.'* Figure 3 plots the average
ecological inference across the 40 statewide elections analyzed.'> There is consistent
evidence of racially polarized voting in every House district analyzed, and in 12 of the
14 Senate districts. Voting is generally less polarized in Senate District 44, and not
polarized in Senate District 39.

“House Districts 64, 75, 78, 115, 117, 142, 143, and 147 do not have at least fifteen precincts for every
election, and are excluded from the analysis.

15Table 7 presents the numerical results for Figure 3. Due to the large number of ecological inference
models estimates (20 districts x 40 elections = 800 models), I do not provide results for each separate election
here. In Figure 3 and Table 7 I present results averaging across the 40 elections.
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Performance of Black-Preferred Candidates in the Focus
Area

20. Having identified the Black-preferred candidate in each election, I now turn to their
ability to win elections in these districts. Table 8 presents the results for each election
in the focus areas and districts. For each election, I calculate the vote share obtained by
the Black-preferred candidate.'® Black-preferred candidates are able to win elections in
the Southern Atlanta and Western Atlanta focus areas for the House districts. However,
they are only able to do so due to the high support for Black-preferred candidates in
the majority-Black districts.

21. Figure 4 plots the average share of the vote received by the Black-preferred candidate
across each district. The solid black circles indicate majority-Black districts, and the
gray circles indicate non-majority-Black districts. Black-preferred candidates win almost
every election in the majority-Black districts, but lose almost every election in the
non-majority-Black districts.

Winning elections in Georgia requires a majority of the vote rather than a plurality of the vote (the
threshold in most of the states). In this table and following sections analyzing election results I present vote
shares as percentages of the two-party vote (excluding third party and independent candidates).
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Performance of the New Majority-Black Districts in the
Illustrative Maps

22.

23.

24.

25.

I also analyzed the performance of Black-preferred candidates in the new majority-Black
districts in the plaintiffs’ illustrative maps by calculating the percentage of the vote
won by the Black-preferred candidates across the 31 statewide races from 2012 through
2021 for each district.

To perform this analysis, I used geographic data on the boundaries of the voting
precincts in each year and the boundaries of the districts in the illustrative maps to
determine which voting precincts would be located in each district. Then, I aggregated
the election results for each contest for all of the precincts in each district to find the
estimated vote shares of candidates in each contest. I was not able to include the 2022
elections in this analysis because, as of December 12, 2022, precinct boundary data for
the 2022 voting precincts was not available.

Figure 5 presents the results of this analysis. In House Districts 64, 74, and 149, and
Senate Districts 23, 25, and 28, the Black-preferred candidate won a larger share of the
vote in all 40 statewide elections. In House District 117, the Black-preferred candidate
won all 19 elections since 2018. In House District 145, the Black-preferred candidate
won all 19 elections since 2018, and 27 of the 31 elections overall. Table 9 provides the
full results.

Under the plaintiffs’ illustrative maps, the majority-Black districts in the focus areas
under the adopted maps for the House and Senate continue to perform for Black-
preferred candidates with similar or higher vote shares.

10
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Table 2: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

— House: Black Belt

Black White Other
2012 General U.S. President™ 98.4% (97.3,99.1) 13.1% (12.2, 14.2) 89.2% (78.7, 95.2
2014 General U.S. Senator 98.0% (96.8, 98.9) 16.3% (15.2, 17.7) 79.8% (61.5, 91.8
Governor 98.0% (96.7, 98.9 17.7% (16 4,19.2) 74.5% (49.0, 90.5
Lt. Governor* 97.7% (96.5, 98.6) 11.1% (9.8, 12.6) 63.7% (39.0, 84.6
Sec. of State* 98.0% (96.7, 98.8) 11.5% (10. 3 12.9) 73.2% (49.6, 90.6
Attorney General 97.8% (96.6, 98.7) 12.9% (11.6, 14.4) 72.5% (50.0, 90.0
Com. Agriculture 97.9% (96.7, 98.8) 12.2% (10.9, 13.9) 59.6% (32.7, 82.7
Com. Insurance* 98.3% (97.2,99.1) 12.0% (11.0, 13.5) 78.4% (54.7, 91.6
Com. Labor* 98.1% (96.9, 99.0 12.3% (11.2, 13.6) 76.8% (53.1, 89.8
School Super.* 98.1% (97.0, 98.9) 15.0% (13.9, 16.5) 80.1% (54.3, 92.8
2016 General U.S. President 98.2% (96.9, 99.1) 11.5% (104, 12.8) 89.5% (79.0, 95.9
U.S. Senator 96.6% (95.0, 97.7)  7.0% (5.7, 8.5) 76.8% (59.1, 89.2
2018 General Governor* 98.6% (97.6, 99.3)  9.5% (8.7, 10.6) 93.0% (86.5, 97.1

Lt. Governor

Sec. of State
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor

School Super.*
Public Serv. Com. 3
Public Serv. Com. 5

98.3% (97.2, 99.1
98.3% (97.2, 99.2
98.2% (96.9, 99.0
98.3% (97.2, 99.0
98.5% (97.3, 99.3
98.4% (97.3, 99.1

98.2% (96.9, 99.1
98.3% (97.0, 99.1

9.8% (8.8, 11.1)
13.3% (12.2, 14.6)
10.6% (9.4, 12.0)
7.3% (6.3, 8.6)
8.7% (7.8, 10.0)
8.0% (7.2,9.1)
7.3% (6.4, 8.6)
11.1% (10.0, 12.4)
9.7% (8.7, 11.0)

90.1% (82.4, 95.6
89.6% (80.5, 95.5
87.9% (76.4, 95.0
86.9% (76.1, 95.0
90.1% (82.0, 95.5
92.2% (85.5, 96.7

90.1% (82.5, 95.8

2018 Runoff

Sec. of State
Public Serv. Com. 3

98.1% (96.8, 99.0
98.0% (96.7, 99.0

13.4% (12.2, 14.7)
12.5% (11.3, 13.9)

85.6% (72.7, 94.0
86.4% (71.3, 95.2

2020 General

U.S. President

U.S. Senator

Public Serv. Com. 1*
Public Serv. Com. 4*

98.4% (97.3, 99.1
98.0% (96.7, 98.9
98.4% (97.2, 99.2

98.3% (96.9, 99.2

(
10.9% (9.9, 12.3)
10.3% (9.1, 11.8)
8.0% (7.2, 9.1)
9.5% (8.3, 10.9)

90.6% (82.0, 95.8
88.4% (79.3, 94.9
94.5% (89.9, 97.7
90.2% (82.1, 95.4

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
98.4% (97.3, 99.2)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
)

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
91.0% (81.9, 96.4)
89.1% (81.5, 94.9)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
(8 )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )

2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue)  98.3% (97.1, 99.1) 12.0% (11.0, 13.2) 93.9% (88.5, 97.6
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*  98.2% (97.0,99.1) 12.6% (11.6, 13.8) 93.3% (87.1, 97.2
Public Serv. Com. 4* 98.2% (96.9, 99.1) 10.4% (9.5, 11.6) 94.3% (89.3, 974
2022 General U.S. Senator™* 98.2% (96.8, 99.1) 12.2% (11.2, 13.5) 92.5% (86.2, 96.7
Governor* 98.3% (97.1,99.1) 6.6% (5.8, 7.8) 91.4% (84.7, 96.4
Lt. Governor 98.2% (97.0,99.1) 7.5% (6.6, 8.7) 91.0% (83.3, 95.8
Sec. of State 98.0% (96.8, 98.9) 6.6% (5.4, 8.1) 83.9% (74.5, 92.4
Attorney General 98.2% (96.8, 99.0) 8.2% (7.3, 9.4) 93.6% (88.4, 96.9
Com. Agriculture* 98.2% (96.9, 99.0) 6.7% (5.8, 7.9) 90.7% (83.7, 95.4
Com. Insurance* 98.1% (96.8, 99.0) 6.7% (5.8, 7.9) 92.4% (86.1, 96.5
Com. Labor* 98.2% (96.9, 99.1) 7.5% (6.6, 8.8) 90.7% (83.5, 95.7
School Super.* 98.0% (96.7,98.9) 6.5% (5.6, 7.7) 90.9% (84.1, 95.7

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 3: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

— House: Southern Atlanta

Black White Other
2012 General U.S. President™* 99.1% (98.5, 99.6) 3.7% (2.9, 4.6)  96.1% (93.5, 97.8)
2014 General U.S. Senator 98.8% (98.0, 99.4) 6.7% (5.7, 7.8)  95.4% (92.2, 97.6)
Governor 98.7% (97.9, 99.2) 7.1% (5.9,8.7)  91.4% (84.9, 95.8)
Lt. Governor* 98.3% (97.2,99.0) 3.0% (2.1, 4.3)  77.6% (70.3, 84.6)
Sec. of State* 98.4% (97.5, 99.1)  3.2% (2.3, 4.6)  83.6% (76.5, 89.8)
Attorney General 98.2% (97.3,98.9) 5.4% (4.1, 7.4)  89.2% (79.1, 94.7)
Com. Agriculture 97.9% (96.7, 98.8) 3.1% (2.1,4.4)  77.3% (69.1, 85.3)
Com. Insurance* 98.3% (97.5,99.0) 2.7% (2.0, 3.6)  90.3% (85.2, 94.6)
Com. Labor* 98.6% (97.8,99.2) 3.1% (2.2, 4.5)  88.2% (81.6, 93.5)
School Super.* 99.0% (98.4, 99.4) 4.5% (3.4, 5.8)  92.3% (86.6, 96.0)
2016 General U.S. President 98.9% (98.2,99.4) 4.6% (3.6, 5.8)  94.6% (91.1, 97.0)
U.S. Senator 98.3% (97.5, 99.0) 3.1% (1.9, 4.7)  74.9% (68.7, 80.4)
2018 General Governor* 99.0% (98.3, 99.5) 4.4% (3.4, 5.6)  96.4% (94.3, 97.9)
Lt. Governor 98.7% (98.0, 99.2)  3.9% (3.0, 5.1)  95.2% (91.9, 97.5)
Sec. of State 98.9% (98.3,99.4) 4.8% (3.8,6.0)  95.3% (92.3, 97.5)
Attorney General 98.9% (98.1,99.4) 4.8% (3.7, 6.2)  93.4% (89.2, 96.3)
Com. Agriculture 98.7% (97.9, 99.3) 3.3% (2.3, 4.6) 88.6% (83.8, 92.7)
Com. Insurance* 98.9% (98.2, 99.3) 3.9% (2.9, 5.2)  94.8% (91.8, 97.1)
Com. Labor 98.5% (97.7,99.1)  3.5% (2.5, 4.7)  91.8% (87.9, 95.3)
School Super.* 99.0% (98.4, 99.4) 3.0% (2.1,4.2)  87.9% (84.0, 91.2)
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.9% (98.2, 99.4) 5.0% (4.0, 6.4)  94.8% (91.5, 97.0)
Public Serv. Com. 5 99.0% (98.4, 99.4) 3.8% (2.8, 5.1)  94.6% (91.2, 96.9)
2018 Runoff ~ Sec. of State 98.8% (98.0,99.3) 5.9% (4.7, 7.3)  94.5% (89.9, 97.3)
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.7% (97.9, 99.3) 7.7% (6.4, 9.3)  94.3% (89.3, 97.4)
2020 General U.S. President 98.6% (97.8,99.2) 8.4% (6.4, 10.7) 86.6% (80.9, 92.1)
U.S. Senator 98.6% (97.9, 99.2) 6.0% (4.6, 7.7)  91.4% (87.0, 94.9)
Public Serv. Com. 1% 98.3% (97.4, 99.0) 4.1% (3.0, 5.6)  92.1% (88.0, 95.6)
Public Serv. Com. 4*  98.7% (98.0, 99.3) 4.1% (3.1, 5.6)  93.7% (90.4, 96.3)
2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.9% (98.3,99.4) 7.3% (6.2,8.6)  95.9% (93.3, 97.8)
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)* 99.0% (98.4, 99.5) 7.8% (6.8, 9.2)  96.2% (93.7, 98.0)
Public Serv. Com. 4*  98.9% (98.2, 99.3) 5.2% (4.2, 6.4)  96.2% (94.1, 97.9)
2022 General U.S. Senator* 98.8% (98.1,99.3) 8.9% (7.7, 10.3) 96.3% (93.6, 98.1)
Governor* 98.8% (98.1,99.3) 3.2% (2.3, 4.3)  89.8% (86.8, 92.7)
Lt. Governor 98.6% (97.8,99.2) 4.2% (3.3, 5.4)  94.0% (90.8, 96.6)
Sec. of State 98.1% (96.9, 98.9) 4.0% (2.6, 5.7) 83.0% (78.1, 88.3)
Attorney General 98.7% (98.0,99.2) 4.2% (3.0, 5.7)  92.3% (88.4, 95.4)
Com. Agriculture* 98.7% (97.9, 99.2)  3.3% (2.3, 4.5)  89.5% (86.1, 92.7)
Com. Insurance* 98.4% (97.6,99.1) 3.4% (2.3,4.7)  89.4% (85.7, 92.9)
Com. Labor* 98.6% (97.8,99.2) 3.5% (2.6, 4.7)  93.1% (89.6, 96.3)
School Super.* 98.4% (97.5, 99.1)  3.5% (2.4, 5.1)  88.8% (84.6, 92.8)

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 4: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates
— House:

Western Atlanta

Black

White

Other

2012 General

U.S. President*

98.4% (95.7, 99.6

7.5% (5.4, 10.6)

92.1% (83.4, 97.5

2014 General U.S. Senator 98.1% (95.4, 99.5) 10.3% (7.9, 13.6)  90.2% (80.4, 96.6
Governor 97.9% (95.0, 99.5) 11.6% (9.0, 15.0) 81.6% (69.6, 92.0
Lt. Governor* 97.7% (94.9, 99.4) 5.6% (3.0, 9.2) 75.3% (61.1, 88.7
Sec. of State™* 98.2% (95.3, 99.6) 5.8% (3.1, 9.7) 77.6% (63.6, 89.6
Attorney General 97.6% (94.1,99.4) 7.7% (4.8, 11.8)  79.4% (65.7, 91.2
Com. Agriculture 97.4% (94.2,99.1) 6.2% (3.0, 10.1)  70.6% (54.8, 85.5
Com. Insurance* 97.6% (94.3,99.4) 7.0% (4.1,11.5)  80.0% (65.9, 90.9
Com. Labor* 97.9% (95.1,99.4) 6.8% (4.2, 10.4) 82.3% (69.7, 93.0
School Super.* 97.9% (94.9, 99.5) 8.7% (6.2, 12.6) 88.4% (78.0, 96.3
2016 General U.S. President 98.3% (95.9, 99.5) 7.0% (4.7, 10.7)  91.4% (82.4, 96.8
U.S. Senator 97.4% (94.7,99.2) 5.8% (2.1, 11.0) 75.4% (57.9, 90.3
2018 General ~Governor* 98.3% (95.8,99.6) 8.5% (6.0, 12.4)  93.4% (86.0, 98.0
Lt. Governor 98.5% (96.6, 99.6) 7.8% (5.3, 11.1) 90.3% (81.6, 95.8
Sec. of State 98.4% (95.8,99.6) 8.1% (5.7, 12.1) 92.5% (84.8,97.3
Attorney General 98.2% (95.8,99.4) 8.6% (6.2, 12.0) 89.3% (80.8, 95.2
Com. Agriculture 98.4% (95.9, 99.5) 6.0% (3.5, 10.5) 87.9% (78.2, 95.0
Com. Insurance* 98.2% (96.2, 99.4) 7.1% (4.9, 10.4)  93.5% (86.5, 97.9
Com. Labor 98.1% (95.5,99.3) 6.5% (3.9, 10.7) 91.2% (83.1, 97.0
School Super.* 6.1% (3.5, 9.9) 88.4%
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.4% 8.9% (6.5, 13.1)
Public Serv. Com. 5 98.4% (96.3, 99.5) 7.4% (5.1, 10.5) 91.8% (84.0, 96.8
2018 Runoff ~ Sec. of State 98.4% (96.2, 99.5) 8.2% (5.9, 11.4)  92.7% (84.5, 97.9
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.4% (96.1, 99.6) 10.3% (7.8, 13.7)  90.8% (82.0, 96.5

2020 General

U.S. President
U.S. Senator
Public Serv. Com.
Public Serv. Com.

1*
4*

98.1% (95.8, 99.4
98.4% (95.7, 99.6
98.3% (95.8, 99.5
98.3% (96.0, 99.5

10.3% (7.3, 14.4)
10.0% (6.8, 14.5)
7.6% (4.7, 12.1)
8.6% (5.8, 12.4)

88.9% (79.4, 95.6
88.7% (79.1, 95.5
89.9% (81.0, 96.1

90.7% (82.4, 96.3

2021 Runoff

U.S. Senator (Perdue)

U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*

Public Serv. Com.

4*

98.4% (96.3, 99.6
98.3% (95.6, 99.6
98.6% (96.5, 99.6

11.2% (8.5, 14.9)
12.1% (9.2, 16.4)
7.9% (5.8, 11.1)

93.0% (84.9, 97.6
93.3% (85.6, 98.0
96.0% (90.9, 98.9

2022 General

U.S. Senator*
Governor*

Lt. Governor

Sec. of State
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture*
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor*
School Super.*

98.4% (96.2, 99.6
98.4% (96.5, 99.5
98.4% (96.3, 99.4
98.3% (96.1, 99.4
98.3% (96.2, 99.4
98.6% (96.7, 99.5
98.2% (96.2, 99.3
98.4% (96.7, 99.4

98.5% (96.7, 99.5

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
98.3% (96.1, 99.4)
(95.8, 99.6)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
)

11.6% (9.0, 15.4)
4.6% (2.1, 8.3)
7.2% (4.4, 11.1)
6.6% (2.7, 11.6)
7.0% (4.2, 11.1)
4.4% (2.0, 8.1)
5.6% (2.8, 10.0)
5.1% (2.7, 8.3)
4.9% (2.3, 8.6)

95.2% (89.3, 98.5
92.8% (85.5, 97.5
92.5% (85.1, 97.4
79.7% (67.4, 89.8
91.7% (84.4, 97.0
92.7% (86.3, 97.1
90.2% (82.0, 96.2
95.2% (89.3, 98.4

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
78.6, 95.0)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
|
90.7% (83.0, 96.1)

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
91.8% (83.7, 96.9
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

* Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 5: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

— Senate: Black Belt

Black

White

Other

2012 General

U.S. President*

96.6% (96.0, 97.2

11.4% (10.9, 12.0)

93.9% (91.0, 96.2

2014 General

U.S. Senator
Governor

Lt. Governor*
Sec. of State*
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor*

98.7% (98.3, 99.1
98.4% (97.8, 98.9
98.3% (97.8, 98.8
98.5% (98.0, 98.9
98.5% (98.0, 98.9
98.4% (97.9, 98.9
98.6% (98.1, 99.0
98.5% (98.0, 98.9

(
12.6% (11.9, 13.5)
13.3% (12.4, 14.4)
8.1% (7.4, 8.9)
8.3% (7.5, 9.1)
9.6% (8.7, 10.4)
8.6% (7.8, 9.3)
8.9% (8.2, 9.6)
9.1% (8.4, 9.9)

82.1% (72.5, 89.0
70.6% (57.1, 80.0
71.0% (62.0, 79.0
73.5% (64.5, 82.5
66.9% (57.2, 77.0
69.6% (60.8, 78.5
78.0% (69.5, 85.6
73.3% (64.1, 80.9

School Super.* 98.6% (98.1,99.0) 11.2% (10.5, 12.0) 83.2% (74.5, 89.6
2016 General U.S. President 98.8% (98.3,99.1) 8.4% (7.9, 8.9) 92.8% (89.6, 95.4
U.S. Senator 95.2% (94.3, 96.1) 5.5% (4.9, 6.2) 84.8% (78.6, 90.1
2018 General Governor* 98.8% (98.3,99.1) 7.5% (7.1, 8.0) 95.5% (93.5, 97.1
Lt. Governor 98.3% (97.7,98.8) 7.3% (6.8, 7.8) 93.3% (89.9, 95.8
Sec. of State 98.6% (98.0, 99.0) 12.2% (11.7, 12.8) 93.8% (90.6, 96.1
Attorney General 98.5% (98.0, 98.9) 7.9% (7.5, 8.4) 92.9% (89.6, 95.5
Com. Agriculture 98.1% (97.4, 98.6) 5.9% (5.4, 6.4) 89.7% (85.1, 93.4
Com. Insurance* 98.7% (98.2, 99.0) 6.6% (6.1, 7.0) 92.9% (89.9, 95.1
Com. Labor 98.4% (97.9, 98.8) 6.6% (6.1, 7.1) 90.2% (86.2, 93.7
School Super.* 6.4% (5.9, 7.0)
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.7% (98.3,99.1) 7.6% (7.1, 8.1)
Public Serv. Com. 5 98.7% (98.2,99.1) 7.2% (6.7, 7.7) 92.9% (89.9, 95.3

2018 Runoff

Sec. of State
Public Serv. Com. 3

98.5% (97.9, 99.0
98.5% (97.9, 98.9

11.9% (11.4, 12.5)
9.8% (9.2, 10.4)

93.6% (90.1, 96.3
92.4% (87.7, 95.8

2020 General

U.S. President

U.S. Senator

Public Serv. Com. 1*
Public Serv. Com. 4*

98.6% (98.1, 99.0
98.3% (97.7, 98.7
98.4% (97.9, 98.9
98.6% (98.1, 99.0

9.5% (9.0, 10.0)

6.6% (6.2, 7.2)
6.9% (6.5, 7.4)

94.3% (91.6, 96.5
93.8% (90.7, 96.2
93.9% (91.2, 96.1
95.0% (92.6, 96.7

2021 Runoff

U.S. Senator (Perdue)
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*
Public Serv. Com. 4*

98.8% (98.3, 99.2
98.7% (98.3, 99.1
98.7% (98.3, 99.1

(
(
8.1% (7.6, 8.6)
(
(
(

9.8% (9.4, 10.3)
10.1% (9.7, 10.6)
8.2% (7.7, 8.7)

95.8% (93.6, 97.5
95.9% (93.9, 97.3
95.6% (93.4, 97.2

2022 General

U.S. Senator*
Governor*

Lt. Governor

Sec. of State
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture*
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor*
School Super.*

98.6% (98.1, 99.0
98.4% (97.9, 98.9
98.1% (97.5, 98.7
97.6% (96.7, 98.3
98.5% (98.0, 98.9
98.5% (97.9, 99.0
98.3% (97.7, 98.8
98.5% (98.0, 99.0

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
98.3% (97.8, 98.8)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
98.3% (97.7, 98.8)

(

9.9% (9.5, 10.4)
5.5% (5.0, 6.1)

6.6% (6.1, 7.2)
5.0% (4.5, 5.6)
6.8% (6.3, 7.3)
5.2% (4.8, 5.7)
5.3% (4.9, 5.8)
5.8% (5.4, 6.3)
5.3% (4.8, 6.0)

95.9% (94.0, 97.3
90.6% (87.0, 93.6
90.8% (87.7, 93.8
86.8% (82.1, 90.8
92.8% (90.1, 95.1
91.0% (87.9, 93.5
92.2% (88.9, 94.6
91.8% (88.5, 94.6

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
89.3% (84.5, 93.1
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
91.3% (86.8, 94.5

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
|
93.6% (90.3, 95.9)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 6: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

— Senate: Southern Atlanta

Black

White

Other

2012 General

U.S. President*

99.3% (99.1, 99.5

8.7% (8.4, 9.1)

95.7% (94.4, 96.7

2014 General

U.S. Senator
Governor

Lt. Governor*
Sec. of State*
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor*
School Super.*

99.2% (98.9, 99.4
98.9% (98.6, 99.2
98.4% (97.9, 98.8
98.8% (98.4, 99.1
98.5% (98.0, 98.9
97.6% (96.4, 98.4
98.6% (98.2, 99.0
98.9% (98.5, 99.2
99.0% (98.7, 99.3

12.1% (11.7, 12.5)
12.8% (12.3, 13.4)
8.2% (7.5, 8.8)
8.4% (7.9, 8.9)
10.5% (9.8, 11.3)
8.1% (7.3, 9.0)
8.7% (8.1, 9.3)
8.8% (8.3, 9.4)
10.1% (9.6, 10.7)

95.1% (93.3, 96.6
87.9% (84.9, 90.9
75.4% (70.9, 81.0
79.6% (76.2, 83.2
79.7% (75.3, 85.2
74.4% (66.6, 84.9
82.0% (78.1, 86.1
82.9% (79.1, 86.8
91.4% (88.1, 94.6

2016 General

U.S. President

99.1% (98.8, 99.3

10.7% (10.3, 11.1)

94.2% (92.7, 95.5

U.S. Senator 96.8% (95.9, 97.8) 8.1% (7.4, 8.9) 80.1% (73.7, 85.7
2018 General Governor* 99.3% (99.1, 99.5) 11.2% (10.8, 11.5) 96.2% (95.2, 97.1
Lt. Governor 99.1% (98.8, 99.3 10.7% 93.6% (91.7, 95.2

Sec. of State
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor

School Super.*
Public Serv. Com. 3
Public Serv. Com. 5

99.1% (98.8, 99.3
99.1% (98.8, 99.3
98.9% (98.5, 99.1
99.2% (98.9, 99.4
99.2% (98.9, 99.4

99.2% (98.9, 99.4
99.1% (98.8, 99.3

( )

(10.3, 11.2)
11.6% (11.2, 12.0)
11.2% (10.7, 11.8)
9.3% (8.8, 9.8)
10.0% (9.6, 10.5)
9.6% (9.2, 10.1)
9.0% (8.5, 9.4)
11.2% (10.7, 11.6)
10.2% (9.8, 10.6)

95.7% (94.4, 96.7
91.8% (89.7, 93.9
87.3% (84.9, 89.8
94.2% (92.7, 95.5
89.5% (87.6, 91.4

94.2% (92.4, 95.5

2018 Runoff

Sec. of State
Public Serv. Com. 3

99.1% (98.8, 99.3
99.0% (98.7, 99.3

13.3% (12.9, 13.8
14.6% (14.1, 15.1

96.1% (94.6, 97.3
96.3% (94.9, 97.4

2020 General

U.S. President

U.S. Senator

Public Serv. Com. 1*
Public Serv. Com. 4*

98.8% (98.4, 99.1
98.9% (98.5, 99.2
98.9% (98.6, 99.2
98.9% (98.6, 99.2

14.0% (13.4, 14.7
12.1% (11.5, 12.7

—_ — | ~—

10.6% (10.1, 11.2

88.4% (86.0, 90.9
91.1% (89.0, 93.1
90.8% (88.8, 92.8
92.6% (90.6, 94.5

2021 Runoff

U.S. Senator (Perdue)
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*
Public Serv. Com. 4*

99.1% (98.9, 99.3
99.1% (98.9, 99.4
99.1% (98.8, 99.3

13.1% (12.7, 13.5

11.3% (11.0, 11.7

96.9% (95.9, 97.7
97.0% (95.7, 97.9
96.7% (95.6, 97.6

2022 General

U.S. Senator*
Governor*

Lt. Governor

Sec. of State
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture*
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor*
School Super.*

99.1% (98.9, 99.3
99.0% (98.7, 99.3
98.9% (98.6, 99.2
98.7% (98.4, 99.0
98.8% (98.5, 99.1
99.0% (98.7, 99.3
99.0% (98.7, 99.2
98.9% (98.6, 99.2

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
99.1% (98.8, 99.3)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
98.9% (98.6, 99.2)

(
(
(
E
10.2% (9.8, 10.8)
(
(
(
(
(

)
)
13.9% (13.5, 14.4)
)
)

14.6% (14.2, 15.0
9.9% (9.5, 10.4)
11.0% (10.6, 11.5)
10.1% (9.5, 10.6)
10.9% (10.4, 11.4)
9.1% (8.7, 9.6)
9.5% (9.1, 10.1)
9.8% (9.4, 10.3)
9.2% (8.8, 9.7)

97.0% (95.9, 97.8
88.3% (86.6, 90.1
92.1% (90.2, 93.7
80.5% (78.4, 82.7
91.6% (89.9, 93.4
89.2% (87.5, 90.8
87.5% (85.6, 89.3
91.7% (90.1, 93.3

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
88.2% (86.4, 90.3
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
88.0% (86.3, 89.8

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
g
95.0% (93.4, 96.2)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 7: Ecological Inference Results — Average Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred

Candidates by District

District

Black

White

Other

House: Black Belt

133
145
149

94.2% (85.1, 98.7
94.1% (83.2, 98.9
96.1% (88.7, 99.0

15.3% (7.5, 24.1)
10.1% (2.6, 19.2)
6.2% (1.0, 18.1)

64.1% (24.6, 92.3
72.5% (32.0, 95.4
71.6% (31.4, 93.7

House: Southern Atlanta

69
74

97.9% (94.8, 99.5
92.5% (75.7, 98.9

13.7% (4.4, 24.6)
8.1% (2.4, 17.8)

82.2% (55.0, 96.2
80.1% (42.4, 96.9

House: Western Atlanta

61

98.7% (96.4, 99.7

15.3% (6.8, 27.8)

86.4% (61.8, 97.4

Senate: Black Belt

22
23
24
25
26

98.2% (96.8, 99.2
97.5% (90.7, 98.9
94.9% (90.3, 97.6

17.1% (10.5, 24.1)
4.5% (1.6, 12.8)
8.5% (4.1, 14.1)
10.9% (6.2, 16.9)
12.2% (7.6, 18.6)

79.4% (52.1, 94.1
89.2% (70.7, 96.8
83.9% (45.0, 96.3

Senate: Southern Atlanta

10
16
17
25
28
34
35
39
44

99.0% (98.0, 99.7
96.0% (92.0, 98.3
96.9% (92.6, 98.9
96.0% (91.1, 98.6
94.7% (87.6, 98.2
98.9% (97.9, 99.5
98.9% (97.7, 99.6
99.0% (98.2, 99.5

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
96.0% (91.1, 98.6)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
|
98.5% (96.6, 99.4)

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
98.6% (96.9, 99.4
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

71% (2.2, 16.1)
7.5% (4.2, 12.1)
51% (2.4, 9.2)
10.9% (6.2, 16.9)
6.4% (2.5, 12.2)
10.1% (4.4, 19.3)
11.2% (4.9, 19.1)
61.4% (44.8, 76.8)
42.1% (21.5, 63.7)

83.5% (41.0, 96.9
89.6% (75.5, 96.5
82.2% (60.3, 96.1
67.3% (32.6, 89.6
89.5% (69.0, 97.1
85.6% (56.4, 96.8
91.0% (72.7, 97.8
80.6% (50.0, 95.2

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
67.3% (32.6, 89.6
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
79.3% (33.5, 96.2

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
|
84.2% (50.9, 96.6)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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Table 8: Average Performance of Black-Preferred Candidates in Focus Areas and Districts,
2012-2021

% Avg Vote for % Elections Won by
Focus Area District % Black Black-Preferred Cand. Black-Preferred Cand.
House: Black Belt Focus Area 42.6% 49.3% 37.5%
133 37.0% 44.9% 0.0%
142 60.5% 64.1% 100.0%
143 61.7% 70.6% 100.0%
145 35.7% 40.4% 0.0%
147 29.5% 43.0% 0.0%
149 31.1% 33.7% 0.0%
House: Southern Atlanta  Focus Area 52.5% 60.2% 100.0%
69 61.9% 71.5% 100.0%
74 25.2% 34.1% 0.0%
75 71.3% 86.7% 100.0%
78 69.4% 80.1% 100.0%
115 51.3% 55.6% 72.5%
117 35.9% 42.7% 12.5%
House: Western Atlanta Focus Area 50.5% 60.9% 100.0%
61 71.5% 83.9% 100.0%
64 29.3% 38.4% 0.0%
Senate: Black Belt Focus Area 40.2% 46.6% 2.5%
22 56.6% 68.4% 100.0%
23 34.7% 40.3% 0.0%
24 19.0% 29.1% 0.0%
25 33.4% 38.8% 0.0%
26 57.4% 63.4% 100.0%
Senate: Southern Atlanta Focus Area 49.0% 59.4% 100.0%
10 69.0% 78.5% 100.0%
16 22.3% 31.9% 0.0%
17 31.2% 35.8% 0.0%
25 33.4% 38.8% 0.0%
28 18.8% 29.0% 0.0%
34 66.6% 82.0% 100.0%
35 69.8% 79.5% 100.0%
39 60.3% 85.7% 100.0%
44 69.1% 86.6% 100.0%
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Table 9: Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates — Illustrative Maps

HD 64 HD 74 HD 117 HD 145 HD 149 SD23 SD 25 SD 28

2012 General U.S. President 55.6%  56.9% 48.1% 57.4% 65.4% 60.3% 57.9% 67.4%
2014 General U.S. Senator 57.2%  57.5%  48.9% 52.0% 64.6% 58.3% 59.4% 68.3%
Governor 56.8% 57.0%  49.0% 52.8% 64.0% 57.3% 59.1% 67.7%
Lt. Governor 53.3% 53.7% 45.1% 49.0% 60.1% 54.7% 55.5% 64.6%
Sec. of State 54.1%  54.4%  45.8% 49.7% 61.4% 55.2% 56.3% 65.3%
Attorney General 54.7%  55.5% 47.2% 50.3% 61.8% 55.1% 57.8% 65.9%
Com. Agriculture 53.1% 53.2%  45.2% 49.7% 60.7% 54.8% 55.4% 64.0%
Com. Insurance 55.0% 54.9%  46.7% 50.5% 62.1% 55.9% 57.1% 65.9%
Com. Labor 55.0% 54.9%  46.5% 50.5% 61.9% 55.6% 56.9% 66.0%
School Super. 56.2%  56.3%  47.4% 51.8% 63.5% 57.3% 581% 67.1%
2016 General U.S. President 57.1%  59.1%  50.4% 52.5% 61.8% 56.8% 61.8% 67.9%
U.S. Senator 54.8%  54.9% 47.7% 48.3% 57.5% 52.8% 58.5% 63.7%
2018 General Governor 62.6% 62.1%  55.4% 54.9% 61.2% 56.3% 67.0% 70.0%
Lt. Governor 61.8% 61.0% 54.7% 54.4% 60.5% 55.2% 66.2% 68.9%
Sec. of State 62.3% 61.9% 55.6% 56.0% 62.8% 60.2% 66.9% 69.6%
Attorney General 62.1% 61.4% 55.3% 54.9% 60.8% 55.9% 66.5% 69.0%
Com. Agriculture 61.1% 60.2%  53.9% 53.4% 59.0% 54.6% 65.3% 67.9%
Com. Insurance 61.9% 61.3% 55.2% 54.2% 60.3% 55.5% 66.6% 69.3%
Com. Labor 61.4% 60.7"% 54.2% 53.8% 60.1% 55.3% 65.7% 68.3%
School Super. 61.0% 60.0% 53.9% 53.7% 59.7% 55.0% 65.3% 68.0%

Public Serv. Com. 3 62.5% 62.0% 55.5% 55.3% 61.7% 56.3% 66.9% 69.6%
Public Serv. Com. 5 62.2% 61.4% 55.3% 54.7% 61.0% 56.0% 66.6% 69.2%

2018 Runoff  Sec. of State 57.6% 55.3%  50.2% 53.0% 61.4% 58.5% 62.2% 67.4%
Public Serv. Com. 3 58.3% 56.0% 50.8% 52.6% 60.9% 56.2% 62.8% 67.9%
2020 General U.S. President 62.6% 62.2% 59.6% 55.4% 60.7% 56.6% 69.0% 69.2%
U.S. Senator 62.7% 61.7% 59.4% 54.9% 60.1% 55.7% 69.0% 68.9%

Public Serv. Com. 1 62.1% 60.8% 58.8% 54.4% 60.2% 55.8% 68.5% 68.2%
Public Serv. Com. 4 62.6% 61.3% 59.3% 55.0% 60.4% 56.0% 69.0% 68.7%

2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue) 64.9% 63.0% 61.6% 57.0% 62.1% 57.5% T71.3% 71.1%
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 65.2% 63.3%  61.9% 57.2% 62.4% 57.7% 71.6% 71.5%
Public Serv. Com. 4 64.4% 62.1% 60.8% 56.4% 61.5% 56.8% 70.7% 70.5%
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Table 10: List of Candidates in Statewide Elections, 2012—-2022

Democratic Candidate

Dem. Cand. Race

Republican Candidate

Rep. Cand. Race

2012 General U.S. President Barack Obama Black Mitt Romney White
2014 General U.S. Senator Michelle Nunn White David Perdue White
Governor Jason Carter White John Nathan Deal White
Lt. Governor Connie Stokes Black L. S. ’Casey’ Cagle White
Sec. of State Doreen Carter Black Brian Kemp White
Attorney General Gregory Hecht White Samuel Olens White
Com. Agriculture Christopher Irvin White Gary Black White
Com. Insurance Elizabeth Johnson Black Ralph Hudgens White
Com. Labor Robbin Shipp Black J. Mark Butler White
School Super. Valarie Wilson Black Richard Woods White
2016 General U.S. President Hillary Clinton White Donald Trump White
U.S. Senator Jim Barksdale White Johnny Isakson White
2018 General ~Governor Stacey Abrams Black Brian Kemp White
Lt. Governor Sarah Riggs Amico White Geoff Duncan White
Sec. of State John Barrow White Brad Raffensperger White
Attorney General Charlie Bailey White Chris Carr White
Com. Agriculture Fred Swann White Gary Black White
Com. Insurance Janice Laws Black Jim Beck White
Com. Labor Richard Keatley White Mark Butler White
School Super. Otha Thornton Black Richard Woods White
Public Serv. Com. 3 Lindy Miller White Chuck Eaton White
Public Serv. Com. 5 Dawn Randolph White Tricia Pridemore White
2018 Runoff ~ Sec. of State John Barrow ‘White Brad Raffensperger White
Public Serv. Com. 3 Lindy Miller White Chuck Eaton White
2020 General U.S. President Joe Biden White Donald Trump White
U.S. Senator Jon Ossoff ‘White David Perdue White
Public Serv. Com. 1 Robert Bryant Black Jason Shaw White
Public Serv. Com. 4 Daniel Blackman Black Lauren McDonald White
2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue)  Jon Ossoff ‘White David Perdue White
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) Raphael Warnock Black Kelly Loeffler White
Public Serv. Com. 4 Daniel Blackman Black Lauren McDonald White
2022 General U.S. Senator Raphael Warnock Black Herschel Junior Walker  Black
Governor Stacey Abrams Black Brian Kemp White
Lt. Governor Charlie Bailey White Burt Jones White
Sec. of State Bee Nguyen Asian Brad Raffensperger White
Attorney General Jennifer "Jen" Jordan White Chris Carr ‘White
Com. Agriculture Nakita Hemingway Black Tyler Harper White
Com. Insurance Janice Laws Robinson Black John King White
Com. Labor William "Will" Boddie, Jr  Black Bruce Thompson White
School Super. Alisha Thomas Searcy Black Richard Woods White

™ Excludes candidates in the 2020 Special Election for U.S. Senate
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Einstein, Katherine Levine, Maxwell Palmer, and David M. Glick. 2019. “Who
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“Housing and Climate Politics,” Sustainable Urban Systems Conference, Boston
University 2019.

“Redistricting and Gerrymandering,” American Studies Summer Institute, John
F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum, 2019.

“The Participatory Politics of Housing,” Government Accountability Office Sem-
inar, 2018.

“Descended from Immigrants and Revolutionists: How Immigrant Experience
Shapes Immigration Votes in Congress,” Congress and History Conference, Prince-
ton University, 2018.

“Identifying Gerrymanders at the Micro- and Macro-Level.” Hariri Institute for
Computing, Boston University, 2018.

“How Institutions Enable NIMBYism and Obstruct Development,” Boston Area
Research Initiative Spring Conference, Northeastern University, 2017.

“Congressional Gridlock,” American Studies Summer Institute, John F. Kennedy
Presidential Library and Museum, 2016.

“Capitol Gains: The Returns to Elected Office from Corporate Board Director-
ships,” Microeconomics Seminar, Department of Economics, Boston University,
2015.

“A Two Hundred-Year Statistical History of the Gerrymander,” Congress and His-
tory Conference, Vanderbilt University, 2015.

“A New (Old) Standard for Geographic Gerrymandering,” Harvard Ash Center
Workshop: How Data is Helping Us Understand Voting Rights After Shelby County,
2015.
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“Capitol Gains: The Returns to Elected Office from Corporate Board Director-
ships,” Boston University Center for Finance, Law, and Policy, 2015.

“Capitol Gains: The Returns to Elected Office from Corporate Board Director-
ships,” Bowdoin College, 2014.

American Political Science Association: 2013,2014,2015,2016,2018,2019, 2020
Midwestern Political Science Association: 2012, 2013, 2014, 2017, 2019
Southern Political Science Association: 2015, 2018

European Political Science Association: 2015

EXPERT Bethune-Hill v. Virginia (3:14-cv-00852-REP-AWA-BMK), U.S. District Court for

TESTIMONY the Eastern District of Virginia. Prepared expert reports and testified on racial

AND CoNsSULTING predominance and racially polarized voting in selected districts of the 2011 Vir-
ginia House of Delegates map. (2017)

Thomas v. Bryant (3:18-CV-441-CWR-FKB), U.S. District Court for the Southern
District of Mississippi. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially polarized
voting in a district of the 2012 Mississippi State Senate map. (2018-2019)

Chestnut v. Merrill (2:18-cv-00907-KOB), U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of Alabama. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially polarized
voting in selected districts of the 2011 Alabama congressional district map. (2019)

Dwight v. Raffensperger (No. 1:18-cv-2869-RWS), U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of Georgia. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially
polarized voting in selected districts of the 2011 Georgia congressional district
map. (2019)

Bruni, et al. v. Hughs (No. 5:20-cv-35), U.S. District Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of Texas. Prepared expert reports and testified on the use of straight-ticket
voting by race and racially polarized voting in Texas. (2020)

Caster v. Merrill (No. 2:21-cv-1536-AMM), U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of Alabama. Prepared expert report and testified on racially polarized
voting in selected districts of the 2021 Alabama congressional district map. (2022)

Pendergrass v. Raffensperger (1:21-CV-05339-SCJ), U.S. District Court for the North-
ern District of Georgia. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially polarized
voting in selected districts of the 2021 Georgia congressional district map. (2022)

Grant v. Raffensperger (1:22-CV-00122-SCJ), U.S. District Court for the North-
ern District of Georgia. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially polar-
ized voting in selected districts of the 2021 Georgia state legislative district maps.



Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 163 of 218

(2022)

Galmon, et al. v. Ardoin (3:22-cv-00214-SDD-SDJ), U.S. District Court for the
Middle District of Louisiana. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially
polarized voting for the 2021 Louisiana congressional district map. (2022)

Racially Polarized Voting Consultant, Virginia Redistricting Commission, August

2021.

The General Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Joint Committee on
Housing, Hearing on Housing Production Legislation. May 14, 2019. Testified on
the role of public meetings in housing production.

TEACHING Boston University

Introduction to American Politics (PO 111; Fall 2014, Fall 2015, Fall 2016,
Fall 2017, Spring 2019, Fall 2019, Fall 2020)

Congress and Its Critics (PO 302; Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Spring 2017, Spring
2019)

Data Science for Politics (PO 399; Spring 2020, Spring 2021, Fall 2021, Fall
2022)

Formal Political Theory (PO 501; Spring 2015, Spring 2017, Fall 2019, Fall
2020)

American Political Institutions in Transition (PO 505; Spring 2021, Fall 2021)
Prohibition (PO 540; Fall 2015, Fall 2022)

Political Analysis (Graduate Seminar) (PO 840; Fall 2016, Fall 2017)
Graduate Research Workshop (PO 903/4; Fall 2019, Spring 2020)

SERVICE Boston University

Research Computing Governance Committee, 2021-.
Initiative on Cities Faculty Advisory Board, 2020-2022.
Undergraduate Assessment Working Group, 2020-2021.

College of Arts and Sciences

- Search Committee for the Faculty Director of the Initiative on Cities,
2020-2021.

— General Education Curriculum Committee, 2017-2018.
Department of Political Science

- Director of Advanced Programs (Honors & B.A./M.A.). 2020-.
- Political Methodology Search Committee, 2021.
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OTHER
EXPERIENCE

- Delegate, Chair Selection Advisory Process, 2021.
- Comprehensive Exam Committee, American Politics, 2019.

- Comprehensive Exam Committee, Political Methodology, 2016, 2017,
2021.

- Co-organizer, Research in American Politics Workshop, 2016-2018.
— American Politics Search Committee, 2017.
— American Politics Search Committee, 2016.

- Graduate Program Committee, 2014-2015, 2018-2019, 2020-2021.

Co-organizer, Boston University Local Political Economy Conference, August 29,
2018.

Editorial Board Member, Legislative Studies Quarterly, 2020-Present

Malcolm Jewell Best Graduate Student Paper Award Committee, Southern Polit-
ical Science Association, 2019.

Reviewer: American Journal of Political Science; American Political Science Review;
Journal of Politics; Quarterly Journal of Political Science; Science; Political Analysis;
Legislative Studies Quarterly; Public Choice; Political Science Research and Methods;
Journal of Law, Economics and Organization; Election Law Journal; Journal of Em-
pirical Legal Studies; Urban Affairs Review; Applied Geography; PS: Political Science
&7 Politics; Cambridge University Press; Oxford University Press.

Elected Town Meeting Member, Town of Arlington, Mass., Precinct 2. April
2021-Present.

Arlington Election Reform Committee Member, August 2019-April 2022.

Coordinator, Harvard Election Data Archive, 2011-2014.

Charles River Associates, Boston, Massachusetts 2008-2010

Associate, Energy € Environment Practice

Economic consulting in the energy sector for electric and gas utilities, private equity,
and electric generation owners. Specialized in Financial Modeling, Resource Planning,
Regulatory Support, Price Forecasting, and Policy Analysis.

Updated December 12, 2022
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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. | 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, | 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, | 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, | was retained as an expert to provide advice to the Texas
Attorney General in his role as Chair of the Legislative Redistricting Board. | 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, | 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. | 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, I
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 El 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]



Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 183 Filed 03/20/23 Page 171 of 218

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 B1 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 B1
(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 | 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
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in the Republican primary. This can be seen as well in an initial look at El 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

John R. Alford, Ph.D.
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Appendix 1

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?”
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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).
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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 Honotrs:

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, 1L (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 Congtressional 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 American 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.

[13]



Department 1 Fothiza S0 22-SCJ - Document 183, filed 03/20/23 Page 189 of g8,

Expert Witness, Georgia NAACP v. State of Georgia, racially polarized voting analysis, 2018.

(14]
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EXPERT REPORT OF MAXWELL PALMER, PH.D.

I, Dr. Maxwell Palmer, declare as follows:

1. My name is Maxwell Palmer. I am currently an Associate Professor of Political Science
at Boston University. I joined the faculty at Boston University in 2014, after completing
my Ph.D. in Political Science at Harvard University. I was promoted to Associate
Professor, with tenure, in 2021. I am also a Civic Tech Fellow in the Faculty of
Computing & Data Sciences and a Faculty Fellow at the Initiative on Cities. I teach
and conduct research on American politics and political methodology.

2. I have published academic work in leading peer-reviewed academic journals, including
the American Political Science Review, Journal of Politics, Perspectives on Politics,
British Journal of Political Science, Journal of Empirical Legal Studies, Political Science
Research and Methods, Legislative Studies Quarterly, and Urban Affairs Review. My
book, Neighborhood Defenders: Participatory Politics and America’s Housing Crisis,
was published by Cambridge University Press in 2019. I have also published academic
work in the Ohio State University Law Review. My published research uses a variety
of analytical approaches, including statistics, geographic analysis, and simulations,
and data sources including academic surveys, precinct-level election results, voter
registration and vote history files, and census data. My curriculum vitae is attached to
this report.

3. I have served as an expert witness or litigation consultant on numerous cases involving
voting restrictions. I testified at trial, court hearing, or by deposition in Bethune
Hill v. Virginia before the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia
(No. 3:14-c¢v-00852-REP-AWA-BMK); Thomas v. Bryant before the U.S. District Court
for the Southern District of Mississippi (No. 3:18-CV-00441-CWR-FKB); Chestnut v.
Merrill before the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Alabama (No. 2:18-cv-
00907-KOB); Dwight v. Raffensperger before the U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of Georgia (No. 1:18-c¢v-2869-RWS); Bruni v. Hughs before the U.S. District
Court for the Southern District of Texas (No. 5:20-c¢v-35); Caster v. Merrill before the
U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Alabama (No. 2:21-c¢v-1536-AMM);
Pendergrass v. Raffensperger before the U.S. District Court for the Northern District
of Georgia (No. 1:21-CV-05339-SCJ); Grant v. Raffensperger before the U.S. District
Court for the Northern District of Georgia (No. 1:22-CV-00122-SCJ); and Galmon v.
Ardoin before the U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana (3:22-cv-
00214-SDD-SDJ). I also served as the independent racially polarized voting analyst for
the Virginia Redistricting Commission in 2021, and I have worked as a consultant to
the United State Department of Justice on several matters. My expert testimony has
been accepted and relied upon by courts; in no case has my testimony been rejected or
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found unreliable.

4. T am being compensated at a rate of $350 per hour. No part of my compensation is
dependent upon the conclusions that I reach or the opinions that I offer.

5. I testified in this matter in the preliminary injunction proceedings on February 10, 2022.
I was accepted by the court as an expert in redistricting and data analysis.

6. I was retained by the plaintiffs in this litigation to offer an expert opinion on the extent
to which voting is racially polarized in Northwest Georgia. I was also asked to evaluate
the performance of the 6th Congressional District in the plaintiffs’ illustrative map.

7. 1 find strong evidence of racially polarized voting across the focus area, which is
comprised of the 3rd, 6th, 11th, 13th, and 14th Congressional Districts under the 2021
redistricting map.! Black and White voters consistently support different candidates.
On average, I estimate that 98.4% of Black voters support the same candidate, while
only 12.4% of White voters support the Black-preferred candidate. I also find strong
evidence of racially polarized voting in each of the five individual congressional districts.

8. Black-preferred candidates are largely unable to win elections in the focus area. Across
an analysis of 40 statewide elections from 2012 to 2022, the Black-preferred candidate
lost every election in the focus area. When taken on a district-by-district basis, the
Black-preferred candidate was defeated in every one of the 40 elections analyzed in the
3rd, 6th, 11th, and 14th Congressional Districts. The Black-preferred candidate won a
majority of the vote in the 13th Congressional District in all 40 elections.

9. Under the plaintiffs’ illustrative map, I find that Black-preferred candidates are able to
win elections in the new 6th Congressional District. Across 31 statewide elections from
2012 to 2021, the Black-preferred candidate won an average of 66.1% of the vote in this
illustrative district.?

Data Sources and Elections Analyzed

10. For the purpose of my analysis, I examined elections in the 3rd, 6th, 11th, 13th, and
14th Congressional Districts, under the plan adopted by the state legislature in 2021.
Collectively, I refer to this area as the “focus area.” Figure 1 maps the focus area.

11. To analyze racially polarized voting, I relied on precinct-level election results and
voter turnout by race, compiled by the state of Georgia. The data includes the racial
breakdown of registrants and voters in each precinct, based on registrants’ self-identified
race when registering to vote. Data for the 2012, 2014, 2016, and 2018 general elections

'In my expert report for the preliminary injunction hearing, I defined the focus area as the 3rd, 11th,
13th, and 14th Congressional Districts. I added the 6th District to the focus area in this report because the
plaintiff’s revised illustrative map now includes a portion of the 6th District in the new majority-minority
district.

2As discussed below, I was not able to include the 2022 general elections in this analysis because 2022
precinct geography data was not available.
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Figure 1: Map of the Focus Area

was provided to counsel by the Georgia Secretary of State in a prior case.® Data on
turnout by race for the 2020 general election and the 2018 and 2021 runoff elections
was retrieved from the website of the Georgia Secretary of State.* Data on turnout by
race for the 2022 general election was provided to counsel by the Georgia Secretary of
State, and 2022 precinct-level election results were downloaded from the the website of
the Georgia Secretary of State.” Precinct-level election results for the 2018%, 2020, and

3 Dwight v. Raffensperger (No. 1:18-cv-2869-RWS).

4https://sos.ga.gov/index.php/Elections.

Shttps://results.enr.clarityelections.com/GA /115465 /web.307039 /# /summary.

SVoting and Election Science Team, 2019, “2018 Precinct-Level Election Results”, https://doi.org/10.
7910/DVN/UBKYRU, Harvard Dataverse, V47; ga_ 2018.zip.
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20217 elections was assembled by the Voting and Election Science Team, an academic
group that provides precinct-level data for U.S. Elections, based on data from the
Secretary of State.®? Precinct shape files for 2012 through 2020 were downloaded
from the Georgia General Assembly’s Legislative and Congressional Reapportionment
Office. "

12. The state of Georgia provides six options for race and ethnicity on the voter registration
form: Black, White, Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian, and
Other.!! T combined Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pacific Islander and American Indian into
the “Other” category.

Racially Polarized Voting Analysis

13. In analyzing racially polarized voting in each election, I used a statistical procedure,
ecological inference (EI), that estimates group-level preferences based on aggregate
data. I analyzed the results for three racial demographic groups: Non-Hispanic Black,
Non-Hispanic White, and Other, based on the voters’ self-identified race in the voter
registration database. I excluded third party and write-in candidates, and analyzed
votes for the two major-party candidates in each election. The results of this analysis
are estimates of the percentage of each group that voted for the candidate from each
party in each election. The results include both a mean estimate (the most likely vote
share) and a 95% confidence interval.'?

14. Interpreting the results of the ecological inference models proceeds in two general
stages. First, I examined the support for each candidate by each demographic group to
determine if members of the group vote cohesively in support of a single candidate in
each election. When a significant majority of the group supports a single candidate,
I can then identify that candidate as the group’s candidate of choice. If the group’s
support is roughly evenly divided between the two candidates, then the group does not
cohesively support a single candidate and does not have a clear preference. Second, after
identifying the preferred candidate for each group (or the lack of such a candidate), I
compared the preferences of White voters to the preferences of Black voters. Evidence of

"Voting and Election Science Team, 2020, “2020 Precinct-Level Election Results”, https://doi.org/10.
7910/DVN/K7760H, Harvard Dataverse, V21; ga_ 2020.zip. Note that the 2020 election results file includes
the 2021 runoff election results as well.

8The election results provided by VEST are the same as the precinct-level data available on the website
of the Georgia Secretary of State. However, VEST provides the data in a more convenient format.

9As of December 12, 2022, precinct-level voter turnout data for the 2022 runoff election was not available.

Ohttps:/ /www.legis.ga.gov /joint-office /reapportionment.

Hhttps://sos.ga.gov/admin /files/GA__VR,__APP_ 2019.pdf.

12The 95% confidence interval is a measure of uncertainty in the estimates from the model. For example,
the model might estimate that 94% of the members of a group voted for a particular candidate, with a 95%
confidence interval of 91-96%. This means that based on the data and the model assumptions, 95% of the
simulated estimates for this group fall in the range of 91-96%, with 94% being the average value. Larger
confidence intervals reflect a higher degree of uncertainty in the estimates, while smaller confidence intervals
reflect less uncertainty.
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racially polarized voting is found when Black voters and White voters support different
candidates.

15. Figure 2 presents the estimates of support for the Black-preferred candidate for Black
and White voters for all 40 electoral contests from 2012 to 2022. Here, I present only
the estimates and confidence intervals, and exclude individual election labels. Full
results for each election are presented in Figure 3 and Table 1. In each panel, the
solid dots correspond to an estimate in a particular election, and the gray vertical lines
behind each dot are the 95% confidence intervals for the estimate.'?

Black White
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20%

10%
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Figure 2: Racially Polarized Voting Estimates by Race — Focus Area

16. Examining Figure 2, the estimates for support for Black-preferred candidates by Black
voters are all significantly above 50%. Black voters are extremely cohesive, with a
clear candidate of choice in all 40 elections. On average, Black voters supported their
candidates of choice with 98.4% of the vote.

17. 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. On average,
White voters supported Black-preferred candidates with 12.4% of the vote, and in no
election did this estimate exceed 17%.

18. Figure 3 presents the same results as Figure 2, separated by each electoral contest. The
estimated levels of support for the Black-preferred candidate in each election for each

13In some cases the lines for the confidence intervals are not visible behind the dots because they are
relatively small.
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Figure 3: Racially Polarized Voting Estimates by Election — Focus Area
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group are represented by the colored points, and the horizontal lines indicate the range
of the 95% confidence intervals. In every election, Black voters have a clear candidate
of choice, and White voters are strongly opposed to this candidate.

There is also strong evidence of racially polarized voting in each of the five congressional
districts that comprise the focus area. Figure 4 plots the results, and Tables 2-6 present
the full results. Black voters are extremely cohesive, with a clear candidate of choice in
all 40 elections in each district. On average, Black voters supported their candidates of
choice with 97.2% of the vote in CD 3, 93.3% in CD 6, 96.1% in CD 11, 99.0% in CD
13, and 95.8% in CD 14.

In contrast to Black voters, Figure 4 shows that White voters are highly cohesive in
voting in opposition to the Black-preferred candidate in every election in each district.
On average, White voters supported Black-preferred candidates with 6.7% of the vote
in CD 3, 20.2% in CD 6, 16.1% in CD 11, 15.5% in CD 13, and 10.3% in CD 14.
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Figure 4: Racially Polarized Voting Estimates by Race — Congressional Districts
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Performance of Black-Preferred Candidates in the Focus
Area

21.

22.

Having identified the Black-preferred candidate in each election, I now turn to their
ability to win elections in these districts. Table 7 presents the results of each election
in the focus area and each congressional district. For each election, I present the vote
share obtained by the Black-preferred candidate.'4

The White-preferred candidate won the majority of the vote in all 40 elections in the
focus area. In the 3rd, 6th, 11th, and 14th Congressional Districts, the White-preferred
candidate received a larger share of the vote than the Black-preferred candidate in all
40 elections. In the 13th Congressional District, the Black-preferred candidate won a
larger share of the vote in all 40 elections.

Performance of the the Sixth Congressional District in
the Illustrative Map

23.

24.

25.

26.

I also analyzed the performance of Black-preferred candidates in the new 6th Congres-
sional District proposed in the plaintiffs’ illustrative map by calculating the percentage
of the vote won by the Black-preferred candidates across the 31 statewide races from
2012 through 2021.

To perform this analysis, I used geographic data on the boundaries of the voting
precincts in each year and the boundaries of the districts in the illustrative maps to
determine which voting precincts would be located in each district. Then, I aggregated
the election results for each contest for all of the precincts in each district to find the
estimated vote shares of candidates in each contest. I was not able to include the 2022
elections in this analysis because, as of December 12, 2022, precinct boundary data for
the 2022 voting precincts was not available.

Figure 5 presents the results of this analysis. In the plaintiffs’ illustrative 6th Congres-
sional District, the Black-preferred candidate won a larger share of the vote in all 31
statewide elections, with an average of 66.1%. Table 8 provide the full results.

Under the plaintiffs’ illustrative map, the 13th Congressional District (the only district
in the focus area to which the Black-preferred candidate won a majority of the vote in
every election) continues to perform for Black-preferred candidates. I estimate that
under this map Black-preferred candidates won a larger share of the vote in all 40
statewide elections, with an average of 62.3%.

MWinning elections in Georgia requires a majority of the vote rather than a plurality of the vote (the
threshold in most of the states). In this table and following sections analyzing election results I present vote
shares as percentages of the two-party vote (excluding third party and independent candidates).

8
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Table 1: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

Com. Labor*

98.5% (98.1, 98.8

90.9% (89.2, 92.3

— Focus Area
Black White Other
2012 General U.S. President™ 97.1% (96.6, 97.6) 12.3% (12.0, 12.5) 94.7% (92.9, 96.2)
2014 General U.S. Senator 98.8% (98.4, 99.1) 13.7% (13.4, 14.0) 94.0% (91.4, 96.0)
Governor 98.7% (98.3,99.0) 15.2% (14.8, 15.6) 83.8% (80.2, 87.3)
Lt. Governor* 98.2% (97.8, 98.6) 11.0% (10.5, 11.5)  70.0% (65.7, 73.8)
Sec. of State* 98.5% (98.1, 98.8) 11.2% (10.8, 11.6) 75.1% (71.7, 78.7)
Attorney General 98.4% (98.0, 98.7) 11.4% (11.0, 11.9) 79.2% (75.3, 83.0)
Com. Agriculture 97.8% (97.2, 98.3) 11.1% (10.6, 11.6)  66.9% (62.7, 71.4)
Com. Insurance* 98.4% (98.0, 98.8) 11.2% (10.8, 11.7)  79.2% (75.1, 83.0)
Com. Labor* 98.6% (98.2,98.9) 11.5% (11.0, 11.9)  78.7% (75.3, 82.5)
School Super.* 98.7% (98.3, 99.0) 13.0% (12.6, 13.5) 86.9% (83.3, 90.1)
2016 General U.S. President 98.7% (98.4,99.0) 12.1% (11.8, 12.4) 94.7% (93.3, 95.8)
U.S. Senator 95.9% (95.0, 96.7)  8.6% (8.1, 9.2) 85.6% (82.0, 89.3)
2018 General Governor* 98.9% (98.6, 99.1)  13.2% (13.0, 13.5)  93.5% (92.2, 94.6)
Lt. Governor 98.5% (98.2, 98.8) 13.0% (12.7, 13.3) 91.2% (89.6, 92.5)
Sec. of State 98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 13.5% (13.2, 13.8)  92.2% (90.7, 93.6)
Attorney General 98.6% (98.2, 98.9) 13.6% (13.1, 14.1) 90.0% (87.6, 92.2)
Com. Agriculture 98.2% (97.7,98.7) 11.5% (11.1, 11.9) 87.6% (85.3, 89.8)
Com. Insurance* 98.7% (98.3, 98.9) 12.1% (11.8, 12.5) 91.7% (90.1, 93.1)
Com. Labor 08.4% (97.9, 98.7) 11.7% (11.3,12.2) 89.2% (86.7, 91.2)
School Super.* 98.4% (98.0, 98.7) 11.0% (10.6, 11.4) 88.1% (86.0, 90.0)
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 13.1% (12.8, 13.5)  92.2% (90.6, 93.5)
Public Serv. Com. 5 98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 12.5% (12.2, 12.9) 90.5% (88.7, 92.0)
2018 Runoff ~ Sec. of State 98.6% (98.2, 98.9) 15.2% (14.9, 15.6) 90.0% (87.8, 91.8)
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.6% (98.2, 98.9) 16.5% (16.2, 16.9) 90.2% (87.8, 92.2)
2020 General U.S. President 98.0% (97.4,98.4) 15.5% (15.0, 16.0) 90.4% (88.0, 92.3)
U.S. Senator 98.2% (97.8, 98.7) 13.6% (13.2, 14.1) 90.8% (88.7, 92.7)
Public Serv. Com. 1*  98.3% (97.9, 98.7) 11.6% (11.2, 12.0) 90.0% (88.1, 91.7)
Public Serv. Com. 4*  98.4% (98.0, 98.7) 12.0% (11.6, 12.4) 91.6% (89.6, 93.1)
2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 14.5% (14.3, 14.9) 94.4% (93.1, 95.5)
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*  98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 15.2% (14.9, 15.5) 95.1% (93.9, 96.1)
Public Serv. Com. 4*  98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 13.1% (12.8, 13.4) 93.4% (91.9, 94.5)
2022 General U.S. Senator* 98.7% (98.4, 99.0)  15.9% (15.6, 16.2) 95.7% (94.5, 96.6)
Governor* 98.5% (98.2, 98.9) 10.3% (9.9, 10.8)  88.1% (86.2, 89.9)
Lt. Governor 98.4% (98.0, 98.8)  12.1% (11.8, 12.6) 91.4% (89.6, 93.0)
Sec. of State 98.3% (97.8, 98.6) 10.5% (10.0, 11.1)  81.6% (79.2, 84.2)
Attorney General 98.6% (98.2,98.9) 12.1% (11.7, 12.5) 89.7% (87.8, 91.4)
Com. Agriculture* 98.5% (98.2, 98.9) 9.8% (9.4, 10.2)  88.7% (87.1, 90.3)
Com. Insurance* 98.4% (98.0, 98.8) 10.3% (9.9, 10.8)  87.4% (85.4, 89.2)
( ) ( )
) ( )

School Super.*

98.4% (98.0, 98.8

(
10.4% (10.0, 10.8)
10.4% (10.0, 10.9)

87.4% (85.5, 89.1

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.

10
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Table 2: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

— CD 3

Black

White

Other

2012 General

U.S. President*

95.4% (93.7, 96.7

8.8% (8.2, 9.7)

92.2% (85.7, 95.9

( ) ( )

2014 General U.S. Senator 97.2% (95.7, 98.3) 11.2% (10.4, 12.2) 88.1% (77.5, 94.8)
Governor 96.8% (95.3, 98.0) 12.2% (11.3, 13.4) 83.1% (70.1, 92.5)

Lt. Governor* 96.8% (95.3, 97.9) 6.3% (5.5, 7.2) 84.8% (74.0, 92.2)

Sec. of State* 97.1% (95.7, 98.2) 6.9% (6.2, 8.0)  86.3% (74.2, 93.2)

Attorney General 96.6% (95.2, 97.8) 8.1% (7.5, 9.1) 87.9% (77.1, 93.7)

Com. Agriculture 96.4% (94.5, 97.7)  6.6% (5.7, 7.7) 80.6% (67.1, 90.9)

Com. Insurance* 97.0% (95.6, 98.1) 7.2% (6.5, 8.1) 86.7% (77.1, 93.6)

Com. Labor* 97.0% (95.5, 98.1)  7.5% (6.7, 8.5) 85.9% (74.6, 93.8)

School Super.* 97.3% (96.0, 98.3)  9.7% (8.9, 10.7)  84.6% (74.4, 92.2)

2016 General U.S. President 97.7% (96.4, 98.6) 7.0% (6.6, 7.5) 94.5% (91.1, 96.9)
U.S. Senator 95.6% (93.8, 97.1)  4.0% (3.5, 4.8)  92.0% (87.6, 95.1)

2018 General Governor* 97.8% (96.7, 98.6) 6.5% (6.1, 7.0) 95.3% (92.2, 97.3)
Lt. Governor 97.4% (96.3, 98.3)  6.2% (5.7, 6.8) 94.5% (90.8, 97.1)

Sec. of State 97.5% (96.3, 98.4) 7.2% (6.7,7.8)  94.8% (91.6, 97.1)

Attorney General 97.6% (96.4, 98.5) 7.6% (7.1, 8.2) 93.6% (89.6, 96.3)

Com. Agriculture 97.2% (96.0, 98.1) 4.9% (4.4, 5.5) 93.7% (90.3, 96.2)

Com. Insurance* 97.5% (96.3, 98.4) 5.7% (5.2, 6.2) 94.9% (91.8, 97.0)

Com. Labor 97.6% (96.5, 98.5) 5.1% (4.7, 5.7) 94.4% (90.8, 97.0)

School Super.* 97.5% (96.3, 98.3) 4.4% (4.0, 4.9)  94.8% (91.9, 96.9)

Public Serv. Com. 3 97.6% (96.5, 98.5) 6.9% (6.4, 7.5) 94.0% (90.8, 96.7)

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.7% (96.5, 98.5)  5.9% (5.5, 6.5) 94.5% (91.1, 96.8)

2018 Runoff ~ Sec. of State 96.7% (95.0, 97.9) 8.8% (8.2, 9.4) 93.0% (89.0, 96.1)
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.8% (95.2, 98.0) 10.5% (9.9, 11.4)  90.0% (82.2, 94.8)

2020 General U.S. President 97.4% (96.2, 98.4) 8.4% (7.9, 9.0) 94.9% (91.4, 97.2)
U.S. Senator 97.5% (96.1, 98.4) 6.9% (6.5, 7.4)  96.3% (94.0, 97.9)

Public Serv. Com. 1*  97.9% (96.9, 98.7)  5.1% (4.7, 5.6) 95.6% (92.8, 97.4)

Public Serv. Com. 4*  97.7% (96.5, 98.6)  5.9% (5.4, 6.4) 95.6% (93.1, 97.4)

2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.8% (96.5, 98.6) 8.6% (8.2, 9.2) 95.4% (92.5, 97.4)
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*  97.5% (96.2, 98.5) 9.3% (8.8, 10.0)  95.2% (92.0, 97.2)

Public Serv. Com. 4% 97.9% (96.8, 98.7) 7.1% (6.7, 7.6) 95.3% (92.5, 97.2)

2022 General U.S. Senator* 97.6% (96.3, 98.6) 9.1% (8.6,9.7)  94.8% (91.6, 97.0)
Governor* 97.2% (95.8, 98.2)  4.0% (3.5, 4.6) 92.2% (88.9, 94.6)

Lt. Governor 97.0% (95.5, 98.1)  5.4% (4.9, 6.0) 94.0% (91.2, 96.2)

Sec. of State 96.9% (95.3, 98.0)  3.5% (3.0, 4.0) 91.8% (88.6, 94.2)

Attorney General 97.3% (95.9, 98.3)  5.2% (4.7, 5.8) 94.0% (90.7, 96.3)

Com. Agriculturc* 97.0% (95.7, 98.0) 3.6% (3.0, 4.3)  90.8% (86.8, 94.1)

Com. Insurance* 97.8% (96.7, 98.6) 3.7% (3.3, 4.3) 92.2% (88.8, 94.8)

Com. Labor* 97.2% (95.8, 98.2)  4.3% (3.8, 4.9) 92.3% (89.0, 94.9)

School Super.* 97.2% (96.0, 98.2)  3.6% (3.2, 4.1) 93.0% (90.2, 95.4)

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 3: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

—CD6
Black White Other
2012 General U.S. President™ 86.2% (80.4, 91.1) 13.4% (12.6, 14.4) 90.4% (83.0, 95.1)
2014 General U.S. Senator 93.8% (89.7, 96.7) 15.1% (14.2, 16.5) 87.6% (77.7, 94.0)
Governor 94.0% (90.1, 96.7) 13.8% (12 9,15.0) 90.3% (82.5, 95.7)
Lt. Governor* 93.4% (88.7, 96.5) 10.3% (9.2 11.5) 82.8% (74.5, 89.8)
Sec. of State* 94.0% (89.7,96.9) 10.8% (9.7, 12.1)  83.1% (73.5, 91.0)
Attorney General 94.5% (90.6, 97.0) 10.6% (9.7, 11.8)  86.2% (77.9, 92.2)
Com. Agriculture 92.8% (87.2,96.3) 10.4% (9.3, 11.8)  79.6% (70.1, 87.2)
Com. Insurance* 95.1% (91.3,97.4) 11.0% (10 O 12.3) 84.2% (75.0, 90.9)
Com. Labor* 94.9% (91.4, 97.2) 11.0% (9.8, 12.6)  84.0% (72.0, 92.3)
School Super.* 04.0% (89.9, 97.1) 13.3% (12.3, 14.7)  86.1% (75.8, 93.0)
2016 General U.S. President 94.0% (89.8,97.0) 19.7% (17.9, 22.1)  80.9% (70.5, 88.2)
U.S. Senator 93.8% (88.4, 97.0) 11.7% (10.3, 13.4)  75.7% (68.5, 81.2)
2018 General Governor* 94.4% (90.3, 97.2) 24.7% (21.6, 27.7)  67.0% (56.1, 77.8)
Lt. Governor 92.5% (87.4,95.9) 23.9% (20.9, 27.2) 64.8% (53.2, 75.4)
Sec. of State 93.4% (88.4, 96.7) 23.7% (21.4, 26.2) 67.6% (59.6, 75.9)
Attorney General 93.9% (89.7, 96.9)  21.9% (20.0, 24.3) 71.6% (63.0, 78.3)
Com. Agriculture 93.8% (89.2, 97.0) 20.6% (184, 23.0) 66.6% (58.0, 74.3)
Com. Insurance* 93.5% (88.5, 96.6) 22.8% (20.0, 25.7)  65.2% (54.5, 74.9)
Com. Labor 94.2% (89.7, 97.1)  20.9% (18.5, 23.6) 66.9% (57.3, 75.1)
School Super.* 94.1% (90.3, 96.8) 19.8% (17.8, 22.2)  66.0% (57.5, 72.7)
Public Serv. Com. 3 93.7% (89.2, 96.7)  23.0% (20.6, 25.4)  68.7% (60.4, 77.3)
Public Serv. Com. 5 94.2% (89.9, 97.1)  23.2% (20.3, 26.7)  63.8% (51.3, 73.6)
2018 Runoff ~ Sec. of State 92.1% (86.4, 95.9) 27.1% (24.9, 29.8) 56.6% (43.9, 67.2)
Public Serv. Com. 3 91.5% (85.7, 95.5) 28.7% (26.1, 31.6)  55.8% (42.3, 68.0)
2020 General U.S. President 94.8% (90.5, 97.3)  28.0% (24.7, 32.1) 69.7% (57.1, 79.9)
U.S. Senator 93.0% (88.0, 96.4) 24.4% (21.8, 27.3)  70.9% (62.0, 78.8)
Public Serv. Com. 1% 92.5% (86.6, 96.5) 22.1% (19.4, 25.0) 69.1% (59.9, 77.2)
Public Serv. Com. 4*  93.1% (87.5, 96.7) 22.9% (19.8, 26.3) 68.5% (58.0, 77.7)
2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue) 93.6% (89.1, 96.8) 24.7% (21.9, 27.8) 73.9% (64.1, 82.6)
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)* 93.0% (88.1, 96.3) 25.8% (23.3, 28.6) 74.4% (65.0, 82.3)
Public Serv. Com. 4*  92.8% (87.8, 96.3) 22.6% (20.2, 25.9) 73.2% (62.9, 80.5)
2022 General U.S. Senator* 92.8% (86.4, 96.5) 28.4% (24.9, 32.1) 73.3% (61.2, 84.4)
Governor* 94.0% (89.8, 96.9) 22.3% (19.5, 25.2)  62.5% (53.0, 71.4)
Lt. Governor 92.7% (87.5,95.9) 24.8% (21.9, 28.5) 65.3% (53.3, 75.1)
Sec. of State 93.7% (89.4, 96.7)  20.2% (17.6, 23.0) 62.3% (53.5, 70.8)
Attorney General 93.3% (89.0, 96.3)  23.5% (20.6, 27.7)  67.2% (54.2, 76.3)
Com. Agriculture* 93.5% (88.6, 96.8) 21.0% (18.3, 24.3) 64.4% (53.7, 72.7)
Com. Insurance* 93.1% (88.8,96.2) 21.0% (18.5, 23.9) 64.0% (54.7, 72.0)
Com. Labor* 93.1% (88.7, 96.3)  22.5% (19.5, 25.5) 63.4% (53.4, 72.9)
School Super.* 93.0% (88.1, 96.2) 21.6% (18.6, 25.7) 63.0% (49.8, 72.6)

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 4: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

—Ch 11

Black

White

Other

2012 General

U.S. President*

93.8% (90.8, 95.9

14.6% (13.9, 15.5)

91.1% (84.6, 95.5

2014 General

U.S. Senator
Governor

Lt. Governor*
Sec. of State*
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture

95.5% (93.0, 97.3
96.1% (93.7, 97.8
96.1% (93.8, 97.8
96.0% (93.6, 97.8
96.5% (94.4, 98.1
96.3% (93.8, 98.0

16.4% (15.7, 17.4)
16.3% (15.6, 17.3)
10.5% (9.9, 11.3)
11.4% (10.8, 12.1)
11.4% (10.9, 12.3)
10.3% (9.6, 11.0)

89.1% (80.0, 94.7
89.7% (80.2, 95.7
90.2% (83.7, 94.9
91.3% (84.7, 95.9
91.5% (83.3, 95.8
91.8% (85.6, 95.9

( ) ( ( )

( ) ( ( )

( ) ( ( )

( ) ( ( )

( ) ( ( )

( ) ( ( )

( ) ( ( )

Com. Insurance* 96.7% (94.6, 98.1) 11.8% (11.2, 12.6) 90.7% (83.3, 95.7)

Com. Labor* 96.2% (93.7, 97.8) 12.2% (11.6, 13.0) 90.2% (82.6, 95.3)

School Super.* 96.1% (93.9, 97.8)  14.7% (14.0, 15.7)  90.3% (80.0, 95.6)

2016 General U.S. President 96.2% (93.5, 98.0) 16.8% (16.1, 17.7)  93.3% (88.6, 96.5)
U.S. Senator 96.7% (94.5, 98.3)  10.3% (9.7, 11.0)  94.7% (90.8, 97.3)

2018 General Governor* 96.0% (93.3,97.9) 19.1% (18.3, 20.2) 93.2% (86.9, 96.7)
Lt. Governor 96.0% (93.5, 97.9) 18.1% (17.4, 19.1)  93.7% (88.5, 97.0)

Sec. of State 96.5% (94.3, 98.2) 18.5% (17.8, 19.4) 93.8% (89.0, 97.0)

Attorney General 96.6% (94.6, 98.1) 18.1% (17.4, 18.9) 94.1% (89.5, 97.0)

Com. Agriculture 96.2% (93.7,97.9) 15.7% (14.9, 16.7)  93.4% (88.2, 96.7)

Com. Insurance* 96.5% (94.4, 98.2) 17.3% (16.5, 18.3)  92.2% (86.9, 96.1)

Com. Labor 96.1% (93.7, 97.9)  16.4% (15.5, 17.6)  92.5% (86.1, 96.3)

School Super.* 96.3% (94.0, 98.1)  15.4% (14.6, 16.4) 92.7% (86.7, 96.3)

Public Serv. Com. 3 96.5% (94.0, 98.1) 18.5% (17.8, 19.7)  92.2% (85.7, 95.9)

Public Serv. Com. 5 96.1% (93.9, 97.9) 17.3% (16.6, 18.3)  93.3% (88.3, 96.5)

2018 Runoff ~ Sec. of State 95.1% (91.5, 97.4)  19.8% (18.9, 20.9) 89.7% (81.4, 95.1)
Public Serv. Com. 3 95.1% (91.6, 97.5) 21.4% (20.5, 22.7) 87.9% (78.5, 94.0)

2020 General U.S. President 96.1% (93.7,97.9) 20.6% (19.7, 21.9) 93.2% (87.7, 96.5)
U.S. Senator 96.4% (94.0, 98.1) 18.5% (17.7, 19.6)  93.4% (88.8, 96.4)

Public Serv. Com. 1*  96.2% (93.7, 97.9)  15.9% (15.2, 16.9) 94.6% (91.0, 97.0)

Public Serv. Com. 4*  95.7% (93.0, 97.6) 17.0% (16.2, 18.0) 93.6% (89.8, 96.5)

2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue) 96.1% (93.6, 97.8)  19.9% (19.2, 20.9) 94.5% (90.1, 97.3)
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*  96.2% (93.4, 98.0) 21.0% (20.2, 22.1)  94.2% (90.3, 97.0)

Public Serv. Com. 4*  96.2% (94.1, 97.9) 18.1% (17.5, 19.0) 94.9% (91.5, 97.2)

2022 General U.S. Senator™* 95.6% (92.6, 97.5) 21.9% (21.0, 23.3) 92.4% (86.3, 96.3)
Governor* 95.9% (93.1, 97.9) 14.5% (13.6, 15.7) 91.6% (86.7, 95.1)

Lt. Governor 95.6% (92.6, 97.6) 17.0% (16.1, 18.2) 92.5% (87.3, 96.0)

Sec. of State 96.1% (94.0, 97.7)  13.1% (12.4, 14.0) 93.5% (89.8, 96.3)

Attorney General 96.0% (93.4, 97.7) 16.6% (15.8, 17.6) 93.0% (88.2, 96.1)

Com. Agriculture* 96.1% (93.5, 97.9) 13.9% (13.0, 15.1) 91.9% (86.7, 95.3)

Com. Insurance* 96.6% (94.2,98.2) 13.9% (13.0, 15.1)  92.5% (87.0, 96.0)

Com. Labor* 95.9% (93.6, 97.8) 14.7% (13.9, 15.8)  93.3% (89.0, 96.3)

School Super.* 95.7% (92.8, 97.6)  14.2% (13.4, 15.3)  93.3% (89.3, 96.1)

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 5: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

— CD 13

Black

White

Other

2012 General

U.S. President*

99.2% (98.8, 99.4

11.8% (10.8, 12.9)

96.7% (95.0, 98.0

2014 General

U.S. Senator
Governor

Lt. Governor*
Sec. of State*
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor*
School Super.*

99.2% (98.8, 99.4
99.1% (98.7, 99.4
98.9% (98.5, 99.3
98.9% (98.5, 99.3
98.9% (98.5, 99.3
98.9% (98.4, 99.3
98.9% (98.5, 99.2
99.0% (98.6, 99.3
99.1% (98.7, 99.4

(

14.5% (13.3, 15.9)
15.0% (13.3, 16.7)
9.6% (7.9, 11.6)

9.8% (8.3, 11.5)

12.2% (10.4, 14.0)
10.2% (8.3, 12.3)
10.6% (9.0, 12.3)
10.3% (8.7, 11.9)
11.6% (10.2, 13.2

94.8% (91.3, 96.8
84.7% (79.9, 89.2
68.4% (62.5, 74.0
76.5% (71.4, 81.6
76.8% (71.5, 82.2
61.0% (55.0, 66.8
79.2% (74.1, 84.4
81.3% (76.7, 85.9
90.3% (85.9, 94.0

2016 General

U.S. President
U.S. Senator

99.1% (98.7, 99.4
98.6% (98.0, 99.0

15.2% (13.5, 17.1
15.1% (12.7, 17.7

93.2% (89.6, 96.3
64.2% (58.6, 70.2

2018 General

Governor*

Lt. Governor

Sec. of State
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor

School Super.*
Public Serv. Com. 3
Public Serv. Com. 5

99.1% (98.8, 99.4
99.1% (98.8, 99.5
99.1% (98.7, 99.4
99.0% (98.5, 99.3
99.0% (98.7, 99.3
99.1% (98.7, 99.4
99.1% (98.7, 99.4

99.1% (98.7, 99.4
99.1% (98.7, 99.4

16.5% (15.2, 17.9
16.0% (14.2, 18.0
16.5% (14.9, 18.3
17.0% (15.0, 19.1
14.7% (12.7, 17.0
14.9% (13.1, 16.9
14.6% (12.7, 16.7
13.9% (12.1, 15.9
17.0% (15.4, 18.8
16.0% (14.2, 18.0

96.2% (94.3, 97.6
91.2% (87.8, 94.2
94.1% (91.1, 96.3
88.8% (85.0, 92.5
83.8% (80.2, 87.2
93.8% (91.0, 96.3
87.2% (83.6, 90.4

91.4% (88.3, 94.2

2018 Runoff

Sec. of State
Public Serv. Com. 3

99.0% (98.6, 99.3
99.0% (98.5, 99.3

19.0% (17.5, 20.7

95.1% (92.5, 97.1
94.7% (91.8, 96.9

2020 General

U.S. President

U.S. Senator

Public Serv. Com. 1*
Public Serv. Com. 4*

98.9% (98.5, 99.3
98.9% (98.5, 99.3
99.0% (98.6, 99.3
99.0% (98.7, 99.3

19.1% (16.7, 21.6
17.5% (15.0, 20.1
17.9% (15.6, 20.2

80.6% (77.1, 84.1
85.3% (82.0, 88.4
84.6% (81.1, 87.9
86.7% (83.8, 89.6

2021 Runoff

U.S. Senator (Perdue)
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*
Public Serv. Com. 4*

99.0% (98.7, 99.3
99.1% (98.7, 99.4
99.0% (98.7, 99.3

17.5% (16.2, 19.2
19.4% (17.9, 21.2
15.5% (14.0, 17.7

95.8% (94.1, 97.2
95.0% (92.9, 96.8
95.2% (92.3, 97.0

2022 General

U.S. Senator*
Governor*

Lt. Governor

Sec. of State
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture*
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor*
School Super.*

99.0% (98.6, 99.3
99.0% (98.6, 99.3
98.8% (98.4, 99.2
98.9% (98.5, 99.3
98.9% (98.5, 99.2
99.0% (98.5, 99.3
99.0% (98.6, 99.3
98.9% (98.5, 99.2

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
99.1% (98.7, 99.4)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
98.9% (98.5, 99.3)

22.5% (20.8, 24.4
14.9% (12.8, 17.3
17.9% (15.6, 20.7
19.6% (16.8, 22.5
18.0% (15.6, 20.9
14.5% (12.6, 16.8
15.6% (13.2, 18.2
15.0%
15.7%

13.1, 17.4

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
17.0% (15.6, 18.5
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(13.3, 18.4

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
22.2% (19.6, 24.9)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

95.1% (92.8, 97.0
86.9% (84.0, 89.7
90.0% (86.5, 93.2
71.5% (68.0, 75.1
87.4% (83.8, 90.6
88.4% (85.7, 91.1
84.8% (81.5, 87.9
91.0% (88.0, 93.7

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
86.0% (82.6, 89.2
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
E
85.3% (81.9, 88.5

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
g
93.3% (90.6, 96.0)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 6: Ecological Inference Results — Estimated Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

— CD 14
Black White Other
2012 General U.S. President™ 93.4% (88.5, 96.9) 15.8% (14.8, 17.1) 83.3% (69.3, 93.1
2014 General U.S. Senator 94.3% (90.0, 97.3)  16.9% (15.7, 18.7) 76.7% (52.3, 90.7
Governor 91.9% (86.1, 96.1)  20.6% (19.3, 22.3) 73.2% (48.1, 83.2
Lt. Governor* 89.0% (81.8,94.7) 14.2% (13.1, 15.6) 77.9% (59.0, 92.4
Sec. of State* 93.4% (88.6, 96.8) 14.6% (13.4, 16.1) 71.7% (51.4, 87.4
Attorney General 91.7% (86.1, 96.0) 15.4% (14.1, 17.0) 70.8% (49.4, 88.3
Com. Agriculture 91.7% (85.7,96.0) 13.9% (12.7, 15.4) 71.3% (48.9, 87.7
Com. Insurance* 93.1% (88.3, 96.7) 14.6% (13.6, 15.8) 76.6% (61.9, 89.4
Com. Labor* 92.6% (86.4, 96.3 15.3% (14.1, 16.7)  74.2% (54.5, 89.5
School Super.* 93.2% (87.3,96.9) 17.7% (16.5, 19.2) 72.2% (52.0, 88.3
2016 General U.S. President 96.4% (93.5, 98.3) 8.6% (8.0, 9.4) 92.8% (87.4, 96.2
U.S. Senator 94.0% (90.4, 97.0) 7.6% (6.9, 8.5) 89.3% (82.4, 94.0
2018 General Governor* 97.4% (95.1, 98.8)  9.0% (8.5, 9.7) 94.1% (89.9, 97.0
(

Lt. Governor

Sec. of State
Attorney General
Com. Agriculture
Com. Insurance*
Com. Labor

School Super.*
Public Serv. Com. 3
Public Serv. Com. 5

96.6% (94.2, 98.3
96.7%
96.7%
97.2% (95.0, 98.6
96.9% (94.4, 98.6
96.6% (94.1, 98.3

93.8, 98.6
94.2, 98.5

97.0% (94.4, 98.6
97.1% (94.9, 98.7

9.3% (8.7, 10.0)
10.0% (9.4, 10.9)
9.9% (9.3, 10.5)
7.7% (7.2, 8.4)
8.8% (8.3, 9.6)
8.5% (7.9, 9.2)
7.8% (7.3, 8.5)
9.5% (8.9, 10.3)
9.0% (8.5, 9.8)

93.8% (89.4, 96.8
94.1%
93.8%
95.1%
95.0% (91.0, 97.5
94.9% (90.9, 97.4

88.5, 97.1
90.0, 96.5
91.7, 97.3

93.9% (89.4, 96.9

2018 Runoff

Sec. of State
Public Serv. Com. 3

96.4% (93.4, 98.3
96.3% (93.4, 98.3

10.9% (10.1, 11.9)
12.0% (11.2, 13.2)

88.0% (79.4, 94.4
88.5% (76.3, 95.4

2020 General

U.S. President

U.S. Senator

Public Serv. Com. 1*
Public Serv. Com. 4*

96.9% (94.6, 98.4
97.0% (95.0, 98.5
97.0% (94.9, 98.5

97.4% (95.7, 98.7

9.3% (8.8, 10.0)
8.7% (3.2, 9.3)
7.3% (6.7, 7.9)
7.8% (7.3, 8.4)

AA,_\/_\

94.3% (91.0, 96.6
95.1% (92.2, 97.1
94.2% (90.9, 96.5
94.9% (92.0, 97.0

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
97.1% (94.7, 98.7)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
)

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
94.1% (89.7, 96.9)
93.6% (88.7, 96.8)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
(9 )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )

2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue)  96.9% (94.7, 98.5) 10.6% (10.0, 11.3)  95.0% (91.5, 97.3
U.S. Senator (Loeffler)*  97.0% (95.0, 98.4) 10.9% (10.4, 11.7)  94.1% (90.2, 96.7
Public Serv. Com. 4* 97.0% (95.1, 98.5) 9.5% (9.0, 10.1) 94.8% (91.5, 97.2
2022 General U.S. Senator™* 97.2% (95.0, 98.6) 11.0% (10.5, 11.7) 94.7% (91.1, 97.3
Governor* 97.5% (95.8,98.7) 5.5% (5.1, 6.1) 95.0% (92.1, 97.2
Lt. Governor 97.1% (95.0, 98.5) 7.7% (7.2, 8.3) 94.5% (91.0, 96.9
Sec. of State 97.1% (95.2, 98.5) 5.1% (4.6, 5.6) 95.1% (92.2, 97.2
Attorney General 97.1% (95.0, 98.6) 7.5% (7.0, 8.1) 95.3% (91.8, 97.6
Com. Agriculturc* 97.0% (95.0, 98.4)  5.9% (5.4, 6.5)  94.7% (91.2, 97.1
Com. Insurance* 97.4% (95.6, 98.7)  6.3% (5.8, 6.8) 94.8% (91.7, 97.0
Com. Labor* 97.2% (95.2, 98.5) 6.6% (6.1, 7.1) 94.8% (91.7, 97.0
School Super.* 97.2% (95.1, 98.6) 6.2% (5.7, 6.8) 95.3% (92.5, 97.3

" Indicates that the Black candidate of choice was Black.
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Table 7: Election Results in the Focus Area — Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates

Focus Aree CD3 CD6 CD11 CD13 CD 14

2012 General U.S. President 39.5% 32.2% 28.0% 32.7"% 74.8%  29.8%
2014 General U.S. Senator 40.2% 32.2% 28.6% 32.6% 75.8% 30.7%
Governor 40.4% 32.6% 27.9% 32.7% 75.0% 33.1%
Lt. Governor 36.1% 281% 241% 281% 71.8% 27.8%
Sec. of State 36.8% 28.8% 24.6% 28.9% 72.6% 28.4%
Attorney General 37.3% 20.7% 24.8% 29.0% 73.3% 28.7%
Com. Agriculture 35.9% 28.0% 23.8% 28.1% 71.3% 27.5%
Com. Insurance 37.3% 29.1% 25.0% 29.3% 73.3% 28.7%
Com. Labor 37.4% 29.2% 24.9% 29.5% 73.3% 29.0%
School Super. 39.1% 30.9% 27.0% 31.5% 74.6% 30.9%
2016 General U.S. President 41.8% 31.6% 35.8% 36.7% T71.7% 27.8%
U.S. Senator 37.7% 28.7% 28.9% 32.2% 73.7%  26.4%
2018 General Governor 44.7% 32.8% 38.6% 40.0% 80.9% 30.1%
Lt. Governor 43.9% 32.3% 374% 39.3%  79.9%  30.1%
Sec. of State 44.6% 33.1% 37.9% 39.7% 80.5%  30.7%
Attorney General 44.3% 33.3% 37.5% 39.5% 79.8% 30.6%
Com. Agriculture 42.6% 31.3% 35.5% 37.6% 78.7% 29.2%
Com. Insurance 43.7% 32.1% 36.7% 38.6% 80.2%  30.0%
Com. Labor 43.0% 31.6% 35.8% 38.0% 79.2% 29.7%
School Super. 42.4% 31.1% 348% 37.3% 789% 29.1%
Public Serv. Com. 3 44.5% 32.9% 37.6% 39.6% 80.6%  30.3%
Public Serv. Com. 5 43.9% 32.3% 36.8% 38.8% 80.2% 30.1%
2018 Runoff  Sec. of State 41.6% 30.4% 36.5% 35.8% 76.9% 28.3%
Public Serv. Com. 3 42.6% 31.4% 37.5% 37.0% 77.4% 29.1%
2020 General U.S. President 45.7% 34.7%  42.3% 423% 80.3%  31.2%
U.S. Senator 44.7% 33.8% 39.9% 40.9% 80.4%  30.8%
Public Serv. Com. 1 43.4% 32.6% 37.8% 39.2% 80.1% 29.6%
Public Serv. Com. 4 44.0% 33.1% 38.3% 39.8% 80.5%  30.2%
2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue)  46.1% 35.2% 40.5% 41.7%  822%  32.3%
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 46.6% 35.6% 41.3% 42.4% 82.5% 32.4%
Public Serv. Com. 4 45.1% 34.1% 38.8% 40.5% 81.7%  31.5%
2022 General U.S. Senator 46.6% 35.3% 42.7% 42.4% 83.4%  31.9%
Governor 41.8% 31.3% 36.0% 37.0% 80.6% 27.8%
Lt. Governor 43.4% 32.4% 38.4% 38.8% 81.5% 29.2%
Sec. of State 41.0% 30.8% 34.5% 36.3% 79.1% 27.5%
Attorney General 43.1% 324% 37.9% 38.6% 81.2%  29.2%
Com. Agriculture 41.6% 30.8% 35.5% 36.5% 80.8% 27.9%
Com. Insurance 41.6% 31.2% 354% 36.7% 80.3%  28.3%
Com. Labor 42.2% 31.5% 36.3% 37.3% 81.2% 28.4%
School Super. 41.7% 31.1% 35.6% 37.0% 80.4%  28.3%
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Table 8: Vote Share of Black-Preferred Candidates — Illustrative Map

CD 6

2012 General U.S. President 62.3%
2014 General U.S. Senator 62.7%
Governor 62.0%

Lt. Governor 58.2%

Sec. of State 58.9%

Attorney General 58.9%

Com. Agriculture 57.6%

Com. Insurance 59.8%

Com. Labor 59.7%

School Super. 61.3%

2016 General U.S. President 67.0%
U.S. Senator 61.8%

2018 General Governor 70.6%
Lt. Governor 69.4%

Sec. of State 70.1%

Attorney General 69.3%

Com. Agriculture 67.8%

Com. Insurance 69.5%

Com. Labor 68.3%

School Super. 67.9%

Public Serv. Com. 3 70.1%
Public Serv. Com. 5 69.4%

2018 Runoff  Sec. of State 65.7%
Public Serv. Com. 3 66.3%
2020 General U.S. President 71.1%
U.S. Senator 70.4%

Public Serv. Com. 1 69.5%
Public Serv. Com. 4 70.0%

2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue)  71.7%
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 72.2%
Public Serv. Com. 4 70.8%
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Table 9: List of Candidates in Statewide Elections, 2012-2022

Democratic Candidate

Dem. Cand. Race

Republican Candidate

Rep. Cand. Race

2012 General U.S. President Barack Obama Black Mitt Romney White
2014 General U.S. Senator Michelle Nunn White David Perdue White
Governor Jason Carter White John Nathan Deal White
Lt. Governor Connie Stokes Black L. S. ’Casey’ Cagle White
Sec. of State Doreen Carter Black Brian Kemp White
Attorney General Gregory Hecht White Samuel Olens White
Com. Agriculture Christopher Irvin White Gary Black White
Com. Insurance Elizabeth Johnson Black Ralph Hudgens White
Com. Labor Robbin Shipp Black J. Mark Butler White
School Super. Valarie Wilson Black Richard Woods White
2016 General U.S. President Hillary Clinton White Donald Trump White
U.S. Senator Jim Barksdale White Johnny Isakson White
2018 General ~Governor Stacey Abrams Black Brian Kemp White
Lt. Governor Sarah Riggs Amico White Geoff Duncan White
Sec. of State John Barrow White Brad Raffensperger White
Attorney General Charlie Bailey White Chris Carr White
Com. Agriculture Fred Swann White Gary Black White
Com. Insurance Janice Laws Black Jim Beck White
Com. Labor Richard Keatley White Mark Butler White
School Super. Otha Thornton Black Richard Woods White
Public Serv. Com. 3 Lindy Miller White Chuck Eaton White
Public Serv. Com. 5 Dawn Randolph White Tricia Pridemore White
2018 Runoff ~ Sec. of State John Barrow ‘White Brad Raffensperger White
Public Serv. Com. 3 Lindy Miller White Chuck Eaton White
2020 General U.S. President Joe Biden White Donald Trump White
U.S. Senator Jon Ossoff ‘White David Perdue White
Public Serv. Com. 1 Robert Bryant Black Jason Shaw White
Public Serv. Com. 4 Daniel Blackman Black Lauren McDonald White
2021 Runoff ~ U.S. Senator (Perdue)  Jon Ossoff ‘White David Perdue White
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) Raphael Warnock Black Kelly Loeffler White
Public Serv. Com. 4 Daniel Blackman Black Lauren McDonald White
2022 General U.S. Senator Raphael Warnock Black Herschel Junior Walker  Black
Governor Stacey Abrams Black Brian Kemp White
Lt. Governor Charlie Bailey White Burt Jones White
Sec. of State Bee Nguyen Asian Brad Raffensperger White
Attorney General Jennifer "Jen" Jordan White Chris Carr ‘White
Com. Agriculture Nakita Hemingway Black Tyler Harper White
Com. Insurance Janice Laws Robinson Black John King White
Com. Labor William "Will" Boddie, Jr  Black Bruce Thompson White
School Super. Alisha Thomas Searcy Black Richard Woods White

™ Excludes candidates in the 2020 Special Election for U.S. Senate
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Maxwell Palmer

CONTACT

APPOINTMENTS

EpucaTioN

Booxk

REFEREED
ARTICLES

Department of Political Science E-mail: mbpalmer@bu. edu
Boston University Website: www .maxwellpalmer.com
232 Bay State Road Phone: (617) 358-2654

Boston, MA 02215

Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts

Associate Professor, Department of Political Science, 2021-Present

Director of Advanced Programs, Dept. of Political Science, 2020-Present
Civic Tech Fellow, Faculty of Computing & Data Sciences, 2021-Present

Faculty Fellow, Initiative on Cities, 2019-Present
Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science, 2014-2021

Junior Faculty Fellow, Hariri Institute for Computing, 2017-2020

Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts

Ph.D., Political Science, May 2014.
A.M,, Political Science, May 2012.

Bowdoin College, Brunswick, Maine

A.B., Mathematics & Government and Legal Studies, May 2008.

Neighborhood Defenders: Participatory Politics and America’s Housing Crisis (with
Katherine Levine Einstein and David M. Glick). 2019. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

— Selected chapters republished in Political Science Quarterly.

- Reviewed in Perspectives on Politics, Political Science Quarterly, Economics
21, Public Books, and City Journal.

— Covered in Vox’s “The Weeds” podcast, CityLab, Slate’s “Gabfest,” Curbed,
Brookings Institution Up Front.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, Joseph Ornstein, and Maxwell Palmer. 2022. “Who
Represents the Renters?” Housing Policy Debate.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David Glick, and Maxwell Palmer. 2022. “Developing
a pro-housing movement? Public distrust of developers, fractured coalitions, and
the challenges of measuring political power.” Interest Groups €/ Advocacy 11:189-
-208.
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Einstein, Katherine Levine, David Glick, Luisa Godinez Puig, and Maxwell Palmer.
2022. “Still Muted: The Limited Participatory Democracy of Zoom Public Meet-
ings.” Urban Affairs Review.

Glick, David M. and Maxwell Palmer. 2022. “County Over Party: How Gover-
nors Prioritized Geography Not Particularism in the Distribution of Opportunity
Zones.” British Journal of Political Science 52(4): 1902-1910.

de Benedictis-Kessner, Justin and Maxwell Palmer. 2021. “Driving Turnout: The
Effect of Car Ownership on Electoral Participation.” Political Science Research and

Methods.

Einstein, Katherine Levine and Maxwell Palmer. 2021. “Land of the Freeholder:
How Property Rights Make Voting Rights.” Journal of Historical Political Economy
1(4): 499-530.

Godinez Puig, Luisa, Katharine Lusk, David Glick, Katherine L. Einstein, Maxwell
Palmer, Stacy Fox, and Monica L. Wang. 2020. “Perceptions of Public Health Pri-
orities and Accountability Among US Mayors.” Public Health Reports (October
2020).

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David M. Glick, and Maxwell Palmer. 2020. “Can
Mayors Lead on Climate Change? Evidence from Six Years of Surveys.” The Fo-
rum 18(1).

Ban, Pamela, Maxwell Palmer, and Benjamin Schneer. 2019. “From the Halls
of Congress to K Street: Government Experience and its Value for Lobbying.”
Legislative Studies Quarterly 44(4): 713-752.

Palmer, Maxwell and Benjamin Schneer. 2019. “Postpolitical Careers: How Politi-
cians Capitalize on Public Office.” Journal of Politics 81(2): 670-675.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, Maxwell Palmer, and David M. Glick. 2019. “Who
Participates in Local Government? Evidence from Meeting Minutes.” Perspectives
on Politics 17(1): 28—46.
— Winner of the Heinz Eulau Award, American Political Science Association,
2020.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David M. Glick, and Maxwell Palmer. 2019. “City
Learning: Evidence of Policy Information Diffusion From a Survey of U.S. May-
ors.” Political Research Quarterly 72(1): 243-258.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David M. Glick, Maxwell Palmer, and Robert Pressel.
2018. “Do Mayors Run for Higher Office? New Evidence on Progressive Ambi-
tion.” American Politics Research 48(1) 197-221.
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Ansolabehere, Stephen, Maxwell Palmer and Benjamin Schneer. 2018. “Divided
Government and Significant Legislation, A History of Congress from 1789-2010.”
Social Science History 42(1): 81-108.

Edwards, Barry, Michael Crespin, Ryan D. Williamson, and Maxwell Palmer. 2017.
“Institutional Control of Redistricting and the Geography of Representation.” Jour-
nal of Politics 79(2): 722-726.

Palmer, Maxwell. 2016. “Does the Chief Justice Make Partisan Appointments to
Special Courts and Panels?” Journal of Empirical Legal Studies 13(1): 153-177.

Palmer, Maxwell and Benjamin Schneer. 2016. “Capitol Gains: The Returns to
Elected Office from Corporate Board Directorships.” Journal of Politics 78(1):
181-196.

Gerring, John, Maxwell Palmer, Jan Teorell, and Dominic Zarecki. 2015. “De-
mography and Democracy: A Global, District-level Analysis of Electoral Contes-
tation.” American Political Science Review 109(3): 574-591.

OTHER Einstein, Katherine Levine, David M. Glick and Maxwell Palmer. 2020. “Neigh-
PUBLICATIONS borhood Defenders: Participatory Politics and America’s Housing Crisis.” Politi-
cal Science Quarterly 135(2): 281-312.

Ansolabehere, Stephen and Maxwell Palmer. 2016. “A Two Hundred-Year Statis-
tical History of the Gerrymander.” Ohio State Law Journal 77(4): 741-762.

Ansolabehere, Stephen, Maxwell Palmer, and Benjamin Schneer. 2016. “What
Has Congress Done?” in Governing in a Polarized Age: Elections, Parties, and Po-
litical Representation in America, eds. Alan Gerber and Eric Schickler. New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

Poricy Glick, David M., Katherine Levine Einstein, and Maxwell Palmer. 2022. Look-
REPORTS ing back on ARPA and America’s Cities: A Menino Survey Reflection. Research
Report. Boston University Initiative on Cities.

Einstein, Katherine Levine and Maxwell Palmer. 2022. Representation in the
Housing Process: Best Practices for Improving Racial Equity. Research Report.
The Boston Foundation.

Glick, David M., Katherine Levine Einstein, and Maxwell Palmer. 2022. 2021
Menino Survey of Mayors: Closing the Racial Wealth Gap. Research Report.
Boston University Initiative on Cities.

Glick, David M., Katherine Levine Einstein, and Maxwell Palmer. 2021. 2021
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Menino Survey of Mayors: Building Back Better. Research Report. Boston Uni-
versity Initiative on Cities.

Glick, David M., Katherine Levine Einstein, Maxwell Palmer, Stacy Fox, Katharine
Lusk, Nicholas Henninger, and Songhyun Park. 2021. 2020 Menino Survey of
Mayors: Policing and Protests. Research Report. Boston University Initiative on
Cities.

Glick, David M., Katherine Levine Einstein, Maxwell Palmer, and Stacy Fox. 2020.
2020 Menino Survey of Mayors: COVID-19 Recovery and the Future of Cities.
Research Report. Boston University Initiative on Cities.

de Benedictis-Kessner, Justin and Maxwell Palmer. 2020. Got Wheels? How Hav-
ing Access to a Car Impacts Voting. Democracy Docket.

Palmer, Maxwell, Katherine Levine Einstein, and David Glick. 2020. Counting
the City: Mayoral Views on the 2020 Census. Research Report. Boston Univer-
sity Initiative on Cities.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, Maxwell Palmer, Stacy Fox, Marina Berardino, Noah
Fischer, Jackson Moore-Otto, Aislinn O’Brien, Marilyn Rutecki and Benjamin
Wauesthoft. 2020. COVID-19 Housing Policy. Research Report. Boston Univer-
sity Initiative on Cities.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, Maxwell Palmer, David Glick, and Stacy Fox. 2020.
Mayoral Views on Cities’ Legislators: How Representative are City Councils? Re-
search Report. Boston University Initiative on Cities.

Einstein, Katherine Levine and Maxwell Palmer. 2020. “Newton and other com-
munities must reform housing approval process.” The Boston Globe.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David Glick, Maxwell Palmer and Stacy Fox. 2020.
“2019 Menino Survey of Mayors.” Research Report. Boston University Initiative
on Cities.

Palmer, Maxwell, Katherine Levine Einstein, David Glick, and Stacy Fox. 2019.
Mayoral Views on Housing Production: Do Planning Goals Match Reality? Re-
search Report. Boston University Initiative on Cities.

Wilson, Graham, David Glick, Katherine Levine Einstein, Maxwell Palmer, and
Stacy Fox. 2019. Mayoral Views on Economic Incentives: Valuable Tools or a

Bad Use of Resources?. Research Report. Boston University Initiative on Cities

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David Glick, Maxwell Palmer and Stacy Fox. 2019.
“2018 Menino Survey of Mayors.” Research Report. Boston University Initiative
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CURRENT
ProjECTS

on Cities.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, Katharine Lusk, David Glick, Maxwell Palmer, Chris-
tiana McFarland, Leon Andrews, Aliza Wasserman, and Chelsea Jones. 2018.
“Mayoral Views on Racism and Discrimination.” National League of Cities and
Boston University Initiative on Cities.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David Glick, and Maxwell Palmer. 2018. “As the
Trump administration retreats on climate change, US cities are moving forward.”
The Conversation.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David M. Glick, Maxwell Palmer, and Robert Pres-
sel. 2018. “Few big-city mayors see running for higher office as appealing.” LSE
United States Politics and Policy Blog.

Einstein, Katherine Levine, David Glick, and Maxwell Palmer. 2018. “2017 Menino
Survey of Mayors.” Research Report. Boston University Initiative on Cities.

Williamson, Ryan D., Michael Crespin, Maxwell Palmer, and Barry C. Edwards.
2017. “This is how to get rid of gerrymandered districts.” The Washington Post,
Monkey Cage Blog.

Palmer, Maxwell and Benjamin Schneer. 2015. “How and why retired politicians
get lucrative appointments on corporate boards. “ The Washington Post, Monkey
Cage Blog.

“A Partisan Solution to Partisan Gerrymandering: The Define-Combine Proce-
dure” (with Benjamin Schneer and Kevin DeLuca).
- Covered in Fast Company

“Descended from Immigrants and Revolutionists: How Family Immigration His-
tory Shapes Legislative Behavior in Congress” (with James Feigenbaum and Ben-
jamin Schneer).

“The Gender Pay Gap in Congressional Offices” (with Joshua McCrain).

“Racial Disparities in Local Elections” (with Katherine Levine Einstein).

“Renters in an Ownership Society: Property Rights, Voting Rights, and the Mak-
ing of American Citizenship.” Book Project. With Katherine Levine Einstein.

“Menino Survey of Mayors 2021.” Co-principal investigator with David M. Glick
and Katherine Levine Einstein.
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GRANTS
AND AWARDS

The Boston Foundation Grant. “2022 Greater Boston Housing Report Card” (Co-
principal investigator). 2022. $70,000.

The Rockefeller Foundation, “Menino Survey of Mayors” (Co-principal investi-
gator). 2021. $355,000.

American Political Science Association, Heinz Eulau Award, for the best article
published in Perspectives on Politics during the previous calendar year, for “Who
Participates in Local Government? Evidence from Meeting Minutes.” (with Kather-
ine Levine Einstein and David M. Glick). 2020.

Boston University Initiative on Cities, COVID-19 Research to Action Seed Grant.
“How Are Cities Responding to the COVID-19 Housing Crisis?” 2020. $8,000.

The Rockefeller Foundation, “Menino Survey of Mayors” (Co-principal investi-
gator). 2017. $325,000.

Hariri Institute for Computing, Boston University. Junior Faculty Fellow. 2017~
2020. $10,000.

The Rockefeller Foundation, “2017 Menino Survey of Mayors” (Co-principal in-
vestigator). 2017. $100,000.

The Center for Finance, Law, and Policy, Boston University, Research Grant for
“From the Capitol to the Boardroom: The Returns to Office from Corporate Board
Directorships,” 2015.

Senator Charles Sumner Prize, Dept. of Government, Harvard University. 2014.

Awarded to the best dissertation “from the legal, political, historical, economic, so-
cial or ethnic approach, dealing with means or measures tending toward the pre-
vention of war and the establishment of universal peace.”

The Center for American Political Studies, Dissertation Research Fellowship on
the Study of the American Republic, 2013-2014.

The Tobin Project, Democracy and Markets Graduate Student Fellowship, 2013-
2014.

The Dirksen Congressional Center, Congressional Research Award, 2013.
The Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Conference Travel Grant, 2014.

The Center for American Political Studies, Graduate Seed Grant for “Capitol Gains:
The Returns to Elected Office from Corporate Board Directorships,” 2014.
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The Institute for Quantitative Social Science, Research Grant, 2013.

Bowdoin College: High Honors in Government and Legal Studies; Philo Sherman
Bennett Prize for Best Honors Thesis in the Department of Government, 2008.

SELECTED “A Partisan Solution to Partisan Gerrymandering: The Define-Combine Proce-
PRESENTATIONS dure” MIT Election Data and Science Lab, 2020.

“Who Represents the Renters?” Local Political Economy Conference, Washing-
ton, D.C., 2019.

“Housing and Climate Politics,” Sustainable Urban Systems Conference, Boston
University 2019.

“Redistricting and Gerrymandering,” American Studies Summer Institute, John
F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum, 2019.

“The Participatory Politics of Housing,” Government Accountability Office Sem-
inar, 2018.

“Descended from Immigrants and Revolutionists: How Immigrant Experience
Shapes Immigration Votes in Congress,” Congress and History Conference, Prince-
ton University, 2018.

“Identifying Gerrymanders at the Micro- and Macro-Level.” Hariri Institute for
Computing, Boston University, 2018.

“How Institutions Enable NIMBYism and Obstruct Development,” Boston Area
Research Initiative Spring Conference, Northeastern University, 2017.

“Congressional Gridlock,” American Studies Summer Institute, John F. Kennedy
Presidential Library and Museum, 2016.

“Capitol Gains: The Returns to Elected Office from Corporate Board Director-
ships,” Microeconomics Seminar, Department of Economics, Boston University,
2015.

“A Two Hundred-Year Statistical History of the Gerrymander,” Congress and His-
tory Conference, Vanderbilt University, 2015.

“A New (Old) Standard for Geographic Gerrymandering,” Harvard Ash Center
Workshop: How Data is Helping Us Understand Voting Rights After Shelby County,
2015.
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“Capitol Gains: The Returns to Elected Office from Corporate Board Director-
ships,” Boston University Center for Finance, Law, and Policy, 2015.

“Capitol Gains: The Returns to Elected Office from Corporate Board Director-
ships,” Bowdoin College, 2014.

American Political Science Association: 2013,2014,2015,2016,2018,2019, 2020
Midwestern Political Science Association: 2012, 2013, 2014, 2017, 2019
Southern Political Science Association: 2015, 2018

European Political Science Association: 2015

EXPERT Bethune-Hill v. Virginia (3:14-cv-00852-REP-AWA-BMK), U.S. District Court for

TESTIMONY the Eastern District of Virginia. Prepared expert reports and testified on racial

AND CoNsSULTING predominance and racially polarized voting in selected districts of the 2011 Vir-
ginia House of Delegates map. (2017)

Thomas v. Bryant (3:18-CV-441-CWR-FKB), U.S. District Court for the Southern
District of Mississippi. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially polarized
voting in a district of the 2012 Mississippi State Senate map. (2018-2019)

Chestnut v. Merrill (2:18-cv-00907-KOB), U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of Alabama. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially polarized
voting in selected districts of the 2011 Alabama congressional district map. (2019)

Dwight v. Raffensperger (No. 1:18-cv-2869-RWS), U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of Georgia. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially
polarized voting in selected districts of the 2011 Georgia congressional district
map. (2019)

Bruni, et al. v. Hughs (No. 5:20-cv-35), U.S. District Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of Texas. Prepared expert reports and testified on the use of straight-ticket
voting by race and racially polarized voting in Texas. (2020)

Caster v. Merrill (No. 2:21-cv-1536-AMM), U.S. District Court for the Northern
District of Alabama. Prepared expert report and testified on racially polarized
voting in selected districts of the 2021 Alabama congressional district map. (2022)

Pendergrass v. Raffensperger (1:21-CV-05339-SCJ), U.S. District Court for the North-
ern District of Georgia. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially polarized
voting in selected districts of the 2021 Georgia congressional district map. (2022)

Grant v. Raffensperger (1:22-CV-00122-SCJ), U.S. District Court for the North-
ern District of Georgia. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially polar-
ized voting in selected districts of the 2021 Georgia state legislative district maps.
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(2022)

Galmon, et al. v. Ardoin (3:22-cv-00214-SDD-SDJ), U.S. District Court for the
Middle District of Louisiana. Prepared expert reports and testified on racially
polarized voting for the 2021 Louisiana congressional district map. (2022)

Racially Polarized Voting Consultant, Virginia Redistricting Commission, August

2021.

The General Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Joint Committee on
Housing, Hearing on Housing Production Legislation. May 14, 2019. Testified on
the role of public meetings in housing production.

TEACHING Boston University

Introduction to American Politics (PO 111; Fall 2014, Fall 2015, Fall 2016,
Fall 2017, Spring 2019, Fall 2019, Fall 2020)

Congress and Its Critics (PO 302; Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Spring 2017, Spring
2019)

Data Science for Politics (PO 399; Spring 2020, Spring 2021, Fall 2021, Fall
2022)

Formal Political Theory (PO 501; Spring 2015, Spring 2017, Fall 2019, Fall
2020)

American Political Institutions in Transition (PO 505; Spring 2021, Fall 2021)
Prohibition (PO 540; Fall 2015, Fall 2022)

Political Analysis (Graduate Seminar) (PO 840; Fall 2016, Fall 2017)
Graduate Research Workshop (PO 903/4; Fall 2019, Spring 2020)

SERVICE Boston University

Research Computing Governance Committee, 2021-.
Initiative on Cities Faculty Advisory Board, 2020-2022.
Undergraduate Assessment Working Group, 2020-2021.

College of Arts and Sciences

- Search Committee for the Faculty Director of the Initiative on Cities,
2020-2021.

— General Education Curriculum Committee, 2017-2018.
Department of Political Science

- Director of Advanced Programs (Honors & B.A./M.A.). 2020-.
- Political Methodology Search Committee, 2021.
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OTHER
EXPERIENCE

- Delegate, Chair Selection Advisory Process, 2021.
- Comprehensive Exam Committee, American Politics, 2019.

- Comprehensive Exam Committee, Political Methodology, 2016, 2017,
2021.

- Co-organizer, Research in American Politics Workshop, 2016-2018.
— American Politics Search Committee, 2017.
— American Politics Search Committee, 2016.

- Graduate Program Committee, 2014-2015, 2018-2019, 2020-2021.

Co-organizer, Boston University Local Political Economy Conference, August 29,
2018.

Editorial Board Member, Legislative Studies Quarterly, 2020-Present

Malcolm Jewell Best Graduate Student Paper Award Committee, Southern Polit-
ical Science Association, 2019.

Reviewer: American Journal of Political Science; American Political Science Review;
Journal of Politics; Quarterly Journal of Political Science; Science; Political Analysis;
Legislative Studies Quarterly; Public Choice; Political Science Research and Methods;
Journal of Law, Economics and Organization; Election Law Journal; Journal of Em-
pirical Legal Studies; Urban Affairs Review; Applied Geography; PS: Political Science
&7 Politics; Cambridge University Press; Oxford University Press.

Elected Town Meeting Member, Town of Arlington, Mass., Precinct 2. April
2021-Present.

Arlington Election Reform Committee Member, August 2019-April 2022.

Coordinator, Harvard Election Data Archive, 2011-2014.

Charles River Associates, Boston, Massachusetts 2008-2010

Associate, Energy € Environment Practice

Economic consulting in the energy sector for electric and gas utilities, private equity,
and electric generation owners. Specialized in Financial Modeling, Resource Planning,
Regulatory Support, Price Forecasting, and Policy Analysis.
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