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

ANNIE LOIS GRANT; QUENTIN T.
HOWELL: ELROY TOLBERT: TRIANA CIVIL ACTION FILE
ARNOLD JAMES: EUNICE SYKES: NO. 1:22-CV-00122-SCJ
ELBERT SOLOMON: DEXTER
WIMBISH: GARRETT REYNOLDS:
JACQUELINE FAYE ARBUTHNOT;
JACQUELYN BUSH:; and MARY NELL
CONNER,

Plaintiffs,
V.

BRAD RAFFENSPERGER, in his official
capacity as the Georgia Secretary of State;
WILLIAM S. DUFFEY, JR., in his official
capacity as chair of the State Election
Board; MATTHEW MASHBURN, in his
official capacity as a member of the State
Election Board; SARA TINDALL
GHAZAL, in her official capacity as a
member of the State Election Board,
EDWARD LINDSEY, in his official
capacity as a member of the State Election
Board; and JANICE W. JOHNSTON, in
her official capacity as a member of the
State Election Board,

Defendants.

DECLARATION OF JONATHAN P. HAWLEY IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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I, Jonathan P. Hawley, hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the United States as follows:

1. | am over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration. | am
an associate with the law firm Elias Law Group LLP and am admitted to practice
law in the States of Washington, California, and Montana and the District of
Columbia and before multiple federal courts of appeals and district courts. | am
admitted in this Court pro hac vice in the above-captioned matter as counsel for
Plaintiffs. | submit this declaration to provide to the Court true and correct copies of
certain documents submitted in support of Plaintiffs’ motion for partial summary
judgment.

Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of the expert report of Blakeman B.
Esselstyn, dated December 5, 2022.

Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the expert report of Dr. Maxwell
Palmer, dated December 12, 2022.

Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the supplemental expert report of Dr.
Maxwell Palmer, dated December 22, 2022.

Exhibit 4 isatrue and correct copy of the expert report of Dr. Orville Vernon

Burton, dated December 5, 2022.



Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 191 Filed 03/20/23 Page 3 of 8

Exhibit5 is a true and correct copy of the expert report of Dr. Loren
Collingwood, dated December 12, 2022.

Exhibit 6 (filed as Exhibits 6A through 6D) is a true and correct copy of the
rebuttal expert report of John B. Morgan, dated January 23, 2023.

Exhibit 7 isatrue and correct copy of the expert report of Dr. John R. Alford,
dated February 6, 2023.

Exhibit 8 isatrue and correct copy of excerpts from the deposition transcript
of John B. Morgan, see ECF No. 177, dated February 13, 2023.

Exhibit 9 isatrue and correct copy of excerpts from the deposition transcript
of Dr. John R. Alford, see ECF No. 181-1, dated February 23, 2023.

Exhibit 10 a true and correct copy of the letter from Assistant Attorney
General William Bradford Reynolds to Attorney General Michael Bowers, dated
February 11, 1982. The letter was published by the U.S. Department of Justice, was
last accessed on March 8, 2023, and is publicly available at: https://
www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/crt/legacy/2014/05/30/GA-1870.pdf.

Exhibit 11 is a true and correct copy of the letter from Assistant Attorney
General John R. Dunne to Senior Assistant Attorney General Mark H. Cohen, dated

March 20, 1992. The letter was published by the U.S. Department of Justice, was
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last accessed on March 8, 2023, and is publicly available at: https://
www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/crt/legacy/2014/05/30/GA-2360.pdf.

Exhibit 12 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Douglas Leader’s
Racial Comments Spark Calls That He Resign.” The article was published by The
Atlanta Journal-Constitution on September 30, 2016, and is publicly available at:
https://www.ajc.com/news/local/douglas-leader-racial-comments-spark-calls-that-
resign/AVjoe8BDCXLsut6OBPjIHI.

Exhibit 13 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “GOP Candidate’s
Husband Shares Image Urging Voters to ‘Free the Black Slaves from the
Democratic Plantation.’”” The article was published by CNN on May 2, 2017, and
IS publicly available at: https://www.cnn.com/2017/05/02/politics/kfile-karen-
handel-husband-tweet/index.html.

Exhibit 14 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Roswell’s Wood
Says ‘Ossoff” Has off-Puttingly Muslim Ring.” The article was published by Appen
Media Group on March 15, 2017, and is publicly available at: https://
www.appenmedia.com/opinion/columnists/roswell-s-wood-says-ossoff-has-off-
puttingly-muslim-ring/article_729681a0-e082-5a2¢c-a639-9f15369a730a.html.

Exhibit 15 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Warring

Republicans Try to Unite Against Ossoff in Georgia’s Sixth.” The article was
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published by The Atlanta Journal-Constitution on April 15, 2017, and is publicly
available at: https://www.ajc.com/blog/politics/warring-republicans-try-unite-
against-ossoff-georgia-sixth/CJca8W1Alqgeob6jvA8gB5H.

Exhibit 16 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Gwinnett
Commissioner Calls John Lewis ‘a Racist Pig,” Faces Backlash.” The article was
published by The Atlanta Journal-Constitution on January 16, 2017, and is publicly
available at: https://www.ajc.com/news/gwinnett-commissioner-calls-john-lewis-
racist-pig-faces-backlash/K2uAUZFikv57szIncpZilO.

Exhibit 17 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Racist ‘Magical
Negro’ Robo-Call from ‘Oprah’ Targets Stacey Abrams in Georgia Governor’s
Race.” The article was published by The Washington Post on November 5, 2018,
and is publicly available at: https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2018/11/04/
racist-magical-negro-robo-call-oprah-targets-stacey-abrams-georgia-governors-
race.

Exhibit 18 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “It Was Too Easy
for Brian Kemp’s Last-Minute Dog Whistle About Stacey Abrams to Go Viral.”
The article was published by Slate on November 6, 2018, and is publicly available
at: https://slate.com/technology/2018/11/brian-kemp-stacey-abrams-dog-whistle-

black-panthers-facebook.html.
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Exhibit 19 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Georgia
Gubernatorial Candidate Brian Kemp Suggests Truck Is for Rounding up
‘Illegals.”” The article was published by USA Today on May 10, 2018, and is
publicly available at: https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2018/05/10/
brian-kemp-illegals-ad/600212002.

Exhibit 20 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Kelly Loeffler’s
New Facebook Ad Darkens Skin of Raphael Warnock, Her Black Opponent.” The
article was published by Salon on January 4, 2021, and is publicly available at:
https://www.salon.com/2021/01/04/kelly-loefflers-new-facebook-ad-darkens-skin-
of-raphael-warnock-her-black-opponent.

Exhibit 21 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Perdue’s
Campaign Deletes Ad That Enlarges Jewish Opponent’s Nose, Insists It Was
Accident.” The article was published by ABC News on July 28, 2020, and is
publicly available at: https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/perdues-campaign-deletes-
ad-enlarges-jewish-opponents-nose/story?id=72039950.

Exhibit 22 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Georgia
Republican Senator Willfully Mispronounces Kamala Harris’ Name at Trump

Rally.” The article was published by CNN on October 17, 2020, and is publicly
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available at:  https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/16/politics/david-perdue-kamala-
harris/index.html.

Exhibit 23 is a true and correct copy of the article entitled “Crime Fears
Emerge in Johns Creek, Sandy Springs Municipal Elections.” The article was
published by The Atlanta Journal-Constitution on October 26, 2021, and is publicly
available at: https://www.ajc.com/neighborhoods/north-fulton/crime-fears-emerge-
in-johns-creek-sandy-springs-municipal-electionssfHAMJAMEMVVA3BCY C36Z
OGR30OKM.

Dated: March 20, 2023 Respectfully submitted,
By: Jonathan P. Hawley
Jonathan P. Hawley*
ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP
1700 Seventh Avenue,
Suite 2100
Seattle, Washington 98101
Phone: (206) 656-0179

Facsimile: (206) 656-0180
Email: JHawley@elias.law

Counsel for Plaintiffs

*Admitted pro hac vice
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that | have on this date caused to be electronically filed a copy

of the foregoing Declaration of Jonathan P. Hawley in Support of Plaintiffs’

Motion for Partial Summary Judgment with the Clerk of Court using the CM/ECF

system, which will automatically send e-mail notification of such filing to counsel

of record.

Dated: March 20, 2023

Adam M. Sparks

Adam M. Sparks

Georgia Bar No. 341578
KREVOLIN & HORST, LLC
One Atlantic Center

1201 West Peachtree Street, NW,
Suite 3250

Atlanta, Georgia 30309
Telephone: (404) 888-9700
Facsimile: (404) 888-9577
Email:Sparks@khlawfirm.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs
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EXHIBIT 1
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Expert Report of Blakeman B. Esselstyn

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Qualifications

1. My name is Blakeman B. Esselstyn. I am the founder and principal of a
consultancy called Mapfigure Consulting, which provides expert services in the areas of
redistricting, demographics, and geographic information systems (GIS). For more
specific information about the qualifications and credentials in the paragraphs below,

please see my Curriculum Vitae, provided as Attachment A.

2. On February 8t and gth of 2022, in the preliminary injunction proceedings
related to this matter, I served as a testifying expert. I was accepted by the Court as an
expert in redistricting, demographics, and census data, and my expert testimony was

credited by the Court.

3. Ihave previously served as a consulting expert in four other redistricting

cases, and as a testifying expert in three cases related to other topics.

4. I'have developed 16 redistricting plans that have been enacted for use in

elections by jurisdictions at various levels of government.

5. Iearned a bachelor’s degree in Geology & Geophysics and International
Studies from Yale University and a master’s degree in Computer and Information
Technology from the University of Pennsylvania. I have professional certifications both
as a Geographic Information Systems Professional (GISP) and as a member of the
American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP).

1
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6. Ihave taught graduate-level semester courses in Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) and have presented on redistricting at conferences at Harvard University,
Duke University, the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, the University of
Texas, and several other universities. I have also presented at national events organized
by the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), the Urban and Regional
Information Systems Association (URISA), and the American Planning Association

(APA).

7. In addition to speaking engagements, my work and opinions related to
redistricting have often been cited in media outlets, and some of my related writings
have been published or cited in national publications. Again, for details, please see

Attachment A.

8. Iam being compensated at a rate of $325 per hour. No part of my
compensation is dependent upon the conclusions that I reach or the opinions that I

offer.

B. About this report

9. Plaintiffs’ counsel has asked me to determine whether there are areas in the
State of Georgia where the Black population is “sufficiently large and geographically
compact” to enable the creation of additional majority-Black legislative districts relative
to the number of such districts provided in the enacted State Senate and State House of

Representatives redistricting plans from 2021.

t Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 50 (1986).

2
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10. The Georgia General Assembly has two chambers, each with distinct
redistricting plans that I will consider individually. Following a demographic overview
of the state that will be relevant for both chambers, the report will provide separate
sections addressing each chamber’s districts: first the State Senate, then the House of
Representatives. For each chamber, I will briefly review the enacted plan, present an
alternative illustrative plan, and supply some analysis of selected characteristics of the

plans.

11. Unless otherwise specified, all map images in the report are ones that I

created (though they may be maps showing redistricting plans I did not create).2

12. More detailed information about the sources of data, the software, and my

methodology can be found in Attachment B.

C. Summary of conclusions

13. Itis possible to create three additional majority-Black districts in the State
Senate plan and five additional majority-Black districts in the State House plan in

accordance with traditional redistricting principles.

2 Some maps deliberately do not show the State of Georgia in its entirety, as districts in large
areas of the northern and southern parts of the state are unchanged in the illustrative plans. Focusing in
on affected portions of the State’s geography allows for more clarity and higher level of detail in the map
figures.
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I1. Statewide Demographic Overview

A. Georgia and the 2020 Census

14. Georgia’s population increased by more than one million people between the
2010 and 2020 censuses, from 9,687,653 to 10,711,008—an increase of approximately

10.6%.3

15. According to the 2020 census, 33.0% of Georgia’s population (essentially
one-third) identified as “Black or African American alone or in combination.”4 The
2010—2020 population increase in this group outpaced the growth in the state as a

whole, increasing by approximately 15.8%.

16. By contrast, the state’s population identifying as White and neither Hispanic
nor multi-racial decreased by 1.0% between 2010 and 2020. This non-Hispanic White
population still constitutes a majority of the state population, but only barely, at 50.1%.

In 2010, this group constituted 55.9% of Georgia’s population.

17. The voting age population identifying as Black increased 21.8% from 2010 to
2020. In 2020 this group (sometimes abbreviated as BVAP for the Black voting age

population) made up 31.7% of the voting age population, an increase from 29.7% in

3 All demographic analysis is based on statistics obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau website,
https://www.census.gov. For URLS of specific census resources used, please consult Attachment B.

4 The Census Bureau classification “Black or African American alone or in combination,”
sometimes stated as “any part Black,” will be the measure of the Black population that I use most
frequently in this report. Unless otherwise stated, in the text that follows, “Black” can be taken to indicate
“alone or in combination.” This measure includes Black residents who also identify as Hispanic. It is my
understanding that the “alone or in combination” designation is the appropriate measure for most Voting
Rights Act Section 2 considerations.
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2010. The non-Hispanic single-race White proportion of the voting age population,

however, decreased from 59.0% in 2010 to 52.8% in 2020.

B. Geographic distribution of the Black population

18. Just about half of Georgia’s Black population lives in six of the state’s 159
counties, all of which are in the Metro Atlanta region. These six counties are, in order of

decreasing Black population, Fulton, DeKalb, Gwinnett, Cobb, Clayton, and Henry.

19. The counties in Georgia where the percentage of Black residents generally
tends to be highest can be grouped into two main categories: the aforementioned Metro
Atlanta region and the so-called “Black Belt” of Georgia. Though some accounts say the
origin of the term “Black Belt” in the American South stems from descriptions of the
soil, modern classifications of which counties are in this region can hinge on the
percentage of the population that is Black.5 In Georgia, this belt of counties, most of
which are rural, constitutes a wide band from the southwest corner of the state to the

central part of the South Carolina border near Augusta-Richmond County. See Figure 1.

[Intentionally blank]

5 See, e.g., Southeastern Geographer article at https://www.jstor.org/stable/26225503.

5
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Figure 1: Statewide map showing percentages of Black population across
counties.
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20. For a table showing demographic statistics from the 2020 census for

Georgia’s counties, please see Attachment C.
III. Georgia State Senate redistricting plan

A. Review of enacted State Senate plan

21. On December 30th, 2021, Georgia Governor Brian Kemp signed new State

Senate districts into law. With districts for 56 senators in this enacted plan, each district
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is designed to have a population near 191,284, or one-fifty-sixth of Georgia’s total
population. See Figure 2.

Figure 2: Map of all districts in enacted State Senate plan.
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22. Of the 56 districts in the enacted plan, 14 are majority-Black.® Ten of those
are in the Metro Atlanta area and four are in the Black Belt. These districts are
highlighted in Figure 3 below.

Figure 3: Map indicating majority-Black districts in enacted State Senate

plan.
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23. For more maps and statistics related to the enacted State Senate districts,

please see Attachment D.

6 Per convention in Section 2 cases, “majority-Black” is taken to indicate that the district’s voting
age population that identifies as Black (alone or in combination) constitutes more than 50% of the
district’s voting age population.

8
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B. Illustrative State Senate plan

24. The illustrative State Senate plan, like the enacted plan, has 56 districts, all

designed to have populations near 191,284.

25. The illustrative plans for the State Senate and House discussed in this report
have both been modified slightly from the versions provided as part of the PI
proceedings. With the availability of additional data (e.g., incumbent addresses) and
information gleaned during the PI proceedings, I sought to improve the plans’
performance on multiple criteria. During both the earlier process of creating the PI
illustrative plans and the process of revising those plans to create the plans described in
this report, I was constantly balancing a number of considerations, and there was no one
dominant factor or metric. More details about differences between the newer versions of
the illustrative plans and the PI versions are provided in the “Comparative

characteristics” sections below.

26. One of the guiding principles in the creation of both the State Senate and
House illustrative plans was to minimize changes to the enacted plan while adhering to
other neutral criteria. Modifying one district necessarily requires changes to districts
adjacent to the original modification, and harmonizing those changes with traditional
redistricting criteria (such as population equality and intactness of counties) often
inescapably results in cascading changes to other surrounding districts. Notably, most of
the enacted plans’ districts remain intact in my illustrative plans. In the illustrative State

Senate plan, just 22 of the districts were modified, leaving the other 34 unchanged.
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27. The illustrative plan includes three additional majority-Black State Senate
districts compared to the enacted plan, for a total of 17. Specifically, Senate Districts 23,
25, and 28 are not majority-Black in the enacted plan but are majority-Black in the
illustrative plan. See Figure 4 and Table 1.

Figure 4: Map of majority-Black districts in the illustrative State Senate
plan.
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Table 1: Illustrative Senate plan majority-Black districts with BVAP
percentages.

District BVAP% District BVAP% District BVAP%
10 61.10% 26 52.84% 39 60.21%
12 57.97% 28 57.28% 41 62.61%
15 54.00% 34 58.97% 43 58.52%
22 50.84% 35 54.05% 44 71.52%
23 51.06% 36 51.34% 55 65.97%
25 58.93% 38 66.36%

28. The enacted plans have fewer majority-Black districts than the illustrative
plans because, in part, more Black voters were heavily concentrated into certain Metro

Atlanta districts in the enacted plans.

[Intentionally blank]

11
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29. The additional majority-Black State Senate district in the eastern Black Belt
area (District 23) includes all of Burke, Glascock, Hancock, Jefferson, Screven,
Taliaferro, Warren, and Washington Counties and parts of Baldwin, Greene, McDuffie,
Augusta-Richmond, and Wilkes Counties. See Figure 5.7

Figure 5: Map of eastern Black Belt region of illustrative plan with majority-
Black State Senate districts indicated.
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7 Additionally, in the illustrative plan, Macon-Bibb County is no longer divided; the majority-
Black District 26 includes all of Macon-Bibb County in a single district (as well as a part of Houston
County). The intactness of Macon-Bibb County is in keeping with recommendations made during public
comment at the hearing held in Macon, Georgia on July 29th, 2021. Two witnesses at the hearing—
including Cathy Cox, the former Georgia Secretary of State and then Dean of Mercer University School of
Law—spoke about Macon-Bibb County as a community that should be considered as a unit and kept
whole. See https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1YkQpSFVerY (video at 1:36:52 and 1:37:46). Written
statements submitted online also supported keeping Macon-Bibb County intact. See, e.g., comments of
S. Doonan (July 26th, 2021), C. Hargrove (July 30th, 2021), and A. Bailey (December 15t, 2021) at https://
www.legis.ga.gov/joint-office/reapportionment/public-comments.

12
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30. The additional majority-Black State Senate district in the southeastern
Metro Atlanta area (District 25) is composed of portions of Clayton and Henry Counties.

See Figure 6.

Figure 6: Map of eastern Metro Atlanta area of illustrative plan with
majority-Black State Senate districts indicated.
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31. The additional majority-Black State Senate district in the southwestern
Metro Atlanta area (District 28) is composed of portions of Clayton, Coweta, Fayette,
and Fulton Counties. See Figure 7.8

Figure 7: Map of western Metro Atlanta area of illustrative plan with
majority-Black State Senate districts indicated.
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32. For more demographic statistics related to the illustrative State Senate

districts, please see Attachment E.

8 Incidentally, the illustrative map also includes all of Douglas County in one majority-Black State
Senate district, rather than dividing it between two districts as it is in the enacted plan.

14
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C. Comparative characteristics

33. Inundertaking the creation of a new redistricting plan for the State Senate,
the Senate Reapportionment Committee adopted the “2021-2022 Senate
Reapportionment Committee Guidelines,” a full copy of which is appended to this report
as Attachment F. Within this document is a section called “GENERAL PRINCIPLES
FOR DRAFTING PLANS,” which contains a list of principles. The illustrative plan was

drawn to comply with and balance these principles.

34. The guidelines provide that “[e]ach legislative district of the General
Assembly should be drawn to achieve a total population that is substantially equal as
practicable, considering the principles listed below.” Noting that adherence to other
principles can be in tension with population equality, both the enacted plan and the
illustrative plan get substantially closer to population equality than the permissible
threshold of +5%. In both plans, most district populations are within +1% of the ideal,
and a small minority are within between + 1 and 2%. None has a deviation of more than
2%. For the enacted plan, the relative average deviation is 0.53%, and for the illustrative

plan the relative average deviation is 0.67%.

35. The guidelines additionally provide that “[d]istricts shall be composed of
contiguous geography.” The illustrative plan districts meet this contiguity requirement

in the same manner as the enacted plan.

36. The guidelines further provide that “[c]Jompactness” “should [be]
consider[ed].” Numerous measures exist for quantifying compactness of districts, and a

selection of some of the most commonly used measures in redistricting are shown in

15
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Table 2 below—both for the enacted plan and the illustrative plan. One can see that the
average compactness measures for the plans are almost identical. An explanation of the
five compactness metrics is provided as Attachment G.9

Table 2: Compactness measures for enacted and illustrative State Senate
plans.

Polsby- Number
Reock  Schwartzberg Popper Area/Convex of Cut
(average) (average) (average) Hull (average) Edges
Enacted 0.42 1.75 0.29 0.76 11,005
Illustrative 0.41 1.76 0.28 0.75 11,003

37. Figure 8 below shows how the three additional majority-Black districts in
the illustrative State Senate plan all fall within the range of compactness scores of
districts in the enacted plan. The gray lines represent the compactness scores of each of
the enacted districts, in sorted order. The purple, orange, and green lines represent the
scores of illustrative Districts 23, 25, and 28, respectively. The heights of the lines
represent the score (marked on the axis on the left), and the location of the line indicates
the position within the sorted order between maximum compactness (left side) and
minimum compactness (right side). For all four measures, the scores of the three
additional majority-Black districts in the illustrative plan are comparable to those of
enacted districts and indicate greater compactness than the least compact districts in

the enacted plan. See Table 3 for the specific related numeric scores.

9 A simplified summary of how to interpret the measures follows: the Reock, Polsby-Popper, and
Area/Convex Hull measures all provide scores between zero and one, with scores closer to one (i.e.,
higher values) indicating more compactness; the Schwartzberg measure provides scores greater than or
equal to one, and scores closer to one (i.e., lower values) indicate more compactness; and for the Number
of Cut Edges, which is only meaningful for comparing entire plans—not individual districts—a lower score
indicates more compactness.

16
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Figure 8: Sorted compactness measures for all enacted plan districts and
additional majority-Black districts in the illustrative State Senate plan.

= s e

Table 3: Summary compactness scores for enacted State Senate districts
and compactness scores for illustrative State Senate districts.

Measures of Compactness

Polsby- Area/
Reock Schwartzberg Popper Convex Hull
Enacted plan least compact score 0.17 2.67 0.13 0.50
Enacted plan median score 0.415 1.725 0.28 0.755
Illustrative District 23 score 0.34 1.93 0.17 0.69
Illustrative District 25 score 0.57 1.55 0.34 0.80
Illustrative District 28 score 0.38 2.17 0.19 0.66

38. Illustrative State Senate District 23 offers an interesting example of how
different compactness measures weight boundary features in different ways. In Figure 8

above, one can see that illustrative State Senate District 23 scores very close to the
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“bottom” (i.e., least compact) value in the range for the Polsby-Popper measure, but not
for the other three measures. The Polsby-Popper measure, which considers a district’s
perimeter in its formula, heavily penalizes a district if it has a wiggly border, even if the
district’s overall shape isn’t stringy or convoluted. Figure 9 below shows two sections of
illustrative District 23’s outline where it is simply following county boundaries, and
those county boundaries happen to be serpentine in shape. As is often the case, the
county boundaries follow significant rivers (the Oconee and Savannah), which are
widely considered to be intuitive features to use as the division between districts or
other administrative areas.

Figure 9: Detail of selected Illustrative State Senate District 23 boundaries.

llustrative State Senate plan

[] District A District 23 boundary areas
Boundary

Counties
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39. The guidelines also provide that “[t]he boundaries of counties and precincts”
“should [be] consider[ed].” In redistricting in the United States, consideration of such
boundaries is generally taken to mean that counties and precincts should be kept intact
to the extent possible (i.e., not split among multiple districts). While the
Reapportionment Committee’s language regarding this guideline is not explicit, Table 4:
below provides numbers of counties and VIDs (the Census “Voting District” used by
redistricting software as a proxy for precincts) split in both the enacted and illustrative
State Senate plans.

Table 4: Political subdivision splits for enacted and illustrative State Senate
plans.

Intact Counties Split Counties Split VTDs
Enacted 130 29 47
Illustrative 125 34 49

40. While the creation of three additional majority-Black State Senate districts
involved the division of additional counties and VTDs, the differences are marginal.z°
Figure 10 below shows which counties those VID splits are in in the illustrative State
Senate plan. All of the VTDs spilt in the illustrative State Senate plan are confined to just

18 of the State’s 159 counties.

10 The number of county splits in the State Senate illustrative plan (34) is lower than the number
of such splits in the State Senate plan adopted in 2014 (38), which was used in elections from 2014
through 2020. See https://www.legis.ga.gov/api/document/docs/default-source/reapportionment-
document-library/senate14-county.pdf?sfvrsn=e8061e5¢_2 and
https://www .legis.ga.gov/api/document/docs/default-source/reapportionment-document-
library/counties-by-house-districts.pdf?sfvrsn=b7c39a42_ 2.
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Figure 10: VTD splits in illustrative State Senate plan by county.
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41. The guidelines further call for consideration of “[cJommunities of interest.”
Communities of interest can be larger than a county or smaller than a college campus,
and individuals may have different opinions about their exact geographic extents. In
identifying such communities, I generally referred to recognizable entities visible in the
Maptitude for Redistricting software interface, such as municipalities and landmark
areas, as well as areas and communities I've heard described by Georgians, either in
personal conversations or in statements made in public hearings. When making changes
to districts for my PI illustrative plan, I did strive to keep communities of interest intact
as much as possible while also honoring the other guidelines. In that plan, however, I
inadvertently divided the two campuses of Georgia College (they are both in
Milledgeville, but about a mile apart). The revised district lines for the illustrative plan
submitted with this report not only keep both campuses in the same State Senate

district, but they also do a better job of keeping central Milledgeville in a single district.
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42. The final specified guideline is that “[e]fforts should be made to avoid the
unnecessary pairing of incumbents.” Based on my analysis of the residential addresses
of the recently elected State Senators (provided by counsel), the illustrative plan would
not pair any incumbent Senators in the same district. The avoidance of any incumbent
pairing represents an improvement over the PI illustrative plan, which paired two
incumbents according to a declaration from John Morgan provided as part of the PI

proceedings. 1t

43. For more detailed statistics and reports on the above characteristics, please

see Attachment H.

[Intentionally blank]

u See Declaration of John B. Morgan, January 18, 2022, p. 8.
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IV. Georgia House redistricting plan

A. Review of enacted House plan

44. On December 30th, 2021, Governor Kemp signed new House of
Representatives districts into law. With districts for 180 Representatives in this enacted
plan, each district is designed to have a population near 59,511, or one-one-hundred-
eightieth of Georgia’s total population. See Figure 11.

Figure 11: Map of all districts in enacted House plan.

State House Districts Enacted 2021
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45. Of the 180 districts in the enacted plan, 49 are majority-Black. Thirty-four of

those are in the Metro Atlanta area, 13 are in the Black Belt, and two small districts are
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within Chatham (anchored in Savannah) and Lowndes Counties (anchored in Valdosta)
in the southeastern part of the state. These districts are highlighted in Figure 12 below.

Figure 12: Map indicating majority-Black districts in enacted House plan.
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46. For more maps and statistics related to the enacted House districts, please

see Attachment 1.
B. Illustrative House plan

47. The illustrative House plan, like the enacted plan, has 180 districts, all with
populations near 59,511. As with the illustrative State Senate plan, one of the guiding

principles was to minimize changes to the enacted plan while adhering to the range of
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other neutral criteria. In fact, just 25 of the districts were modified, leaving the other 155

unchanged. The PI version of the illustrative plan, by contrast, modified 26 districts.

48. The illustrative plan includes five additional majority-Black House districts
compared to the enacted plan, for a total of 54. Specifically, House Districts 64, 74, 117,
145, and 149 are not majority-Black in the enacted plan but are majority-Black in the
illustrative plan. See Figure 13 and Table 5.

Figure 13: Map of majority-Black districts in the illustrative House plan.
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Table 5: Illustrative House plan majority-Black districts with BVAP
percentages.

District BVAP% District BVAP% District BVAP% District BVAP%

38 54.23% 69 62.73% 91 60.01% 137 52.13%
39 55.29% 74 53.94% 92 68.79% 140 57.63%
55 55.38% 75 66.89% 93 65.36% 141 57.46%
58 63.04% 76 67.23% 94 69.04% 142 50.14%
59 70.09% 77 76.13% 95 67.15% 143 50.64%
60 63.88% 78 51.03% 113 59.53% 145 50.38%
61 53.49% 79 71.59% 115 53.77% 149 51.53%
62 72.26% 84 73.66% 116 51.95% 150 53.56%
63 69.33% 85 62.71% 117 51.56% 153 67.95%
64 50.24% 86 75.05% 126 54.47% 154 54.82%
65 63.34% 87 73.08% 128 50.41% 165 50.33%
66 53.88% 88 63.35% 129 54.87% 177 53.88%
67 58.92% 89 62.54% 130 59.91%

68 55.75% 90 58.49% 132 52.34%

[Intentionally blank]

25



Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 191-1 Filed 03/20/23 Page 27 of 200

49. The additional majority-Black House district in the western Metro Atlanta
area (District 64) is composed of portions of Douglas, Fulton, and Paulding Counties.
See Figure 14.

Figure 14: Map of western Metro Atlanta area of illustrative plan with
majority-Black House districts indicated.
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[Intentionally blank]
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50. The additional majority-Black House districts in the southern Metro Atlanta

area (Districts 74 and 117) are built from portions of Clayton, Fayette, and Henry

Counties. See Figure 15.

Figure 15: Map of southern Metro Atlanta area of illustrative plan with
majority-Black House districts indicated.
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51. The two additional majority-Black House districts in the central Black Belt
area (Districts 145 and 149) are built from portions of Baldwin, Macon-Bibb, and
Houston Counties, as well as all of Twiggs and Wilkinson Counties. The adjacent Twiggs

and Wilkinson Counties, included in their entirety in District 149, have been identified
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by General Assembly staff as “constitut[ing] a single community of interest.”'2 The
illustrative plan, like the enacted plan, divides Macon-Bibb County into four districts,
two of which (Districts 142 and 143) are wholly contained in Macon-Bibb County, and
two of which (Districts 145 and 149 in the illustrative plan) extend outside the county as
well. The orientation of Districts 142 and 143 also ensures that the northern portions of
Macon-Bibb County stay in a Macon-Bibb County district with portions of Macon,
rather than being put in a district with a more rural neighboring county like Monroe;
this type of arrangement was specifically recommended during public comment at a

Joint Reapportionment Committee hearing.'3 See Figure 16.

[Intentionally blank]

12 Specifically, Gina Wright, Executive Director of the General Assembly's Legislative and
Congressional Reapportionment Office, included this statement in her declaration filed before the Court's
PI hearing. See Declaration of Gina Wright, February 4th, 2022, p. 9.

13 See, e.g., comment at Georgia General Assembly Joint Reapportionment Committee hearing
held in Macon, Georgia on July 29th, 2021, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1YkQpSFVerY (video at
33:42).
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Figure 16: Map of central Black Belt region of illustrative plan with
majority-Black House districts indicated.
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52. District 149 generally follows the orientation of the Georgia Fall Line
geological feature, which brings with it shared economic, historic, and ecological
similarities.’4 Macon and Milledgeville, parts of which are in illustrative House District

149, are both characterized as “Fall Line Cities,”'5 and were identified in public comment

14 See, e.g., https://www.georgiaencyclopedia.org/articles/geography-environment/fall-line/ and
http://southres.com/uptowncolumbusdams/thefallline.php.

15 See “Fall Line Cities” map at https://www.gpb.org/blogs/education-matters/2017/02/06/new-
virtual-field-trip-physical-features-of-georgia and the southres.com article in the preceding footnote.
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before the General Assembly’s Joint Reapportionment Committee as two cities that

should be kept in the same district.16

53. For more demographic statistics related to the illustrative House districts,

please see Attachment J.

C. Comparative characteristics

54. Inundertaking the creation of a new redistricting plan for the House, the
House Reapportionment Committee adopted the “2021-2022 House Reapportionment
Committee Guidelines,” a full copy of which is appended to this report as Attachment
K. Within this document is a section called “GENERAL PRINCIPLES FOR DRAFTING
PLANS,” which contains a list of principles. The illustrative plan was drawn to comply
with and balance these principles. As with the Senate Committee’s principles discussed

above, five of the principles can be quantitatively analyzed to help illustrate adherence.

55. The guidelines provide that “[e]ach legislative district of the General
Assembly should be drawn to achieve a total population that is substantially equal as
practicable, considering the principles listed below.” As with the Senate plan, both the
enacted plan and the illustrative plan get substantially closer to population equality than
the permissible threshold of £5%. In both plans, most district populations are within
+1% of the ideal, and a small minority are within between + 1 and 2%. None has a
deviation of more than 2%. For the enacted plan, the relative average deviation is 0.61%,

and for the illustrative plan the relative average deviation is 0.64%.

16 See, e.g., comment from Georgia General Assembly Joint Reapportionment Committee hearing
on June 15t 2021 at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sewqUNTIUXA (video at 49:15).
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56. The guidelines additionally provide that “[d]istricts shall be composed of
contiguous geography.” The illustrative plan districts meet this contiguity requirement

in the same manner as the enacted plan.

57. The guidelines further provide that “[c]Jompactness” “should [be]
consider[ed].” A selection of some of the most commonly used measures of compactness
are shown in Table 6 below—Dboth for the enacted plan and the illustrative plan. One can
see that the average compactness measures for the plans are almost identical, if not
identical.

Table 6: Compactness measures for enacted and illustrative House plans.

Polshy- Number
Reock  Schwartzberg Popper Area/Convex of Cut
(average) (average) (average) Hull (average) Edges
Enacted 0.39 1.80 0.28 0.72 22,020
[llustrative 0.39 1.81 0.28 0.72 22,359

58. Figure 17 below shows how the five additional majority-Black districts in the
illustrative House plan all fall within the range of compactness scores of districts in the
enacted plan. The gray lines represent the compactness scores of each of the enacted
districts, in sorted order. The purple, orange, green, pink, and blue lines represent the
scores of illustrative House Districts 64, 74, 117, 145, and 149, respectively. The heights
of the lines represent the score (marked on the axis on the left), and the location of the
line indicates the position within the sorted order between maximum compactness (left
side) and minimum compactness (right side). For all four measures, the scores of the

five additional majority-Black districts in the illustrative plan are comparable to those of
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enacted districts and indicate greater compactness than the least compact district in the
enacted plan. See Table 7 for the specific related numeric scores.

Figure 17: Sorted compactness measures for all enacted plan districts and
additional majority-Black districts in the illustrative House plan.

Table 7: Summary compactness scores for enacted House districts and
compactness scores for illustrative House districts.

Measures of Compactness

Polsby- Area/
Reock Schwartzberg Popper Convex Hull
Enacted plan least compact score 0.12 2.98 0.10 0.46
Enacted plan median score 0.40 1.765 0.26 0.72
Illustrative District 64 score 0.22 2.05 0.22 0.59
Illustrative District 74 score 0.30 1.98 0.19 0.61
Illustrative District 117 score 0.40 1.62 0.33 0.76
Illustrative District 145 score 0.34 1.63 0.21 0.76
Illustrative District 149 score 0.46 1.48 0.28 0.83
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59. The guidelines further provide that “[t]he boundaries of counties and
precincts” “should [be] consider[ed].” Table 8 below shows that the numbers of counties
and VTDs (akin to precincts) split in the enacted and illustrative House plans are nearly
equal. This version of the illustrative House plan splits six fewer VI Ds than the PI
version. Figure 18 below shows which counties those VTD splits are in. Just 45 of the
State’s 159 counties account for all of the splits.

Table 8: Political subdivision splits for enacted and illustrative House
plans.

Intact Counties Split Counties Split VTDs
Enacted 90 69 185
Illustrative 89 70 186

Figure 18: VTD splits in illustrative State House plan by county.

60. The guidelines next call for consideration of “[c]Jommunities of interest.” My
approach to preserving the intactness of communities of interest in the illustrative
House map was similar to the one described in the State Senate “Comparative

characteristics” section above. As with the comparable State Senate illustrative map, I

33



Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 191-1 Filed 03/20/23 Page 35 of 200

had inadvertently divided the two campuses of Georgia College in the initial illustrative
House plan provided during the PI proceeding. The newer House illustrative plan
rectifies that community split, and also keeps the central community of Milledgeville
more intact. Additionally, as mentioned in the previous section, the district boundaries
keep together communities in the Macon-Bibb County area as well as in the central

Black Belt region.

61. The final specified guideline is that “[e]fforts should be made to avoid the
unnecessary pairing of incumbents.” Based on analysis of the residential addresses of
the recently elected State Representatives (provided by counsel), the illustrative plan
would evidently pair a total of eight incumbents in the same districts.17 This is the same
number of incumbent pairings reported for the enacted plan in the declaration from
John Morgan, provided as part of the PI proceedings.:8 Further it represents a
significant improvement over the PI illustrative plan (created without knowledge of

incumbent addresses), which paired 16 incumbents, according to the same declaration.9

62. For more detailed statistics and reports on the above characteristics, please

see Attachment L.

V. Conclusion

63. This report has demonstrated that it is possible to create three additional

majority-Black districts in the Georgia State Senate plan and five additional majority-

17 Namely Mike Glanton and Kimberly R. New in District 61, EI-Mahdi Holly and Regina Lewis-
Ward in District 115, Miriam Paris and Dale Washburn in District 142, and Shaw Blackmon and Robert
Dickey in District 144.

18 See Declaration of John B. Morgan, January 18t, 2022, p. 9.

191d.
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Black districts in the Georgia House of Representatives plan in accordance with

traditional redistricting principles.

64. Ireserve the right to supplement this report in consideration of additional

facts, testimony, or materials that may come to light.

Executed on December 5th, 2022.

Blakeman B. Esselstyn

35



Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ Document 191-1 Filed 03/20/23 Page 37 of 200

Esselstyn Report: Attachment A
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December 2022
Blakeman (“Blake”) B. Esselstyn
United States: 49 North Street - Asheville, NC 28801-1141
The Netherlands: Schovenlaan 110 - 6225]S Maastricht
blake@mapfigure.com - +1 828-338:8528

EDUCATION

University of Pennsylvania, School of Engineering and Applied Science, Master of Computer
and Information Technology, 2003; GPA 4.0

Yale University, Geology & Geophysics and International Studies, Bachelor of Arts, 1996

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS
Geographic Information Systems Professional (GISP), #6946, 2009
American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP), #026364, 2013

EMPLOYMENT (Teaching positions listed separately)

Redistricting Consultant, dba Mapfigure Consulting (and as Blake Esselstyn), Asheville, NC,
2016-present (and in the Netherlands starting late 2022)

Principal Consultant, FrontWater, LLC, Asheville, NC, 2015-present

Urban Planner III - GIS Specialist, City of Asheville Department of Planning and Urban
Design, Asheville, NC, 2008-2015

Urban Planner II, City of Asheville Planning Department, Asheville, NC, 2004-2008
Independent GIS Consultant, Freelance, Asheville, NC, 2003-2004

GIS Programmer, Azavea, Inc., Philadelphia, PA, 2002

Web Support Fellow, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, PA, 2002

GIS Analyst, Applied Geographics, Inc., Boston, MA, 2001

GIS Intern, Community and Environmental Spatial Analysis Center, Seattle, WA, 2000
GIS Analyst, Applied Geographics, Inc., Boston, MA, 2000

Mapping Technician, Schlosser Geographic Systems, Seattle, WA, 1997

Digital Mapping Resources Consultant, Social Science Statistical Laboratory at Yale
University, New Haven, CT, 1997

Special Assistant to the CityRoom Coordinator, Neighborhood Partnerships Network, New
Haven, CT, 1996-1997
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Lab Monitor, Center for Earth Observation at Yale University, New Haven, CT, 1995

TEACHING EMPLOYMENT

Adjunct Faculty, Lenoir-Rhyne University, Asheville, NC, 2019
Taught full-semester graduate-level Geographic Information Systems (GIS) course

Adjunct Faculty, Western Carolina University, Asheville, NC, 2017
Taught full-semester graduate-level GIS course

GIS Course Assistant, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, PA, 2002-2003
Served as teaching assistant for two undergraduate GIS semester courses

Teacher, Equity American School, Guatemala City, Guatemala, 1998-1999
Led mathematics department for grades 7-12; taught one technology course

Teacher, International School of Panama, Panama City, Republic of Panama, 1997-1998
Taught computer programming and mathematics to secondary school students

LITIGATION EXPERIENCE (As GIS and/or redistricting expert)

Testifying expert for plaintiffs, in Grant v. Raffensperger, U.S District Court for the Northern
District of Georgia, 2022

Consulting expert for plaintiffs, in League of United Latin American Citizens v. Abbott, U.S
District Court for the Western District of Texas, 2022

Consulting expert for plaintiffs, in Rivera v. Schwab, Wyandotte County (KS) District Court,
2022

Consulting expert for plaintiffs, in Harper v. Lewis, Wake County (NC) Superior Court, 2019

Consulting expert for plaintiffs, in Common Cause v. Lewis, Wake County (NC) Superior
Court, 2019

Preparation of redistricting map exhibits used in Vesilind v. Virginia State Board of Elections,
Richmond (VA) Circuit Court, 2017

Expert witness analysis, deposition, and testimony for City of Asheville, in Jensen v. City of
Asheville, Buncombe County (NC) Superior Court, 2009-2010

Expert witness analysis and testimony for City of Asheville, in Hall v. City of Asheville,
Buncombe County (NC) Superior Court, 2007

Expert witness analysis and testimony for City of Asheville, in Arnold v. City of Asheville,
Buncombe County (NC) Superior Court, 2005
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PUBLIC REDISTRICTING PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Wake County (NC) Board
of Education, 2021-2022

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Mecklenburg County
(NC) Board of Commissioners, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Craven County (NC)
Board of Commissioners, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for City of Fayetteville (NC)
City Council, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for City of Greenville (NC)
City Council, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Town of Cary (NC) Town
Council, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for City of Hickory (NC) City
Council, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Town of Mooresville (NC)
Board of Commissioners, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for City of Clinton (NC) City
Council, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Siler City (NC) Board of
Commissioners, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Town of Tarboro (NC)
Town Council, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Durham Public Schools
(NC) Board of Education, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Pitt County (NC) Board of
Education, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Union County (NC) Board
of Education, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans for Edgecombe County (NC)
Board of Education, 2021

Design and completion of adopted electoral redistricting plans (in advance of Census data
delivery) for Town of Cary (NC) Town Council, 2021

Lead presenter, Lenoir-Rhyne University Hands-on Redistricting Workshop, Virtual, 2021

Software operator and presenter, National Conference of State Legislatures Redistricting
Seminar: Redistricting Simulation, Columbus, OH, 2019
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Software operator and presenter, National Conference of State Legislatures Redistricting
Seminar: Redistricting Simulation, Providence, RI, 2019

Hands-on GIS software workshop session leader, Metric Geometry of Gerrymandering
Group (MGGG) Conference at the University of Texas, Austin, TX, 2018

Co-leader of redistricting hackathon, Metric Geometry of Gerrymandering Group (MGGG)
Conference at Duke University, Durham, NC, 2017

Preparation of simulated redistricting plans for Democracy North Carolina’s Districting
Voter Education Forum, Asheville, NC, 2017

Hands-on GIS software workshop session assistant, Metric Geometry of Gerrymandering
Group (MGGG) Conference at Tufts University, Medford, MA, 2017

Redistricting software operator (converting retired jurists’ instructions into maps), Duke
University and Common Cause NC independent redistricting commission simulation,
Raleigh, NC and Winston-Salem, NC, 2016

SPEAKER OR PANELIST

“Political Reapportionment: Drawing Boundaries with QGIS,” FOSS4G (Free and Open
Source Software for Geospatial) Conference, Florence, Italy, 2022

“Just Maps: How Gerrymandering Imperils the Right to Vote,” Osher Lifelong Learning
Institute at the University of North Carolina Asheville, virtual, 2022

“How to Be a Redistricting Watchdog,” Duke University’s Redistricting and American
Democracy Conference, Durham, NC, 2021

“North Carolina Redistricting with Geographers: Local Knowledge & Community
Considerations,” American Association of Geographers (AAG) Redistricting Panel Series,
Virtual, 2021

“The Basics of Redistricting for Local Governments,” NC Council of School Attorneys
Summer Law Conference, Virtual, 2021

“Census Timing and Redistricting,” UNC School of Government: Municipal Attorneys’
Winter Conference, Virtual, 2021

“Census Delays and Redistricting,” North Carolina League of Municipalities Online Meeting,
Virtual, 2021

“Redistricting: Ten Big Changes that GIS People Should Know About for 2021,” North
Carolina GIS Conference, Virtual, 2021

“Demographics, the Census, and a Bit about Redistricting,” UNC School of Government:
County Attorneys Conference, Virtual, 2021

“NC Redistricting Updates for the GIS Community,” Mountain Region GIS Alliance, Virtual,
2021
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“The Census and Demographics,” UNC School of Government: Redistricting for Local
Governments Conference, Virtual, 2021

“The Mechanics of Redistricting,” UNC School of Government: Redistricting for Local
Governments Conference, Virtual, 2021

“Ask the Experts Panel,” National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) Redistricting
Seminar, Virtual, 2021

“GIS and the Data Handoff,” National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) Redistricting
Seminar, Virtual, 2021

“Electoral Redistricting for School Boards after the 2020 Census,” North Carolina School
Boards Association 2020 Annual Conference, Virtual, 2020

“Redistricting Software 2021: The Next Generation of Tools Could Open New Doors,” Urban
and Regional Information Systems Association (URISA) GIS-Pro Conference, Virtual, 2020

“Changing Demographics, Drawing Districts, and County Impacts,” North Carolina
Association of County Commissioners 113t Annual Conference, Virtual, 2020

“QGIS and democracy: Redistricting and reapportionment with QGIS,” QGIS North America
Conference, Virtual, 2020

“Does Your Vote Count?: The Impact of Gerrymandering,” virtual panel hosted by League of
Women Voters Asheville Buncombe, NC, 2020

[Scheduled, but cancelled due to COVID-19] “Redistricting with QGIS,” Free and Open
Source Software for Geospatial Conference, Calgary, Alberta, Canada, 2020

[Scheduled, but cancelled due to COVID-19] Teaching Faculty (session title to be
determined), National Conference of State Legislatures Redistricting Seminar, Las Vegas,
NV, 2020

[Scheduled, but cancelled due to COVID-19] “Census Geography, Precision, & Privacy,”
Census Symposium, University of North Carolina Asheville, NC, 2020

“The State of Redistricting Software and Data Resources for 2020,” Quantitative
Investigations of Gerrymandering and Redistricting Conference, Duke University, Durham,
NC, 2020

“School Board Elections,” 53rd School Attorneys’ Conference, UNC School of Government,
Chapel Hill, NC, 2020

“Methods and Techniques in Redistricting,” Harvard Geography of Redistricting Conference,
Cambridge, MA, 2019

“Redistricting Software: A new generation of geospatial tools,” North Carolina GIS
Conference, Winston-Salem, NC, 2019

“The Latest Mapping Technology,” Reason, Reform & Redistricting Conference, Duke
University, Durham, NC, 2019
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“Redistricting—What Happens Now?” Voter Education Panel hosted by League of Women
Voters (and others), Hendersonville, NC, 2019

“What are all These Districts? How did We Get Here, and Redistricting Reform,” Grassroots
Democracy: A Nonpartisan Voter Education Series, Leicester, NC, 2019

“Re-GIS-tricting? A new generation of redistricting geo-tools,” Mountain Region GIS Alliance,
Asheville, NC, 2019

“Representing (mis)representation,” Tapestry Data Storytelling Conference, University of
Miami, Miami, FL, 2018

“A Redistricting Tour,” Democracy in our Hands Conference, Asheville, NC, 2018

“Dis-tricks: GIS and Public Understanding of Redistricting,” NC ArcGIS Users Group,
Asheville, NC, 2018

“Visual Explanations of Gerrymandering,” Highlands Indivisible, Highlands, NC, 2018

“Dave’s Redistricting App,” Metric Geometry of Gerrymandering Workshop, University of
Texas, Austin, TX, 2018

“Districting Voter Education Forum,” Democracy North Carolina, Asheville, NC, 2017

“When GIS leads planners astray,” American Planning Association National Conference, New
York, NY, 2017

“Conveying Uncertainty with GIS,” Azavea, Philadelphia, PA, 2017
“GISkepticism,” Appalachian State University, Boone, NC, 2017

“When GIS leads planners astray,” North Carolina Planning Conference, American Planning
Association North Carolina Chapter, Asheville, NC, 2016

“What if the ‘S’ in GIS stood for Skepticism?” Mountain Region GIS Alliance, Asheville, NC,
2015

“Open Data? Show Me the Money!” North Carolina GIS Conference, Raleigh, NC, 2015

TEACHING AS SINGLE-CLASS GUEST SPEAKER (On redistricting and/or GIS)

Lenoir-Rhyne University, Public Policy Course (speaking on redistricting and
representation), 2021

Lenoir-Rhyne University, Geographic Information Systems Course (speaking on GIS), 2021

University of North Carolina Asheville, Mathematics: Voting Theory Course (speaking on
redistricting), 2020

Metric Geometry and Gerrymandering Group Redistricting Lab (Tufts University + MIT),
Geodata Bootcamp Mapmaking Session (speaking on redistricting software), 2020
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[Scheduled, but cancelled due to COVID-19] Duke University, Law School: Election Law
Course (leading hands-on redistricting simulation exercise), April 2020

Duke University, Data Science Capstone Seminar (speaking on data science
professional/career advice), 2020

University of North Carolina Asheville, Political Science: Census Course (speaking on
redistricting), 2020

Lenoir-Rhyne University, Public Policy Course (speaking on redistricting), 2019

Western Carolina University, Geographic Information Systems Course (speaking on GIS),
2019

Duke University, Democracy Lab Seminar (speaking on redistricting software tools), 2018

University of North Carolina Asheville, Political Science: US Elections Course (speaking on
redistricting), 2018

University of North Carolina Asheville, Mathematics: Voting Theory Course (speaking on
redistricting), 2018

Lenoir-Rhyne University, Sustainability Management & Decision-Making Course (speaking
on GIS/location intelligence), 2018

Yale University, School of Organization and Management: Business Information Course
(speaking on Maptitude—one class + multiple labs), 1997

MEDIA APPEARANCES, OP-EDS, AND CITATIONS

“Gerrymandered or no? How will courts judge new North Carolina political maps?” Raleigh
News & Observer, February 8, 2022

“Monster: Math, maps and power in North Carolina,” special podcast series from Raleigh
News & Observer, September 24, 2021

“Census data has arrived. What comes next?” Chatham News + Record, September 1, 2021

“An Explainer for Redistricting Criteria, Part 1: Political Boundaries,” John Locke Foundation,
August 23, 2021

“Special report: Demystifying the redistricting process,” NC Policy Watch, August 20, 2021

“Raleigh, Cary and other NC cities may have to push back their 2021 elections,” Raleigh
News & Observer, February 24, 2021

“Triad Cities Awaiting Census Data May Delay Elections,” WFDD Radio, February 17, 2021
Live interview, WPTF Radio Afternoon News, February 15, 2021

“Census Delays Could Delay Charlotte City Council, CMS Fall Elections,” WFAE Radio,
January 28, 2021
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“What do Buncombe's new district lines mean for 2020 commissioner elections?” (map
citation), Asheville Citizen-Times, November 21, 2019

“Confused about new legislative districts? This ‘map geek’ can help,” NC Policy Watch,
November 21, 2019

“Which district are you in? After gerrymandering fight, Asheville, Buncombe get final state
districts,” Asheville Citizen-Times, November 4, 2019

“Suggestions for a fair redistricting process,” Princeton Election Consortium, September 16,
2019

“How will Asheville, Buncombe County be affected by gerrymandering decision?” Asheville
Citizen-Times, September 6, 2019

“2019 Districting,” JMPRO TV’s The Weekly Update, September 1, 2019

“As redistricting battle continues in NC, League of Women Voters holds panel,” WLOS-TV,
August 11,2019

“With No Supreme Court End to Gerrymandering, Will States Make It More Extreme?”
(citation/link of blog article), New York Times, June 28, 2019

“The Supreme Court takes on gerrymandering. A cottage industry wants to prove it's gone
too far,” USA Today, March 26,2019

“Gerrymandering: 'Packing' and 'Cracking,' the meat and potatoes of partisan redistricting,”
USA Today, March 25, 2019

“NC gerrymandering: Turner, McGrady lead reform effort on redistricting,” Asheville Citizen-
Times, February 14, 2019

“Looking for a Way Forward on Redistricting Reform,” Duke Today, January 28, 2019

“Will Asheville try to stop the state from splitting it into districts?” (map citation), Asheville
Citizen-Times, January 23, 2019

“Some takeaways from NC's elections,” WRAL.com, Nov 7, 2018

“New Asheville districts are racial gerrymandering, black council members say” Asheville
Citizen-Times, July 2, 2018

“Legislature sets up districts for Asheville council, eliminates primaries” (map citation),
Asheville Citizen-Times, June 27,2018

“Van Duyn to back Asheville council districts bill if Senate shifts election dates” (map
citation), Asheville Citizen-Times, June 21, 2018

“I Ran the Worst 5K of My Life So I Could Explain Gerrymandering to You,” POLITICO
Magazine, November 15, 2017

“Event to cover Nov. vote on City Council districts,” Asheville Citizen-Times, October 17, 2017
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“Republicans silent in wake of court order to draw new maps in one month,” NC Policy
Watch, August 2,2017

“Who makes the grade? This week’s editorial report card,” Asheville Citizen-Times, June 2,
2017

“Asheville grows; Charlotte, Raleigh and their suburbs grow faster,” Asheville Citizen-Times,
May 29, 2017

“Boundary issues: Where does Asheville end?” (op-ed), Mountain Xpress, April 29, 2016

“For better or worse, Asheville growth inevitable,” Asheville Citizen-Times, November 21,
2015

“St. Lawrence Green no litmus test for voters” (op-ed), Mountain Xpress, October 29, 2015

PUBLISHED WORK

“Redistricting Software Applications, Data, and Related Tools,” supplement to Redistricting:
A Guide for the GIS Community, Urban and Regional Information Systems Association, 2021

(Co-authored with Mark Salling, PhD, GISP) “GIS Software Functionality for Redistricting,”
The GIS Professional, Issue 301, Urban and Regional Information Systems Association,
May/June 2021

(Co-authored with Joan Gardner, Suzanne Rotwein, and Tong Zhang) “Integrating GIS and
Social Marketing at HCFA,” ESRI Map Book, Volume 16, ESRI Press, 2001

SELF-PUBLISHED PUBLIC-FACING EXPLANATORY WRITING & MAPS

(Co-authored with Christopher Cooper, Gregory Herschlag, Jonathan Mattingly, Rebecca
Tippett) “NC General Assembly County Clusterings from the 2020 Census,” Quantifying
Gerrymandering Blog, August 17, 2021

(Co-authored with Christopher Cooper, Gregory Herschlag, Jonathan Mattingly, Rebecca
Tippett) “Legislative County Clustering in North Carolina—Looking towards the 2020
Census,” Quantifying Gerrymandering Blog, July 16, 2021

Created the blogs at districks.com (2017) and mapfigure.com (2020) — the story maps “A
‘Stephenson’ explainer” and “Could COVID repercussions delay NC elections in 2021 &
2022?” have each been viewed more than 2,000 times.

REDISTRICTING AND GIS SOFTWARE EXPERIENCE
MaplInfo (first used 1996)
Maptitude (first used 1997)
Esri ArcGIS/ArcInfo/ArcView (first used 2000)
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QGIS (first used 2015)

Maptitude for Redistricting (first used 2016)
Dave’s Redistricting App (first used 2016)
DistrictBuilder (first used 2017)

Esri Redistricting (first used 2018)

Districtr (first used 2019)

Statto Software Redistricter (first used 2019)

ArcBridge DISTRICTSolv (first used 2020)

SELECTED AWARDS (As team member)
G. Herbert Stout Award for Visionary use of GIS by Local Government, 2009
International Economic Development Council, Excellence in New Media Initiatives, 2008

Marvin Collins Outstanding Planning Award for Innovations in Planning Services, Education,
and Public Involvement, 2007

SERVICE AS ELECTION OFFICIAL

Poll worker for multiple elections in Buncombe County, North Carolina (2012, 2020, 2022)
and King County, Washington (2000), including as Chief Precinct Judge in 2020 general
election and 2022 primary election

SERVICE ON BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

Asheville City Council Appointee to Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee, 2016-2018

ADDITIONAL TRAINING

Introduction to GIS for Equity and Social Justice, Urban and Regional Information Systems
Association Certified Workshop, Virtual, 2020

Public Data, Public Access, Privacy, and Security: U.S. Law and Policy, Urban and Regional
Information Systems Association Certified Workshop, Raleigh, NC, 2015

An Overview of Open Source GIS Software, Urban and Regional Information Systems
Association Certified Workshop, Portland, OR, 2012

10
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An Introduction to Public Participation GIS: Using GIS to Support Community Decision

Making, Urban and Regional Information Systems Association Certified Workshop, Orlando,
FL, 2010

3-D Geospatial Best Practices and Project Implementation Methods, Urban and Regional
Information Systems Association Certified Workshop, Vancouver, BC (Canada), 2006

MEMBERSHIPS

Urban and Regional Information Systems Association (URISA)
Mountain Region GIS Alliance (MRGAC)

American Planning Association (APA)

11
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Esselstyn Report: Attachment B
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Data sources, software, and methodology

1. I arrived at the findings in the expert report using data from the United States
Census Bureau’s website (https://www.census.gov). This federal agency produces
a) geographic files—e.g., county boundaries and block boundaries, b) tables of the block-
level demographic information yielded specifically for redistricting (sometimes referred
to as the PL 94-171 data) from the decennial census counts, c) “block assignment files,”
which are important for linking geography data to other data, and d) other interactive
web-based resources. Representative links for these four categories of data are provided
below:

a) https://www.census.gov/geographies/mapping-files/time-
series/geo/tiger-line-file.2020.html

b) https://data.census.gov/cedsci/all?q=&y=2020&d=DEC%20Redistricting
%20Data%20%28PL%2094-171%29

c) https://www.census.gov/geographies/reference-files/time-
series/geo/block-assignment-files.html

d) https://www.census.gov/library/stories/state-by-state/georgia-
population-change-between-census-decade.html
2. Another key source of information for the analysis was the Georgia General
Assembly’s Legislative and Congressional Reapportionment Office webpage, available at
https://www.legis.ga.gov/joint-office/re