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Ecological Inference Appendix Tables
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Table A1: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 1

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 97.6% (96.8, 98.3) 13.9% (13.4, 14.4) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 97.9% (97.1, 98.5) 15.4% (15.0, 15.9) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.1% (96.0, 98.0) 15.8% (15.2, 16.4) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 97.5% (96.7, 98.2) 11.2% (10.8, 11.7) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 97.1% (96.3, 97.9) 11.3% (10.8, 11.8) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 97.2% (96.2, 98.0) 11.8% (11.3, 12.3) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 97.0% (96.0, 97.8) 11.5% (11.0, 12.0) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 98.0% (97.2, 98.7) 12.5% (12.1, 13.0) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.3% (96.4, 98.1) 11.9% (11.4, 12.4) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.8% (97.0, 98.4) 14.1% (13.7, 14.6) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 97.4% (96.4, 98.2) 12.2% (11.7, 12.7) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 93.5% (92.4, 94.6) 8.3% (7.7, 8.9) Jim Barksdale

Governor 96.7% (95.6, 97.6) 12.9% (12.4, 13.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.5% (95.3, 97.5) 12.5% (12.0, 13.2) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.1% (96.0, 98.1) 16.7% (16.2, 17.4) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.1% (96.0, 97.9) 12.4% (12.0, 13.1) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 95.9% (94.7, 96.9) 11.0% (10.5, 11.7) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 96.7% (95.5, 97.6) 11.6% (11.1, 12.2) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 96.6% (95.4, 97.5) 11.3% (10.8, 11.9) Richard Keatley
School Super. 96.5% (95.3, 97.4) 11.0% (10.4, 11.6) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.1% (96.0, 98.0) 12.2% (11.7, 12.9) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.3% (96.1, 98.2) 11.9% (11.4, 12.6) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 96.9% (95.6, 97.9) 15.9% (15.3, 16.7) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.2% (96.0, 98.1) 13.9% (13.3, 14.6) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 95.8% (94.3, 97.1) 10.8% (10.2, 11.6) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 95.0% (93.5, 96.3) 10.4% (9.8, 11.2) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 94.8% (93.1, 96.0) 8.9% (8.3, 9.7) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 95.2% (93.6, 96.4) 9.4% (8.8, 10.2) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 96.7% (95.2, 97.9) 11.6% (10.9, 12.3) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 96.6% (95.0, 97.8) 11.7% (11.0, 12.5) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.8% (95.5, 97.9) 10.3% (9.7, 11.0) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 95.9% (93.5, 97.7) 7.4% (6.7, 8.2) Raphael Warnock
Governor 92.0% (89.1, 94.1) 4.6% (3.9, 5.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 93.6% (91.4, 95.4) 5.0% (4.4, 5.7) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 90.8% (88.1, 92.8) 3.7% (3.1, 4.6) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 93.6% (91.2, 95.4) 5.3% (4.7, 6.1) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 91.8% (89.2, 93.9) 4.5% (3.8, 5.4) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 93.5% (90.9, 95.2) 4.4% (3.8, 5.2) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 93.5% (91.1, 95.2) 4.5% (4.0, 5.3) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 92.6% (90.2, 94.6) 4.6% (3.9, 5.4) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 96.5% (94.5, 98.0) 7.5% (6.9, 8.2) Raphael Warnock
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Table A2: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 2

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 99.2% (98.9, 99.5) 10.2% (9.8, 10.7) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 99.0% (98.6, 99.3) 12.0% (11.5, 12.5) Michelle Nunn
Governor 98.5% (98.0, 98.9) 14.1% (13.6, 14.7) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 98.0% (97.4, 98.5) 7.9% (7.4, 8.6) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 98.4% (97.9, 98.8) 7.9% (7.4, 8.5) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 98.1% (97.6, 98.5) 9.1% (8.5, 9.7) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 98.0% (97.5, 98.5) 8.0% (7.4, 8.5) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 98.5% (98.0, 98.9) 8.6% (8.1, 9.1) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 98.5% (98.1, 98.9) 8.4% (7.9, 8.9) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 98.8% (98.4, 99.2) 11.2% (10.7, 11.8) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.9% (98.5, 99.2) 8.3% (7.9, 8.8) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 94.7% (94.0, 95.4) 5.1% (4.4, 5.8) Jim Barksdale

Governor 99.2% (98.9, 99.5) 7.0% (6.5, 7.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 98.7% (98.3, 99.1) 6.2% (5.8, 6.8) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 99.0% (98.6, 99.3) 9.1% (8.6, 9.6) John Barrow
Attorney General 98.7% (98.3, 99.0) 7.3% (6.9, 7.9) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 98.2% (97.7, 98.6) 4.9% (4.4, 5.4) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 99.1% (98.7, 99.3) 6.2% (5.8, 6.7) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 98.8% (98.4, 99.1) 5.2% (4.8, 5.6) Richard Keatley
School Super. 98.6% (98.2, 98.9) 4.8% (4.4, 5.3) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 99.0% (98.6, 99.3) 6.9% (6.4, 7.4) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 99.0% (98.6, 99.3) 6.4% (5.9, 6.9) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.9% (98.4, 99.2) 10.4% (9.7, 11.1) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.8% (98.3, 99.2) 9.4% (8.8, 10.2) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 98.8% (98.4, 99.2) 8.0% (7.6, 8.6) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 98.2% (97.7, 98.7) 7.0% (6.5, 7.5) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 98.6% (98.2, 99.0) 5.6% (5.2, 6.1) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.8% (98.3, 99.1) 6.3% (5.9, 6.9) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 99.1% (98.7, 99.4) 9.0% (8.5, 9.6) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 99.1% (98.7, 99.4) 9.3% (8.8, 9.8) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 99.1% (98.7, 99.4) 7.5% (7.0, 8.0) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.7% (97.9, 99.2) 10.1% (9.5, 10.8) Raphael Warnock
Governor 98.4% (97.8, 98.9) 5.1% (4.6, 5.7) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 98.3% (97.6, 98.8) 6.0% (5.4, 6.6) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 96.6% (95.7, 97.3) 4.4% (3.8, 5.1) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 98.6% (98.0, 99.1) 5.9% (5.4, 6.5) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 98.2% (97.4, 98.7) 4.8% (4.3, 5.5) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 98.4% (97.8, 98.9) 4.8% (4.4, 5.4) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 98.6% (98.0, 99.0) 5.4% (4.9, 6.0) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 98.1% (97.4, 98.6) 4.9% (4.4, 5.5) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.6% (97.9, 99.1) 10.0% (9.3, 10.7) Raphael Warnock
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Table A3: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 3

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 96.1% (94.6, 97.1) 8.2% (7.7, 8.7) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 97.2% (95.9, 98.2) 10.5% (10.1, 11.0) Michelle Nunn
Governor 96.5% (94.9, 97.7) 11.3% (10.8, 11.9) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 96.0% (94.6, 97.1) 5.6% (5.2, 6.2) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 96.2% (94.7, 97.3) 6.4% (6.0, 6.9) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 96.8% (95.6, 97.9) 7.4% (7.0, 7.9) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 94.9% (93.1, 96.3) 5.8% (5.3, 6.5) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 96.6% (95.2, 97.7) 6.5% (6.1, 7.0) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 96.4% (95.0, 97.5) 6.9% (6.4, 7.4) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 96.9% (95.7, 98.0) 8.8% (8.4, 9.3) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.0% (97.1, 98.7) 6.7% (6.4, 7.1) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 95.1% (93.6, 96.3) 3.9% (3.5, 4.5) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.0% (97.0, 98.7) 6.4% (6.1, 6.9) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.7% (96.7, 98.4) 6.0% (5.7, 6.5) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 98.0% (97.1, 98.7) 7.0% (6.6, 7.4) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.4% (96.4, 98.3) 7.4% (7.0, 7.9) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.3% (96.3, 98.0) 4.7% (4.3, 5.1) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 97.9% (97.0, 98.6) 5.5% (5.2, 5.9) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.8% (96.9, 98.5) 4.9% (4.6, 5.4) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.4% (96.4, 98.1) 4.4% (4.0, 4.8) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.1% (97.2, 98.7) 6.5% (6.1, 6.9) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.8% (97.0, 98.5) 5.8% (5.4, 6.2) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 97.4% (96.3, 98.4) 8.6% (8.2, 9.2) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.4% (96.0, 98.4) 10.0% (9.5, 10.6) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 98.0% (97.1, 98.7) 8.1% (7.7, 8.5) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 97.8% (96.9, 98.6) 6.9% (6.5, 7.4) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 98.0% (97.1, 98.6) 5.0% (4.7, 5.5) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.1% (97.3, 98.7) 5.7% (5.4, 6.1) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.1% (97.2, 98.8) 8.5% (8.1, 9.0) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.1% (97.2, 98.8) 9.1% (8.7, 9.5) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.2% (97.4, 98.8) 6.9% (6.6, 7.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 97.8% (96.7, 98.6) 8.6% (8.2, 9.1) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.4% (95.4, 97.3) 3.6% (3.3, 4.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.1% (96.0, 97.9) 5.0% (4.5, 5.5) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 96.2% (95.3, 97.1) 3.1% (2.7, 3.5) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.5% (96.7, 98.3) 4.6% (4.3, 5.1) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 96.0% (94.9, 96.9) 3.2% (2.8, 3.7) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 96.4% (95.4, 97.3) 3.5% (3.2, 4.0) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 96.5% (95.5, 97.4) 3.9% (3.5, 4.3) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.5% (95.6, 97.3) 3.4% (3.1, 3.8) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 97.8% (96.7, 98.6) 8.8% (8.3, 9.3) Raphael Warnock
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Table A4: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 4

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 98.6% (98.0, 99.1) 29.0% (28.2, 30.0) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 98.1% (97.4, 98.7) 35.9% (34.9, 37.0) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.0% (96.2, 97.7) 34.9% (33.9, 36.1) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 95.4% (94.5, 96.2) 29.1% (28.0, 30.5) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 95.8% (95.0, 96.5) 29.3% (28.2, 30.5) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 95.3% (94.4, 96.1) 30.9% (29.7, 32.3) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 93.8% (92.8, 94.6) 28.5% (27.3, 29.9) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 95.9% (95.0, 96.6) 30.1% (28.9, 31.5) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 96.1% (95.2, 96.8) 29.5% (28.4, 30.8) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.5% (96.7, 98.2) 32.5% (31.4, 33.7) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 97.6% (96.7, 98.4) 40.7% (39.4, 42.2) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 93.8% (92.9, 94.7) 30.7% (29.3, 32.2) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.1% (97.4, 98.8) 43.4% (42.1, 44.7) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.3% (96.5, 98.1) 41.9% (40.4, 43.4) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.9% (97.0, 98.5) 42.8% (41.6, 44.5) John Barrow
Attorney General 96.7% (95.8, 97.5) 41.6% (40.1, 43.3) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 95.8% (94.8, 96.6) 38.2% (36.7, 40.0) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 97.6% (96.7, 98.3) 40.9% (39.5, 42.5) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 96.3% (95.3, 97.2) 39.6% (38.0, 41.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 96.6% (95.6, 97.5) 37.2% (35.6, 39.1) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.6% (96.7, 98.4) 42.6% (41.2, 44.2) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.1% (96.2, 98.0) 41.5% (40.0, 43.3) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 97.8% (96.7, 98.6) 49.8% (48.6, 51.3) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.9% (96.9, 98.7) 50.9% (49.8, 52.4) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 95.9% (94.9, 97.0) 46.3% (44.2, 48.6) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 96.8% (95.7, 97.8) 42.6% (40.7, 44.9) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 96.8% (95.8, 97.7) 40.5% (38.6, 42.7) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.0% (95.9, 97.9) 41.0% (39.0, 43.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.9% (96.8, 98.6) 44.3% (42.8, 46.6) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.4% (97.6, 98.9) 44.8% (43.6, 46.4) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.0% (97.2, 98.6) 42.0% (40.5, 43.5) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.1% (97.1, 98.8) 48.8% (47.2, 50.8) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.2% (94.8, 97.4) 42.0% (39.6, 44.7) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.0% (95.7, 98.0) 44.6% (42.5, 47.2) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 93.6% (92.4, 94.8) 41.5% (39.1, 44.0) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 96.6% (95.4, 97.6) 43.6% (41.6, 46.1) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 97.1% (95.8, 98.1) 39.3% (37.3, 41.9) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 95.8% (94.7, 96.9) 40.5% (38.3, 42.9) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 97.2% (95.9, 98.1) 41.9% (39.8, 44.4) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 95.9% (94.8, 97.0) 39.8% (37.6, 42.2) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.1% (97.0, 98.8) 51.8% (50.2, 54.1) Raphael Warnock
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Table A5: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 5

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 99.1% (98.8, 99.3) 43.4% (43.0, 44.0) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 98.6% (98.3, 98.9) 52.1% (51.5, 52.6) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.3% (96.9, 97.7) 51.0% (50.4, 51.7) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 95.4% (94.9, 95.9) 44.1% (43.4, 44.9) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 96.5% (96.0, 96.9) 43.5% (42.8, 44.2) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 95.8% (95.4, 96.3) 45.5% (44.8, 46.3) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 94.7% (94.2, 95.2) 41.9% (41.1, 42.6) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 96.4% (95.9, 96.8) 45.3% (44.7, 46.1) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 96.9% (96.5, 97.3) 44.0% (43.3, 44.7) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.8% (97.4, 98.2) 48.8% (48.1, 49.4) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.0% (97.6, 98.4) 62.2% (61.6, 62.9) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 93.3% (92.7, 93.9) 45.8% (44.9, 46.7) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.7% (98.3, 99.0) 63.9% (63.4, 64.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.7% (97.2, 98.1) 60.9% (60.3, 61.6) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 98.0% (97.6, 98.4) 62.6% (62.0, 63.3) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.2% (96.7, 97.7) 59.2% (58.5, 60.0) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 96.8% (96.3, 97.2) 54.1% (53.4, 54.8) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 98.1% (97.7, 98.5) 59.3% (58.7, 60.0) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.3% (96.8, 97.7) 56.6% (55.9, 57.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.2% (96.7, 97.7) 53.9% (53.2, 54.6) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.2% (97.7, 98.6) 60.8% (60.2, 61.5) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.7% (97.2, 98.1) 59.5% (58.9, 60.2) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.2% (97.7, 98.6) 73.6% (73.0, 74.2) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.1% (97.6, 98.6) 73.8% (73.2, 74.5) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 96.2% (95.6, 96.7) 66.8% (66.0, 67.5) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 96.9% (96.3, 97.4) 61.3% (60.6, 62.1) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 97.1% (96.6, 97.6) 58.3% (57.6, 59.0) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.4% (96.8, 97.9) 58.6% (57.9, 59.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.5% (98.0, 98.8) 60.6% (60.1, 61.3) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.6% (98.2, 98.9) 62.3% (61.8, 62.9) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.3% (97.9, 98.7) 58.5% (57.9, 59.1) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.3% (97.8, 98.6) 65.8% (65.2, 66.5) Raphael Warnock
Governor 97.4% (96.8, 97.9) 55.7% (55.0, 56.6) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.5% (96.9, 98.0) 60.2% (59.4, 61.1) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 95.3% (94.7, 95.9) 52.5% (51.6, 53.4) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.2% (96.7, 97.7) 58.7% (58.0, 59.5) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 97.7% (97.2, 98.2) 53.6% (52.9, 54.4) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 97.2% (96.6, 97.7) 52.8% (52.0, 53.6) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 97.9% (97.4, 98.4) 56.1% (55.4, 56.8) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 97.3% (96.8, 97.8) 52.2% (51.5, 53.0) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.4% (98.0, 98.8) 69.3% (68.7, 70.0) Raphael Warnock
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Table A6: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 6

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 88.6% (85.2, 91.3) 13.4% (12.6, 14.3) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 94.5% (90.6, 97.1) 14.4% (13.7, 15.3) Michelle Nunn
Governor 94.3% (91.0, 96.8) 13.5% (12.9, 14.3) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 91.5% (87.7, 94.3) 9.4% (8.8, 10.3) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 92.3% (88.7, 95.1) 9.9% (9.2, 10.7) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 93.7% (90.5, 96.2) 9.9% (9.3, 10.6) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 90.4% (86.9, 93.3) 9.3% (8.6, 10.1) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 91.9% (87.4, 94.8) 10.4% (9.7, 11.5) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 92.0% (88.1, 95.1) 10.3% (9.6, 11.3) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 94.2% (90.4, 96.7) 12.4% (11.8, 13.3) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 88.4% (83.0, 92.7) 19.0% (17.5, 20.8) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 85.5% (81.0, 88.9) 10.6% (9.5, 12.2) Jim Barksdale

Governor 81.4% (75.3, 86.2) 22.8% (20.9, 25.2) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 80.4% (75.6, 84.5) 21.5% (19.9, 23.4) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 80.2% (73.9, 85.7) 22.3% (20.2, 24.8) John Barrow
Attorney General 80.6% (74.6, 85.4) 21.5% (19.6, 23.9) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 80.2% (75.3, 84.6) 18.8% (17.1, 20.8) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 80.9% (75.0, 86.1) 20.4% (18.4, 22.8) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 80.7% (75.8, 84.9) 19.1% (17.4, 21.0) Richard Keatley
School Super. 79.1% (74.7, 83.8) 18.4% (16.5, 20.1) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 80.8% (76.1, 85.6) 21.7% (19.8, 23.5) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 80.6% (75.1, 85.5) 20.6% (18.6, 22.8) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 73.8% (63.9, 81.2) 25.9% (23.6, 28.9) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 74.4% (65.4, 82.3) 27.1% (24.7, 29.8) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 83.4% (78.9, 87.9) 25.4% (23.4, 27.4) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 82.3% (76.5, 87.3) 22.5% (20.3, 25.0) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 80.3% (75.0, 84.5) 20.4% (18.5, 22.7) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 80.8% (75.3, 85.3) 20.9% (18.9, 23.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 84.7% (79.0, 89.1) 23.0% (21.1, 25.3) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 84.7% (79.6, 90.1) 24.1% (21.9, 26.2) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 82.3% (77.9, 86.5) 21.6% (19.8, 23.4) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 85.8% (80.5, 91.0) 25.4% (23.3, 27.6) Raphael Warnock
Governor 77.3% (69.9, 83.0) 19.5% (17.2, 22.6) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 81.3% (74.6, 86.1) 21.2% (19.2, 24.0) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 77.5% (71.5, 83.2) 17.4% (15.0, 19.9) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 80.0% (73.4, 85.5) 21.0% (18.8, 23.8) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 77.6% (72.1, 82.5) 18.7% (16.7, 21.0) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 77.4% (71.8, 82.5) 18.7% (16.6, 21.0) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 77.7% (71.6, 83.3) 19.8% (17.5, 22.4) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 76.7% (70.1, 81.9) 19.2% (17.1, 21.9) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 87.5% (80.9, 92.7) 26.8% (24.6, 29.5) Raphael Warnock
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Table A7: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 7

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 97.1% (96.1, 97.9) 9.7% (9.0, 10.5) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 96.8% (95.4, 97.9) 12.7% (11.9, 13.7) Michelle Nunn
Governor 96.9% (95.6, 97.9) 11.5% (10.7, 12.4) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 94.9% (93.1, 96.2) 7.0% (6.1, 8.2) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 95.7% (94.2, 96.9) 7.4% (6.6, 8.4) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 95.8% (94.3, 97.1) 8.6% (7.7, 9.6) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 94.6% (92.9, 95.9) 6.6% (5.7, 7.6) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 96.7% (95.5, 97.7) 8.0% (7.2, 8.8) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 96.2% (94.8, 97.2) 7.8% (7.1, 8.8) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 96.8% (95.4, 97.8) 10.3% (9.5, 11.3) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 96.9% (95.6, 97.9) 15.8% (14.8, 17.1) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 93.9% (92.4, 95.0) 6.8% (5.8, 8.2) Jim Barksdale

Governor 97.1% (96.0, 98.0) 16.9% (15.8, 18.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.6% (95.4, 97.5) 15.0% (13.9, 16.5) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 96.7% (95.4, 97.7) 16.0% (14.8, 17.4) John Barrow
Attorney General 96.8% (95.5, 97.8) 14.6% (13.4, 16.1) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 96.5% (95.2, 97.4) 11.4% (10.4, 12.9) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 96.4% (95.0, 97.5) 14.9% (13.7, 16.5) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 96.7% (95.6, 97.6) 12.1% (11.1, 13.4) Richard Keatley
School Super. 95.9% (94.6, 97.0) 11.2% (10.0, 12.7) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.2% (96.0, 98.0) 15.4% (14.4, 16.7) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.0% (95.9, 97.9) 14.2% (13.2, 15.6) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 95.2% (93.1, 96.8) 20.3% (19.0, 22.0) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 95.6% (93.5, 97.2) 21.8% (20.5, 23.5) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 89.8% (87.4, 92.2) 24.6% (21.4, 27.9) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 91.6% (89.2, 93.8) 19.6% (16.5, 22.8) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 92.5% (90.5, 94.5) 15.4% (12.8, 18.1) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 92.7% (90.5, 94.5) 16.1% (13.8, 19.2) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 96.0% (94.5, 97.1) 18.7% (17.2, 20.7) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 96.4% (95.2, 97.4) 19.4% (18.2, 21.1) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 95.6% (94.0, 96.8) 16.2% (14.6, 18.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 94.2% (91.6, 96.4) 24.9% (22.0, 28.3) Raphael Warnock
Governor 90.9% (88.3, 93.1) 16.8% (14.0, 20.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 91.9% (89.1, 94.4) 20.0% (16.8, 23.6) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 90.5% (88.1, 92.4) 14.5% (12.0, 17.5) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 92.3% (89.4, 94.6) 18.3% (15.4, 22.0) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 91.9% (89.4, 93.9) 15.5% (12.9, 18.5) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 91.4% (89.0, 93.6) 15.3% (12.5, 18.5) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 91.9% (89.4, 94.1) 17.0% (14.2, 20.3) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 91.0% (88.8, 92.8) 15.1% (12.7, 17.8) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 94.6% (92.5, 96.6) 27.5% (24.8, 30.2) Raphael Warnock
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Table A8: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 8

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 98.2% (97.3, 98.8) 8.9% (8.5, 9.4) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 97.5% (96.1, 98.4) 11.6% (11.1, 12.2) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.3% (95.9, 98.4) 13.5% (13.0, 14.1) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 97.4% (96.2, 98.3) 7.3% (6.9, 7.8) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 97.2% (95.9, 98.2) 7.9% (7.4, 8.4) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 96.9% (95.5, 98.0) 9.0% (8.5, 9.7) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 96.6% (95.2, 97.7) 8.0% (7.4, 8.6) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 97.7% (96.4, 98.6) 8.4% (7.9, 8.9) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.2% (95.9, 98.2) 8.2% (7.8, 8.8) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.5% (96.3, 98.5) 10.4% (9.9, 10.9) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.1% (97.2, 98.8) 6.9% (6.5, 7.3) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 95.3% (93.8, 96.5) 3.8% (3.4, 4.5) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.1% (97.0, 98.8) 5.3% (4.9, 5.9) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.3% (96.2, 98.1) 5.1% (4.7, 5.6) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 98.0% (97.0, 98.8) 7.9% (7.5, 8.4) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.6% (96.6, 98.4) 5.8% (5.4, 6.3) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.0% (96.0, 97.8) 3.6% (3.2, 4.1) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 98.0% (97.1, 98.6) 4.7% (4.3, 5.1) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.5% (96.3, 98.2) 4.4% (4.0, 5.0) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.4% (96.5, 98.1) 3.7% (3.3, 4.1) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.8% (96.7, 98.5) 5.7% (5.2, 6.2) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.7% (96.6, 98.4) 5.2% (4.8, 5.7) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 97.7% (96.5, 98.6) 8.2% (7.6, 8.8) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.9% (96.8, 98.7) 7.0% (6.5, 7.6) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 98.3% (97.4, 98.9) 6.6% (6.2, 7.0) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 97.7% (96.6, 98.4) 5.6% (5.2, 6.1) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 97.1% (96.1, 97.9) 4.2% (3.8, 4.7) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.7% (96.8, 98.4) 4.9% (4.5, 5.4) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.2% (97.3, 98.9) 7.2% (6.8, 7.7) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.5% (97.6, 99.1) 7.3% (6.9, 7.8) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.3% (97.4, 98.9) 5.9% (5.5, 6.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.1% (96.9, 98.9) 6.6% (6.2, 7.2) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.5% (94.9, 97.5) 3.2% (2.7, 3.9) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.7% (95.5, 97.6) 3.7% (3.2, 4.2) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 95.1% (93.7, 96.3) 2.8% (2.3, 3.4) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.2% (96.0, 98.1) 4.0% (3.6, 4.6) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 94.5% (92.8, 95.8) 3.2% (2.7, 3.9) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 96.4% (95.0, 97.5) 3.2% (2.7, 3.8) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 96.3% (94.9, 97.3) 3.6% (3.1, 4.2) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.2% (94.9, 97.2) 2.9% (2.5, 3.5) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.2% (97.2, 99.0) 6.4% (6.0, 7.0) Raphael Warnock
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Table A9: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 9

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 89.8% (84.4, 94.2) 11.4% (10.5, 12.5) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 86.3% (80.0, 91.8) 14.7% (13.6, 15.8) Michelle Nunn
Governor 85.7% (79.2, 91.4) 13.9% (12.8, 15.1) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 78.9% (72.0, 85.2) 10.9% (9.8, 12.2) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 80.2% (73.6, 85.8) 11.9% (10.8, 13.2) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 81.5% (75.4, 86.9) 12.5% (11.4, 13.6) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 76.8% (70.7, 83.1) 12.3% (11.1, 13.5) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 83.5% (77.5, 89.2) 11.3% (10.3, 12.5) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 81.1% (74.8, 87.2) 12.3% (11.2, 13.5) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 85.2% (78.8, 91.0) 13.5% (12.5, 14.8) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 94.7% (91.8, 96.8) 9.2% (8.6, 10.0) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 84.5% (80.7, 88.0) 8.7% (7.8, 9.7) Jim Barksdale

Governor 96.9% (95.4, 98.2) 8.5% (8.1, 9.0) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.3% (94.2, 97.9) 8.5% (8.0, 9.2) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 96.7% (95.0, 98.0) 9.3% (8.8, 9.8) John Barrow
Attorney General 96.2% (94.3, 97.7) 9.1% (8.7, 9.7) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 95.5% (93.5, 97.1) 7.0% (6.5, 7.6) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 96.4% (94.5, 97.9) 7.9% (7.5, 8.5) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 95.8% (93.7, 97.4) 7.6% (7.1, 8.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 95.7% (93.6, 97.3) 6.9% (6.4, 7.5) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.7% (94.8, 98.2) 8.9% (8.4, 9.5) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 96.2% (94.3, 97.6) 8.3% (7.8, 8.8) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 95.9% (93.2, 97.8) 11.6% (11.1, 12.2) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 95.8% (93.5, 97.5) 13.1% (12.6, 13.6) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 95.5% (93.5, 97.0) 9.2% (8.7, 10.0) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 94.4% (92.4, 96.1) 8.3% (7.7, 9.0) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 93.1% (90.9, 95.1) 7.2% (6.5, 8.0) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 93.5% (90.7, 95.3) 7.5% (6.8, 8.4) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.2% (95.7, 98.3) 9.7% (9.3, 10.2) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 97.4% (95.8, 98.5) 10.2% (9.8, 10.8) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.4% (94.7, 97.7) 8.6% (8.1, 9.2) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 96.2% (94.3, 97.6) 10.4% (9.9, 11.0) Raphael Warnock
Governor 92.7% (90.1, 94.7) 5.5% (4.9, 6.3) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 94.9% (92.8, 96.6) 7.1% (6.5, 7.7) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 92.0% (89.6, 94.0) 5.4% (4.8, 6.2) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 95.2% (93.2, 96.8) 6.9% (6.4, 7.5) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 93.0% (90.6, 94.8) 5.3% (4.7, 6.0) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 93.3% (90.8, 95.3) 5.8% (5.2, 6.5) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 93.8% (91.3, 95.7) 5.9% (5.4, 6.7) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 92.7% (90.2, 94.8) 5.8% (5.2, 6.6) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 96.4% (94.4, 97.8) 11.1% (10.6, 11.7) Raphael Warnock
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Table A10: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 10

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 89.8% (87.4, 91.7) 13.4% (12.6, 14.4) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 96.2% (94.4, 97.6) 14.4% (13.8, 15.0) Michelle Nunn
Governor 96.3% (94.6, 97.7) 14.6% (14.0, 15.2) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 91.1% (88.5, 93.2) 10.7% (10.0, 11.7) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 92.4% (90.1, 94.3) 10.7% (10.0, 11.5) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 94.6% (92.7, 96.1) 11.8% (11.2, 12.5) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 91.7% (89.3, 93.7) 9.9% (9.1, 10.7) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 93.1% (90.8, 95.0) 11.1% (10.4, 11.9) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 93.5% (90.9, 95.5) 11.5% (10.8, 12.4) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 95.4% (93.2, 97.0) 13.1% (12.5, 13.8) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 93.7% (91.6, 95.3) 12.5% (11.9, 13.4) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 89.9% (87.5, 91.9) 9.9% (9.1, 10.9) Jim Barksdale

Governor 95.3% (93.7, 96.6) 12.4% (11.8, 13.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 93.9% (91.8, 95.5) 12.5% (11.8, 13.4) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 94.7% (92.5, 96.3) 14.0% (13.3, 15.0) John Barrow
Attorney General 94.9% (92.7, 96.6) 12.7% (12.0, 13.6) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 93.3% (91.1, 94.8) 10.3% (9.7, 11.3) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 94.2% (92.2, 95.7) 12.1% (11.4, 12.9) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 93.5% (91.6, 95.2) 11.5% (10.8, 12.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 92.5% (90.5, 94.1) 11.8% (11.0, 12.6) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 95.1% (93.4, 96.5) 12.5% (11.9, 13.3) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 94.9% (92.9, 96.3) 12.0% (11.3, 12.8) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 95.4% (93.3, 97.1) 18.3% (17.6, 19.0) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.4% (94.6, 97.8) 18.4% (17.9, 19.1) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 97.4% (95.9, 98.4) 13.1% (12.6, 13.8) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 96.9% (95.5, 98.0) 12.1% (11.6, 12.8) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 95.8% (94.2, 97.0) 11.1% (10.5, 11.8) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.3% (94.7, 97.5) 11.3% (10.8, 12.0) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.6% (96.3, 98.6) 13.9% (13.4, 14.6) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 97.6% (95.9, 98.6) 14.5% (14.0, 15.3) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.4% (96.0, 98.3) 12.6% (12.1, 13.2) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 97.1% (95.7, 98.3) 14.8% (14.2, 15.4) Raphael Warnock
Governor 93.8% (92.1, 95.2) 10.6% (10.0, 11.3) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 95.6% (93.5, 97.0) 11.7% (11.1, 12.6) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 92.3% (89.9, 94.1) 10.5% (9.8, 11.5) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 95.5% (93.7, 96.9) 11.7% (11.1, 12.5) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 93.2% (91.2, 94.7) 10.2% (9.5, 11.0) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 93.6% (91.8, 95.2) 10.7% (10.1, 11.5) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 94.0% (91.9, 95.5) 11.1% (10.5, 12.0) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 93.4% (91.6, 94.9) 10.1% (9.5, 10.9) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 97.2% (95.8, 98.3) 15.4% (14.8, 16.0) Raphael Warnock
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Table A11: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 11

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 95.8% (94.2, 97.1) 14.1% (13.6, 14.6) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 96.8% (95.1, 98.1) 16.0% (15.5, 16.5) Michelle Nunn
Governor 96.8% (95.0, 98.2) 16.0% (15.5, 16.6) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 97.1% (95.3, 98.4) 9.9% (9.5, 10.5) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 96.9% (95.2, 98.2) 11.0% (10.6, 11.5) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 96.8% (95.0, 98.2) 11.1% (10.7, 11.7) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 97.1% (95.5, 98.2) 9.9% (9.4, 10.4) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 96.7% (95.1, 98.0) 11.6% (11.2, 12.1) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.0% (95.4, 98.3) 11.7% (11.3, 12.3) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.0% (95.2, 98.3) 14.3% (13.8, 14.9) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 96.9% (95.1, 98.2) 16.8% (16.3, 17.5) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 97.8% (96.5, 98.8) 9.9% (9.4, 10.4) Jim Barksdale

Governor 96.6% (94.6, 98.0) 19.2% (18.6, 20.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.7% (94.8, 98.2) 18.2% (17.6, 19.0) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.1% (95.3, 98.4) 18.6% (18.0, 19.4) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.4% (95.8, 98.5) 18.0% (17.4, 18.7) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.0% (95.1, 98.2) 15.5% (14.9, 16.3) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 97.0% (95.3, 98.2) 17.1% (16.6, 17.8) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.0% (95.2, 98.3) 16.0% (15.4, 16.8) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.6% (96.2, 98.7) 14.8% (14.3, 15.5) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.0% (95.5, 98.3) 18.3% (17.8, 19.0) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.0% (95.3, 98.3) 17.2% (16.6, 17.9) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 95.9% (93.7, 97.7) 19.8% (19.2, 20.6) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 95.6% (92.9, 97.5) 21.3% (20.6, 22.2) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 97.0% (95.2, 98.2) 20.1% (19.5, 20.9) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 96.9% (95.3, 98.2) 18.1% (17.5, 18.8) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 97.0% (95.3, 98.2) 15.7% (15.1, 16.4) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.4% (96.1, 98.4) 16.2% (15.7, 16.9) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.0% (95.4, 98.3) 19.7% (19.1, 20.5) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 97.3% (95.8, 98.4) 20.6% (20.1, 21.3) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.1% (94.9, 98.4) 18.0% (17.4, 18.9) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 96.6% (94.6, 98.1) 21.2% (20.6, 22.1) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.0% (93.6, 97.6) 13.9% (13.2, 14.9) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.2% (93.9, 97.9) 16.5% (15.7, 17.5) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 96.7% (94.9, 98.1) 12.5% (11.9, 13.3) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.0% (95.1, 98.3) 15.9% (15.3, 16.7) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 96.1% (94.0, 97.7) 13.3% (12.6, 14.2) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 96.2% (94.2, 97.7) 13.4% (12.8, 14.3) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 96.4% (94.5, 97.8) 14.3% (13.7, 15.1) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.7% (94.9, 98.1) 13.6% (13.0, 14.3) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 96.3% (94.1, 97.8) 22.2% (21.5, 23.1) Raphael Warnock
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Table A12: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 12

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 94.8% (94.0, 95.6) 11.0% (10.4, 11.6) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 97.9% (97.2, 98.5) 10.2% (9.8, 10.7) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.0% (96.2, 97.7) 10.0% (9.5, 10.5) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 97.3% (96.5, 97.9) 5.1% (4.7, 5.6) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 97.4% (96.7, 98.0) 5.4% (5.0, 5.9) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 97.0% (96.2, 97.6) 6.0% (5.6, 6.5) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 97.3% (96.6, 97.9) 5.6% (5.2, 6.1) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 97.7% (97.0, 98.2) 6.4% (6.0, 6.9) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.4% (96.7, 98.0) 5.9% (5.5, 6.4) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.9% (97.3, 98.5) 9.2% (8.7, 9.6) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.7% (98.3, 99.1) 6.0% (5.6, 6.4) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 94.4% (93.6, 95.0) 2.7% (2.4, 3.2) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.8% (98.4, 99.2) 5.1% (4.8, 5.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 98.2% (97.6, 98.6) 4.8% (4.4, 5.2) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 98.5% (97.9, 98.9) 12.6% (12.1, 13.0) John Barrow
Attorney General 98.3% (97.8, 98.7) 5.5% (5.1, 5.9) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.6% (97.0, 98.1) 3.5% (3.2, 3.9) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 98.4% (97.9, 98.8) 4.0% (3.7, 4.4) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 98.2% (97.7, 98.6) 3.9% (3.6, 4.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.9% (97.3, 98.3) 3.6% (3.3, 4.0) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.6% (98.2, 99.0) 4.7% (4.4, 5.1) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 98.6% (98.1, 99.0) 4.6% (4.2, 4.9) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.4% (97.7, 98.9) 11.8% (11.3, 12.4) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.4% (97.8, 98.9) 7.4% (6.8, 7.9) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 98.5% (98.0, 98.9) 7.3% (6.9, 7.8) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 98.0% (97.4, 98.5) 6.2% (5.8, 6.7) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 98.2% (97.7, 98.7) 4.5% (4.2, 4.9) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.4% (98.0, 98.8) 4.9% (4.5, 5.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.7% (98.2, 99.1) 7.7% (7.3, 8.2) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.7% (98.1, 99.1) 8.0% (7.6, 8.5) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.7% (98.2, 99.0) 6.2% (5.8, 6.6) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.5% (97.9, 99.0) 8.0% (7.5, 8.5) Raphael Warnock
Governor 97.4% (96.7, 98.0) 4.3% (3.9, 4.8) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.2% (96.4, 97.8) 5.0% (4.6, 5.6) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 95.6% (94.8, 96.4) 3.7% (3.3, 4.3) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.8% (97.2, 98.3) 5.2% (4.8, 5.7) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 97.2% (96.4, 97.8) 4.1% (3.7, 4.6) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 97.4% (96.6, 98.0) 4.1% (3.7, 4.6) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 97.7% (97.0, 98.3) 4.4% (4.0, 4.9) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 97.0% (96.3, 97.6) 4.3% (3.9, 4.8) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.5% (97.9, 99.0) 7.9% (7.4, 8.4) Raphael Warnock
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Table A13: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 13

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 99.2% (98.9, 99.4) 11.5% (10.7, 12.3) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 99.0% (98.7, 99.3) 14.4% (13.5, 15.3) Michelle Nunn
Governor 98.2% (97.7, 98.6) 13.6% (12.5, 14.9) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 95.9% (95.4, 96.4) 8.2% (7.1, 9.5) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 97.0% (96.4, 97.4) 8.3% (7.2, 9.6) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 97.1% (96.6, 97.6) 10.2% (9.0, 11.5) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 95.3% (94.7, 95.8) 8.0% (6.8, 9.4) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 97.3% (96.8, 97.8) 9.2% (8.0, 10.6) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.5% (97.0, 98.0) 9.2% (8.1, 10.4) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 98.5% (98.1, 98.9) 11.1% (10.1, 12.2) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.8% (98.5, 99.1) 14.6% (13.7, 15.6) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 94.7% (94.1, 95.2) 10.7% (9.2, 12.4) Jim Barksdale

Governor 99.1% (98.7, 99.3) 16.9% (15.9, 18.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 98.4% (98.0, 98.7) 15.9% (14.7, 17.3) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 98.8% (98.5, 99.1) 16.3% (15.3, 17.5) John Barrow
Attorney General 98.0% (97.6, 98.4) 16.1% (14.7, 17.6) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.3% (96.8, 97.7) 13.7% (12.2, 15.3) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 98.8% (98.4, 99.1) 14.5% (13.4, 15.8) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.8% (97.4, 98.2) 13.8% (12.5, 15.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.6% (97.2, 98.0) 13.1% (11.9, 14.6) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 16.6% (15.6, 17.9) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 98.5% (98.1, 98.8) 15.2% (14.1, 16.5) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.9% (98.5, 99.2) 18.0% (16.9, 19.4) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.9% (98.4, 99.2) 19.9% (18.6, 21.3) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 96.5% (95.9, 97.0) 20.5% (18.7, 22.8) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 97.2% (96.6, 97.7) 18.0% (16.2, 20.0) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 97.2% (96.6, 97.6) 15.9% (14.3, 17.8) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.6% (97.1, 98.0) 16.5% (15.0, 18.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 18.7% (17.6, 20.0) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.8% (98.5, 99.1) 19.9% (18.8, 21.3) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.7% (98.4, 99.0) 16.3% (15.3, 17.5) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.9% (98.5, 99.2) 22.8% (21.6, 24.2) Raphael Warnock
Governor 97.3% (96.9, 97.7) 14.8% (13.5, 16.4) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.9% (97.5, 98.3) 17.6% (16.3, 19.2) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 95.2% (94.6, 95.7) 15.4% (13.4, 17.6) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.5% (97.1, 97.9) 17.2% (15.8, 19.0) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 97.7% (97.3, 98.0) 14.0% (12.7, 15.6) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 97.0% (96.5, 97.5) 14.6% (13.0, 16.5) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 98.0% (97.5, 98.3) 15.3% (14.0, 16.9) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 97.1% (96.7, 97.5) 14.9% (13.5, 16.6) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.9% (98.6, 99.2) 24.0% (22.6, 25.4) Raphael Warnock
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Table A14: Ecological Inference Results — Enacted CD 14

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 93.4% (89.5, 96.8) 15.0% (14.1, 16.0) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 94.1% (90.2, 96.8) 15.7% (14.9, 16.7) Michelle Nunn
Governor 91.4% (86.7, 95.4) 19.4% (18.3, 20.6) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 89.0% (84.0, 93.5) 13.4% (12.3, 14.7) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 91.6% (87.2, 95.3) 13.5% (12.5, 14.6) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 90.5% (86.1, 94.3) 14.1% (13.2, 15.3) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 90.4% (85.3, 94.7) 12.7% (11.7, 14.0) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 93.7% (90.6, 96.4) 13.3% (12.6, 14.1) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 93.3% (89.4, 96.2) 13.8% (13.0, 14.8) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 92.3% (88.3, 95.8) 16.4% (15.5, 17.4) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 96.9% (95.0, 98.2) 8.1% (7.6, 8.7) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 94.5% (92.0, 96.4) 6.9% (6.3, 7.7) Jim Barksdale

Governor 97.6% (96.2, 98.7) 8.6% (8.2, 9.2) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.4% (95.7, 98.5) 8.8% (8.3, 9.4) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.7% (96.2, 98.8) 9.5% (9.0, 10.0) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.4% (95.8, 98.5) 9.4% (8.9, 9.9) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.4% (95.9, 98.5) 7.5% (7.0, 8.0) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 97.6% (96.1, 98.7) 8.5% (8.1, 9.1) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.6% (96.1, 98.7) 8.0% (7.6, 8.6) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.5% (96.0, 98.6) 7.4% (7.0, 8.0) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.3% (95.7, 98.6) 9.1% (8.6, 9.7) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.4% (95.9, 98.6) 8.6% (8.2, 9.2) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 96.8% (94.1, 98.5) 10.6% (10.0, 11.5) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.8% (94.5, 98.3) 11.7% (11.1, 12.4) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 97.3% (95.7, 98.4) 9.2% (8.8, 9.7) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 97.0% (95.6, 98.1) 8.8% (8.4, 9.3) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 97.1% (95.6, 98.2) 7.2% (6.7, 7.7) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.5% (96.1, 98.4) 7.8% (7.4, 8.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.4% (96.0, 98.5) 10.6% (10.2, 11.1) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 97.7% (96.3, 98.7) 10.7% (10.3, 11.2) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.9% (96.5, 98.8) 9.4% (9.0, 9.9) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 97.1% (95.3, 98.3) 11.3% (10.8, 11.8) Raphael Warnock
Governor 97.3% (95.8, 98.4) 5.7% (5.3, 6.2) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.3% (95.3, 98.5) 7.8% (7.4, 8.5) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 97.4% (95.9, 98.4) 5.1% (4.7, 5.6) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.2% (95.3, 98.4) 7.8% (7.3, 8.3) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 97.3% (95.9, 98.4) 6.0% (5.6, 6.4) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 97.4% (95.8, 98.4) 6.4% (6.0, 6.9) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 97.6% (96.3, 98.6) 6.7% (6.3, 7.1) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 97.6% (96.3, 98.6) 6.3% (5.9, 6.8) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 97.1% (95.3, 98.3) 11.1% (10.7, 11.7) Raphael Warnock
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Table A15: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 1

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 97.6% (96.7, 98.3) 13.9% (13.4, 14.4) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 97.6% (96.7, 98.4) 15.6% (15.1, 16.1) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.1% (96.1, 97.9) 15.8% (15.3, 16.3) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 97.8% (97.0, 98.4) 11.1% (10.7, 11.5) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 97.4% (96.6, 98.1) 11.2% (10.7, 11.6) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 97.4% (96.5, 98.1) 11.7% (11.2, 12.2) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 97.1% (96.2, 97.8) 11.5% (11.0, 12.0) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 97.9% (97.1, 98.6) 12.5% (12.1, 13.0) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.6% (96.7, 98.2) 11.8% (11.4, 12.3) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.9% (97.1, 98.6) 14.0% (13.6, 14.5) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 97.5% (96.4, 98.3) 12.2% (11.7, 12.8) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 93.7% (92.5, 94.7) 8.2% (7.7, 8.8) Jim Barksdale

Governor 96.6% (95.4, 97.6) 13.0% (12.4, 13.6) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.5% (95.3, 97.4) 12.5% (12.0, 13.2) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.3% (96.1, 98.2) 16.6% (16.1, 17.3) John Barrow
Attorney General 96.9% (95.9, 97.7) 12.5% (12.0, 13.1) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 96.0% (94.8, 96.9) 11.0% (10.5, 11.7) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 96.6% (95.4, 97.6) 11.6% (11.1, 12.3) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 96.5% (95.4, 97.4) 11.3% (10.8, 11.9) Richard Keatley
School Super. 96.1% (95.0, 97.1) 11.1% (10.6, 11.8) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.0% (95.9, 97.9) 12.3% (11.7, 12.9) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.1% (96.0, 97.9) 12.0% (11.5, 12.6) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 96.9% (95.5, 97.9) 15.9% (15.3, 16.7) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.2% (95.9, 98.1) 13.9% (13.3, 14.6) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 95.6% (93.6, 96.9) 11.0% (10.3, 11.9) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 95.0% (93.5, 96.3) 10.4% (9.8, 11.2) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 94.8% (93.2, 96.0) 8.9% (8.3, 9.7) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 95.2% (93.3, 96.5) 9.4% (8.7, 10.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.1% (95.6, 98.2) 11.4% (10.8, 12.1) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 96.8% (95.3, 98.0) 11.6% (10.9, 12.3) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.9% (95.5, 97.9) 10.3% (9.8, 11.0) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 95.7% (93.4, 97.4) 7.4% (6.8, 8.2) Raphael Warnock
Governor 92.2% (89.6, 94.2) 4.5% (3.8, 5.4) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 93.5% (90.9, 95.3) 5.1% (4.4, 5.9) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 90.7% (88.0, 92.7) 3.8% (3.1, 4.7) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 93.7% (91.5, 95.5) 5.3% (4.7, 6.0) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 91.8% (89.1, 93.8) 4.5% (3.8, 5.4) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 93.0% (90.6, 94.9) 4.5% (3.9, 5.3) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 93.2% (90.7, 95.1) 4.6% (4.0, 5.5) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 92.5% (90.1, 94.5) 4.6% (3.9, 5.4) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 96.5% (94.5, 97.9) 7.5% (6.9, 8.2) Raphael Warnock
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Table A16: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 2

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 99.2% (98.9, 99.5) 10.2% (9.8, 10.6) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 98.9% (98.5, 99.3) 12.1% (11.6, 12.7) Michelle Nunn
Governor 98.5% (98.1, 98.9) 14.1% (13.6, 14.7) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 98.1% (97.6, 98.5) 7.9% (7.3, 8.4) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 98.3% (97.9, 98.7) 8.0% (7.5, 8.5) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 98.2% (97.7, 98.6) 9.0% (8.4, 9.5) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 98.0% (97.5, 98.5) 8.0% (7.4, 8.6) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 98.6% (98.2, 98.9) 8.5% (8.0, 9.0) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 98.5% (98.1, 98.9) 8.4% (7.9, 8.9) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 98.9% (98.5, 99.2) 11.1% (10.6, 11.7) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.8% (98.4, 99.1) 8.4% (8.0, 8.9) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 94.7% (93.9, 95.3) 5.1% (4.4, 5.9) Jim Barksdale

Governor 99.2% (98.8, 99.4) 7.0% (6.6, 7.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 98.8% (98.4, 99.1) 6.2% (5.8, 6.7) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 99.0% (98.6, 99.3) 9.1% (8.6, 9.6) John Barrow
Attorney General 98.8% (98.4, 99.1) 7.3% (6.8, 7.8) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 98.2% (97.8, 98.6) 4.8% (4.3, 5.3) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 99.1% (98.7, 99.4) 6.1% (5.6, 6.6) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 98.4% (98.0, 98.8) 5.5% (5.0, 6.0) Richard Keatley
School Super. 98.7% (98.3, 99.0) 4.8% (4.4, 5.3) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 99.0% (98.5, 99.3) 6.9% (6.4, 7.5) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 99.0% (98.6, 99.3) 6.4% (5.9, 6.9) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.9% (98.4, 99.3) 10.4% (9.7, 11.1) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.9% (98.4, 99.2) 9.3% (8.7, 10.0) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 98.9% (98.4, 99.2) 8.0% (7.5, 8.5) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 98.2% (97.7, 98.6) 6.9% (6.4, 7.6) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 98.7% (98.3, 99.0) 5.6% (5.2, 6.1) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.8% (98.4, 99.1) 6.3% (5.9, 6.8) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 99.0% (98.5, 99.3) 9.1% (8.6, 9.7) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 99.1% (98.6, 99.4) 9.3% (8.8, 9.9) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 99.1% (98.7, 99.4) 7.5% (7.0, 8.0) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.7% (98.0, 99.2) 10.1% (9.4, 10.8) Raphael Warnock
Governor 98.6% (97.9, 99.0) 5.0% (4.5, 5.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 98.4% (97.7, 98.9) 5.9% (5.4, 6.5) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 96.6% (95.7, 97.3) 4.4% (3.9, 5.2) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 98.5% (97.9, 99.0) 5.9% (5.4, 6.5) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 98.2% (97.5, 98.7) 4.8% (4.3, 5.5) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 98.3% (97.6, 98.8) 4.9% (4.4, 5.5) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 98.5% (97.8, 99.0) 5.4% (4.9, 6.1) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 98.1% (97.2, 98.6) 4.9% (4.4, 5.6) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.6% (97.9, 99.2) 9.9% (9.2, 10.7) Raphael Warnock
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Table A17: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 3

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 96.0% (94.5, 97.2) 8.2% (7.7, 8.8) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 97.2% (95.9, 98.2) 10.5% (10.1, 11.1) Michelle Nunn
Governor 96.7% (95.2, 97.9) 11.2% (10.7, 11.8) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 95.7% (94.1, 97.0) 5.7% (5.2, 6.3) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 96.2% (94.8, 97.3) 6.4% (5.9, 6.9) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 96.9% (95.6, 98.0) 7.4% (6.9, 7.9) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 95.2% (93.6, 96.5) 5.7% (5.2, 6.3) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 96.7% (95.5, 97.7) 6.5% (6.1, 6.9) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 96.4% (94.9, 97.6) 6.9% (6.4, 7.4) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 96.8% (95.4, 97.9) 8.9% (8.4, 9.4) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 97.9% (97.0, 98.7) 6.8% (6.4, 7.2) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 95.8% (94.4, 96.8) 3.7% (3.3, 4.2) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.0% (97.0, 98.7) 6.4% (6.0, 6.9) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.7% (96.8, 98.5) 6.0% (5.7, 6.5) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.7% (96.6, 98.5) 7.1% (6.7, 7.6) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.7% (96.7, 98.5) 7.3% (6.9, 7.8) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.5% (96.6, 98.2) 4.6% (4.3, 5.0) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 97.8% (97.0, 98.5) 5.5% (5.2, 5.9) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.9% (97.0, 98.6) 4.9% (4.5, 5.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.4% (96.4, 98.1) 4.4% (4.0, 4.8) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.8% (96.9, 98.5) 6.6% (6.2, 7.1) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.9% (97.0, 98.6) 5.7% (5.4, 6.2) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 97.4% (96.1, 98.3) 8.7% (8.2, 9.2) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.2% (95.8, 98.3) 10.1% (9.6, 10.7) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 97.9% (96.9, 98.6) 8.1% (7.7, 8.6) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 98.1% (97.1, 98.8) 6.8% (6.4, 7.3) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 98.0% (97.1, 98.6) 5.0% (4.6, 5.4) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.4% (97.6, 98.9) 5.6% (5.2, 5.9) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.1% (97.3, 98.8) 8.5% (8.1, 8.9) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.1% (97.2, 98.8) 9.1% (8.7, 9.5) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.0% (97.1, 98.7) 7.0% (6.6, 7.5) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 97.7% (96.7, 98.5) 8.6% (8.2, 9.1) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.6% (95.6, 97.4) 3.5% (3.2, 4.0) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.1% (96.1, 97.9) 4.9% (4.5, 5.4) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 96.1% (94.9, 96.9) 3.1% (2.8, 3.6) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.6% (96.8, 98.3) 4.6% (4.2, 5.0) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 96.0% (95.0, 96.9) 3.2% (2.8, 3.6) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 96.5% (95.5, 97.3) 3.5% (3.1, 4.0) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 96.5% (95.5, 97.4) 3.9% (3.5, 4.4) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.5% (95.6, 97.3) 3.4% (3.1, 3.9) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 97.9% (96.7, 98.7) 8.7% (8.3, 9.3) Raphael Warnock
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Table A18: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 4

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 98.9% (98.5, 99.2) 23.5% (22.8, 24.4) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 98.5% (98.1, 98.9) 29.5% (28.7, 30.4) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.6% (97.1, 98.0) 28.1% (27.2, 29.1) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 96.4% (95.9, 96.9) 22.3% (21.4, 23.4) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 96.5% (96.0, 97.0) 22.7% (21.8, 23.7) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 96.1% (95.6, 96.6) 24.3% (23.3, 25.4) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 94.9% (94.3, 95.4) 21.6% (20.5, 22.6) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 96.7% (96.2, 97.2) 23.9% (22.9, 24.9) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 96.8% (96.3, 97.3) 23.2% (22.3, 24.2) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 98.1% (97.6, 98.5) 26.1% (25.3, 27.0) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 97.8% (97.2, 98.3) 35.6% (34.5, 36.9) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 94.3% (93.6, 94.9) 23.6% (22.3, 25.0) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.4% (97.9, 98.9) 38.2% (37.1, 39.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.9% (97.3, 98.4) 35.9% (34.6, 37.2) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 98.2% (97.6, 98.7) 37.0% (35.8, 38.4) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.3% (96.8, 97.8) 35.5% (34.3, 36.8) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 96.7% (96.1, 97.3) 31.9% (30.5, 33.3) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 98.0% (97.5, 98.5) 35.1% (34.0, 36.4) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.1% (96.5, 97.7) 33.2% (31.9, 34.7) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.1% (96.5, 97.7) 31.3% (30.0, 32.7) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.0% (97.5, 98.5) 37.0% (35.8, 38.4) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.7% (97.1, 98.2) 35.7% (34.5, 37.1) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.3% (97.6, 98.8) 43.6% (42.5, 44.9) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.3% (97.7, 98.8) 45.1% (44.0, 46.3) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 95.4% (94.5, 96.4) 39.7% (37.2, 42.2) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 96.2% (95.4, 97.0) 35.6% (33.6, 37.9) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 96.3% (95.5, 97.0) 33.3% (31.3, 35.5) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.6% (95.8, 97.3) 33.6% (31.7, 35.7) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.9% (97.2, 98.4) 37.3% (35.9, 39.0) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.1% (97.4, 98.6) 38.4% (36.9, 40.1) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.8% (97.1, 98.3) 34.7% (33.2, 36.5) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 97.8% (97.0, 98.4) 41.4% (39.9, 43.2) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.1% (95.3, 96.9) 32.5% (30.7, 34.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.7% (95.8, 97.4) 36.1% (34.3, 38.2) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 94.6% (93.7, 95.3) 30.4% (28.6, 32.5) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 96.5% (95.7, 97.3) 34.6% (32.8, 36.6) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 96.7% (95.8, 97.3) 30.7% (29.1, 32.7) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 96.0% (95.2, 96.7) 30.4% (28.8, 32.4) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 96.8% (96.1, 97.5) 33.0% (31.3, 34.8) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.0% (95.1, 96.8) 30.2% (28.4, 32.4) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.0% (97.3, 98.6) 44.4% (43.0, 46.2) Raphael Warnock
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Table A19: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 5

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 98.1% (97.6, 98.6) 54.3% (53.4, 55.3) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 97.4% (96.8, 98.0) 63.3% (62.4, 64.2) Michelle Nunn
Governor 96.0% (95.4, 96.6) 62.9% (62.0, 63.8) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 93.7% (93.0, 94.4) 56.1% (55.1, 57.2) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 95.1% (94.4, 95.7) 55.6% (54.7, 56.6) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 94.6% (93.9, 95.2) 57.5% (56.6, 58.5) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 93.2% (92.5, 93.8) 53.5% (52.5, 54.6) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 94.9% (94.2, 95.5) 57.6% (56.6, 58.7) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 95.5% (94.9, 96.1) 55.9% (55.0, 57.0) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 96.3% (95.7, 96.9) 60.4% (59.5, 61.4) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 96.2% (95.6, 96.8) 71.6% (70.7, 72.6) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 91.9% (91.1, 92.6) 57.8% (56.7, 59.0) Jim Barksdale

Governor 96.9% (96.3, 97.4) 74.1% (73.3, 75.0) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.0% (95.3, 96.5) 71.4% (70.6, 72.4) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 96.3% (95.7, 96.8) 73.1% (72.2, 74.0) John Barrow
Attorney General 95.4% (94.8, 96.0) 69.9% (69.1, 70.9) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 95.1% (94.5, 95.7) 64.5% (63.6, 65.5) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 96.3% (95.7, 96.9) 70.2% (69.3, 71.2) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 95.5% (94.9, 96.1) 67.3% (66.3, 68.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 95.5% (94.9, 96.1) 64.5% (63.6, 65.5) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.5% (95.9, 97.1) 71.6% (70.7, 72.5) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 95.9% (95.3, 96.5) 70.6% (69.7, 71.6) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 95.7% (94.8, 96.6) 82.2% (81.1, 83.2) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 95.6% (94.7, 96.5) 82.3% (81.4, 83.4) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 93.5% (92.9, 94.2) 77.6% (76.6, 78.7) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 94.4% (93.7, 95.0) 73.6% (72.6, 74.7) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 94.6% (93.9, 95.2) 71.0% (70.0, 72.0) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 95.0% (94.3, 95.5) 71.1% (70.1, 72.1) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 96.3% (95.7, 96.8) 73.0% (72.2, 73.9) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 96.4% (95.9, 96.9) 74.4% (73.6, 75.3) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.1% (95.4, 96.6) 71.3% (70.4, 72.2) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 95.8% (95.2, 96.4) 79.3% (78.3, 80.3) Raphael Warnock
Governor 94.8% (94.1, 95.4) 71.3% (70.2, 72.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 95.0% (94.3, 95.6) 75.0% (74.0, 76.1) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 93.0% (92.3, 93.7) 67.9% (66.8, 69.2) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 94.7% (94.0, 95.3) 73.2% (72.2, 74.3) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 95.1% (94.4, 95.7) 69.2% (68.1, 70.3) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 94.7% (94.0, 95.3) 68.3% (67.3, 69.5) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 95.4% (94.7, 96.0) 71.7% (70.6, 72.8) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 94.9% (94.3, 95.6) 67.2% (66.1, 68.3) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 96.1% (95.5, 96.6) 81.8% (80.9, 82.8) Raphael Warnock
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Table A20: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 6

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 98.8% (98.3, 99.2) 19.5% (18.9, 20.3) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 98.4% (97.9, 98.9) 22.2% (21.5, 23.1) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.2% (96.5, 97.8) 21.4% (20.5, 22.4) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 95.1% (94.3, 95.8) 15.4% (14.3, 16.4) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 96.0% (95.3, 96.7) 15.3% (14.4, 16.3) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 96.1% (95.3, 96.7) 16.3% (15.3, 17.3) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 94.5% (93.7, 95.2) 14.5% (13.5, 15.6) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 96.4% (95.7, 97.1) 16.4% (15.5, 17.4) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 96.8% (96.1, 97.4) 15.9% (15.1, 16.9) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.6% (96.9, 98.2) 19.2% (18.4, 20.2) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 97.5% (96.7, 98.2) 30.1% (29.0, 31.3) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 94.2% (93.4, 94.9) 17.8% (16.7, 19.0) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.5% (97.9, 99.0) 31.4% (30.5, 32.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.5% (96.7, 98.1) 29.8% (28.7, 31.1) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.9% (97.3, 98.5) 30.7% (29.8, 31.9) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.2% (96.4, 97.8) 29.0% (27.8, 30.3) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 96.5% (95.8, 97.2) 25.4% (24.2, 26.7) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 98.1% (97.5, 98.7) 27.8% (26.8, 29.0) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 96.9% (96.2, 97.6) 26.4% (25.2, 27.7) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.0% (96.4, 97.6) 24.7% (23.6, 25.9) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.9% (97.2, 98.4) 29.9% (28.9, 31.1) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.6% (96.9, 98.2) 28.3% (27.3, 29.5) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 97.9% (97.0, 98.6) 35.3% (34.2, 36.6) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.9% (97.0, 98.5) 36.4% (35.3, 37.7) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 95.8% (94.9, 96.6) 37.6% (36.1, 39.1) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 96.7% (96.0, 97.4) 32.1% (30.9, 33.5) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 96.8% (96.0, 97.5) 28.9% (27.7, 30.3) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.1% (96.3, 97.7) 29.6% (28.5, 31.0) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.5% (97.9, 98.9) 31.4% (30.5, 32.3) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.5% (97.9, 99.0) 33.2% (32.3, 34.2) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.3% (97.7, 98.8) 29.1% (28.2, 30.2) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.2% (97.6, 98.7) 39.8% (38.9, 41.0) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.9% (96.1, 97.5) 28.9% (27.7, 30.3) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.2% (96.4, 97.8) 33.7% (32.6, 35.1) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 94.5% (93.7, 95.2) 27.3% (26.1, 28.8) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 96.7% (95.9, 97.4) 33.2% (31.9, 34.5) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 97.4% (96.7, 98.0) 27.2% (26.0, 28.5) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 96.6% (95.9, 97.3) 27.2% (26.0, 28.5) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 97.6% (96.9, 98.2) 29.2% (28.2, 30.5) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.8% (96.1, 97.4) 27.6% (26.4, 28.9) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.3% (97.6, 98.8) 42.0% (40.9, 43.3) Raphael Warnock

21

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ   Document 317-3   Filed 12/12/23   Page 21 of 29
USCA11 Case: 24-10241     Document: 34-7     Date Filed: 05/08/2024     Page: 157 of 248 



Table A21: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 7

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 91.9% (89.0, 94.3) 10.6% (10.0, 11.3) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 94.8% (91.7, 97.1) 11.5% (11.0, 12.3) Michelle Nunn
Governor 93.7% (89.9, 96.3) 10.8% (10.2, 11.7) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 91.9% (88.2, 94.6) 6.8% (6.2, 7.7) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 92.6% (88.8, 95.2) 7.4% (6.8, 8.2) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 93.6% (90.3, 96.2) 8.0% (7.4, 8.8) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 90.3% (86.4, 93.5) 7.0% (6.3, 7.9) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 93.5% (90.8, 95.8) 7.6% (7.1, 8.3) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 92.4% (88.5, 95.1) 7.7% (7.1, 8.6) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 94.2% (91.0, 96.5) 9.7% (9.1, 10.5) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 91.2% (86.6, 94.6) 14.4% (13.3, 16.0) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 85.9% (82.3, 88.6) 7.6% (6.7, 8.8) Jim Barksdale

Governor 85.1% (79.5, 89.1) 17.1% (15.5, 19.4) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 85.2% (80.5, 88.8) 15.5% (14.1, 17.4) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 84.7% (80.0, 88.9) 16.4% (14.7, 18.3) John Barrow
Attorney General 84.4% (78.9, 88.6) 16.0% (14.3, 18.2) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 84.5% (80.1, 88.1) 13.3% (11.8, 15.0) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 83.9% (78.3, 88.1) 15.3% (13.6, 17.5) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 83.7% (78.7, 87.3) 14.0% (12.6, 16.0) Richard Keatley
School Super. 82.3% (77.8, 86.2) 13.2% (11.7, 15.0) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 84.2% (79.0, 88.6) 16.2% (14.4, 18.3) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 84.7% (79.6, 88.4) 15.0% (13.5, 17.0) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 79.7% (73.0, 85.3) 20.1% (18.3, 22.2) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 80.6% (72.7, 86.9) 21.2% (19.2, 23.7) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 87.6% (82.2, 91.7) 19.5% (17.7, 21.8) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 85.8% (80.2, 89.4) 17.1% (15.6, 19.5) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 83.8% (79.6, 87.5) 15.1% (13.5, 16.9) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 84.0% (79.3, 87.6) 15.7% (14.1, 17.6) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 89.0% (84.6, 92.1) 17.4% (16.0, 19.2) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 89.6% (85.2, 93.4) 18.2% (16.6, 20.0) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 85.3% (81.5, 89.1) 16.6% (15.0, 18.2) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 88.8% (83.8, 92.4) 20.1% (18.6, 22.1) Raphael Warnock
Governor 80.5% (76.1, 84.8) 14.4% (12.7, 16.2) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 83.8% (78.9, 87.9) 16.3% (14.7, 18.3) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 79.2% (74.8, 83.3) 13.0% (11.3, 14.8) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 83.0% (77.4, 87.6) 16.0% (14.1, 18.3) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 80.3% (75.9, 84.4) 13.9% (12.3, 15.7) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 80.1% (74.3, 84.6) 14.0% (12.2, 16.3) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 80.5% (75.7, 84.7) 14.9% (13.2, 16.8) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 80.7% (76.3, 84.7) 13.7% (12.1, 15.5) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 90.3% (85.4, 94.0) 21.3% (19.8, 23.3) Raphael Warnock
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Table A22: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 8

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 98.4% (97.6, 99.0) 8.8% (8.4, 9.2) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 97.5% (96.1, 98.5) 11.6% (11.1, 12.2) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.3% (95.9, 98.3) 13.5% (13.0, 14.1) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 97.4% (96.1, 98.3) 7.3% (6.9, 7.9) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 97.2% (95.9, 98.2) 7.9% (7.4, 8.4) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 97.0% (95.6, 98.1) 9.0% (8.5, 9.6) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 96.2% (94.6, 97.5) 8.1% (7.6, 8.8) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 97.3% (96.1, 98.3) 8.5% (8.0, 9.0) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.1% (95.8, 98.2) 8.3% (7.8, 8.9) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 97.3% (95.9, 98.3) 10.4% (9.9, 11.1) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.0% (97.0, 98.8) 6.9% (6.5, 7.4) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 95.1% (93.7, 96.2) 4.0% (3.5, 4.6) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.1% (97.1, 98.8) 5.3% (4.9, 5.8) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.3% (96.2, 98.1) 5.1% (4.6, 5.6) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.7% (96.6, 98.5) 8.0% (7.6, 8.6) John Barrow
Attorney General 97.5% (96.6, 98.3) 5.8% (5.4, 6.3) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.0% (95.9, 97.8) 3.6% (3.2, 4.1) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 97.8% (96.8, 98.5) 4.8% (4.4, 5.3) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 97.7% (96.8, 98.3) 4.3% (4.0, 4.8) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.4% (96.5, 98.1) 3.7% (3.3, 4.1) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.9% (96.9, 98.6) 5.6% (5.2, 6.1) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 97.8% (96.7, 98.5) 5.1% (4.7, 5.6) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.0% (96.9, 98.8) 8.1% (7.6, 8.6) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.8% (96.7, 98.6) 7.1% (6.6, 7.6) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 98.1% (97.1, 98.8) 6.6% (6.2, 7.2) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 97.7% (96.6, 98.4) 5.6% (5.2, 6.1) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 97.1% (96.0, 97.8) 4.2% (3.7, 4.7) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.9% (97.0, 98.6) 4.8% (4.5, 5.3) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.4% (97.3, 99.1) 7.1% (6.7, 7.7) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.5% (97.7, 99.1) 7.3% (6.9, 7.8) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.2% (97.3, 98.9) 5.9% (5.5, 6.4) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.0% (96.9, 98.8) 6.6% (6.2, 7.2) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.4% (94.9, 97.5) 3.2% (2.7, 3.9) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.9% (95.6, 97.8) 3.6% (3.1, 4.1) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 95.1% (93.7, 96.3) 2.8% (2.3, 3.4) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.2% (96.0, 98.1) 4.0% (3.6, 4.5) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 94.3% (92.7, 95.6) 3.3% (2.8, 4.0) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 96.5% (95.1, 97.4) 3.2% (2.7, 3.8) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 96.1% (94.8, 97.3) 3.6% (3.1, 4.2) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.3% (94.8, 97.3) 2.9% (2.5, 3.5) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.1% (97.0, 98.9) 6.5% (6.0, 7.1) Raphael Warnock
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Table A23: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 9

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 92.8% (88.7, 96.2) 10.4% (9.6, 11.4) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 90.3% (84.7, 94.6) 13.5% (12.5, 14.8) Michelle Nunn
Governor 89.5% (83.9, 94.7) 12.8% (11.6, 14.1) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 84.0% (79.2, 88.4) 9.6% (8.6, 10.7) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 84.9% (80.2, 89.1) 10.7% (9.7, 11.8) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 85.3% (79.8, 90.0) 11.4% (10.4, 12.7) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 82.7% (78.0, 87.1) 10.7% (9.7, 11.7) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 87.2% (82.0, 91.7) 10.2% (9.2, 11.4) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 85.8% (80.9, 90.2) 11.1% (10.1, 12.3) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 88.5% (83.6, 92.6) 12.5% (11.6, 13.7) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 95.7% (93.5, 97.3) 8.8% (8.2, 9.5) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 86.6% (83.3, 89.7) 7.9% (6.9, 9.0) Jim Barksdale

Governor 97.0% (95.4, 98.2) 8.5% (8.0, 9.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.8% (95.0, 98.1) 8.3% (7.8, 9.0) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 97.4% (95.9, 98.4) 9.0% (8.5, 9.5) John Barrow
Attorney General 96.9% (95.2, 98.2) 8.7% (8.2, 9.3) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 96.3% (94.3, 97.7) 6.5% (5.9, 7.2) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 96.7% (95.0, 98.1) 7.7% (7.2, 8.4) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 96.5% (94.6, 97.8) 7.2% (6.7, 7.9) Richard Keatley
School Super. 95.9% (94.0, 97.3) 6.6% (6.1, 7.3) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.0% (95.3, 98.3) 8.7% (8.2, 9.4) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 96.9% (95.4, 98.1) 7.9% (7.4, 8.5) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 96.2% (93.9, 97.8) 11.5% (11.0, 12.1) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.5% (94.6, 98.1) 13.0% (12.5, 13.6) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 94.8% (92.9, 96.4) 9.4% (8.7, 10.2) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 94.5% (92.5, 96.2) 8.2% (7.5, 9.0) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 93.3% (91.2, 95.1) 7.0% (6.2, 7.9) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 93.9% (91.7, 95.8) 7.2% (6.4, 8.1) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.6% (96.4, 98.6) 9.5% (9.0, 10.0) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 97.3% (95.9, 98.4) 10.2% (9.8, 10.8) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.2% (95.9, 98.3) 8.2% (7.7, 8.7) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 96.4% (94.6, 97.8) 10.3% (9.8, 11.0) Raphael Warnock
Governor 92.7% (90.5, 94.5) 5.4% (4.8, 6.2) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 95.8% (93.9, 97.2) 6.7% (6.1, 7.4) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 91.7% (89.6, 93.6) 5.5% (4.8, 6.3) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 94.7% (92.8, 96.3) 6.9% (6.3, 7.6) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 93.1% (90.8, 94.9) 5.2% (4.6, 6.0) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 93.0% (90.7, 94.9) 5.7% (5.1, 6.5) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 93.8% (91.5, 95.6) 5.9% (5.2, 6.7) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 92.6% (90.3, 94.4) 5.7% (5.0, 6.5) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 96.7% (95.1, 98.1) 11.1% (10.6, 11.8) Raphael Warnock
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Table A24: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 10

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 90.2% (88.1, 91.9) 13.6% (12.8, 14.5) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 96.1% (94.1, 97.6) 14.6% (14.0, 15.3) Michelle Nunn
Governor 96.3% (94.6, 97.7) 14.7% (14.2, 15.4) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 90.7% (88.1, 92.8) 11.2% (10.5, 12.2) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 92.4% (90.0, 94.4) 10.9% (10.2, 11.8) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 94.1% (92.0, 95.8) 12.2% (11.5, 13.0) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 91.0% (88.4, 93.1) 10.6% (9.9, 11.6) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 92.9% (90.9, 94.7) 11.5% (10.8, 12.2) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 93.3% (91.1, 95.2) 11.8% (11.1, 12.6) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 95.3% (93.4, 96.9) 13.3% (12.7, 14.0) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 94.1% (92.1, 95.6) 12.6% (12.0, 13.5) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 89.4% (87.0, 91.4) 10.4% (9.6, 11.4) Jim Barksdale

Governor 95.4% (93.6, 96.7) 12.5% (11.9, 13.4) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 94.7% (93.0, 96.0) 12.3% (11.7, 13.1) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 95.2% (93.5, 96.6) 14.0% (13.3, 14.8) John Barrow
Attorney General 95.4% (93.8, 96.8) 12.6% (12.0, 13.3) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 93.4% (91.6, 94.8) 10.5% (9.9, 11.4) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 95.0% (93.4, 96.2) 11.9% (11.3, 12.6) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 93.7% (92.0, 95.1) 11.7% (11.0, 12.4) Richard Keatley
School Super. 93.0% (91.1, 94.7) 11.7% (11.0, 12.6) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.1% (94.4, 97.2) 12.3% (11.7, 13.0) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 95.3% (93.7, 96.5) 12.0% (11.4, 12.7) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 96.0% (94.2, 97.4) 18.1% (17.5, 18.7) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.7% (95.0, 98.0) 18.3% (17.7, 18.9) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 97.3% (96.1, 98.3) 13.3% (12.8, 13.9) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 97.3% (96.1, 98.3) 12.0% (11.5, 12.6) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 95.8% (94.3, 96.9) 11.3% (10.8, 12.0) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.6% (95.3, 97.6) 11.4% (10.9, 12.1) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.8% (96.4, 98.7) 14.0% (13.5, 14.7) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 97.8% (96.5, 98.7) 14.5% (14.0, 15.2) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.4% (96.1, 98.3) 12.8% (12.3, 13.4) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 97.4% (96.1, 98.4) 14.8% (14.3, 15.5) Raphael Warnock
Governor 93.7% (92.0, 95.1) 10.9% (10.3, 11.7) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 95.0% (93.4, 96.3) 12.2% (11.7, 12.9) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 92.3% (90.5, 94.0) 10.7% (10.0, 11.5) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 95.6% (93.9, 96.9) 11.9% (11.3, 12.7) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 93.6% (91.9, 94.9) 10.3% (9.7, 11.1) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 93.8% (92.1, 95.1) 10.9% (10.3, 11.7) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 94.5% (92.6, 96.0) 11.1% (10.5, 12.0) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 94.1% (92.3, 95.4) 10.1% (9.5, 10.9) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 97.6% (96.3, 98.6) 15.4% (14.9, 16.0) Raphael Warnock
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Table A25: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 11

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 90.7% (88.2, 92.8) 14.6% (14.0, 15.3) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 95.7% (92.9, 97.6) 16.8% (16.4, 17.5) Michelle Nunn
Governor 95.7% (92.6, 97.8) 16.9% (16.4, 17.6) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 96.1% (94.1, 97.8) 11.1% (10.7, 11.6) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 95.8% (93.4, 97.6) 12.1% (11.6, 12.6) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 96.0% (93.7, 97.7) 11.8% (11.4, 12.4) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 96.5% (94.6, 98.0) 10.9% (10.6, 11.4) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 96.1% (93.9, 97.8) 12.4% (11.9, 12.9) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 95.7% (93.2, 97.5) 12.7% (12.2, 13.2) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 95.6% (93.0, 97.6) 15.3% (14.9, 15.9) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 95.8% (93.0, 97.7) 17.2% (16.6, 18.0) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 96.7% (94.7, 98.1) 10.6% (10.1, 11.2) Jim Barksdale

Governor 96.2% (94.0, 97.9) 19.1% (18.5, 19.8) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 95.8% (93.1, 97.6) 18.5% (17.9, 19.3) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 96.1% (93.8, 97.8) 18.9% (18.3, 19.6) John Barrow
Attorney General 96.0% (93.3, 97.9) 18.6% (17.9, 19.4) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 96.5% (93.9, 98.1) 15.9% (15.3, 16.7) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 96.5% (94.2, 98.1) 17.2% (16.7, 17.9) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 95.9% (93.5, 97.7) 16.5% (15.9, 17.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 96.4% (94.2, 97.9) 15.3% (14.8, 16.0) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 96.0% (93.7, 97.6) 18.6% (18.1, 19.4) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 96.1% (93.7, 97.8) 17.4% (16.9, 18.2) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 94.7% (91.2, 97.2) 20.8% (20.1, 21.6) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 95.1% (92.0, 97.3) 22.2% (21.6, 22.9) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 96.0% (93.7, 97.8) 20.3% (19.6, 21.1) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 96.3% (94.1, 97.9) 18.1% (17.5, 18.8) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 96.3% (94.1, 97.9) 15.7% (15.1, 16.4) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.3% (94.3, 97.8) 16.4% (15.9, 17.1) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 97.0% (95.0, 98.3) 19.5% (19.1, 20.2) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 96.4% (94.3, 97.9) 20.7% (20.2, 21.4) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 95.8% (93.7, 97.6) 18.1% (17.5, 18.9) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 95.5% (92.5, 97.4) 21.3% (20.7, 22.3) Raphael Warnock
Governor 94.8% (92.1, 96.8) 14.2% (13.5, 15.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 95.5% (92.8, 97.4) 16.6% (16.0, 17.5) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 95.5% (92.6, 97.3) 12.9% (12.3, 13.9) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 96.0% (93.8, 97.7) 16.1% (15.5, 16.8) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 94.9% (92.3, 97.0) 13.5% (12.8, 14.3) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 95.9% (93.6, 97.6) 13.5% (12.9, 14.2) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 95.7% (93.4, 97.5) 14.4% (13.8, 15.1) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.2% (94.1, 97.8) 13.8% (13.2, 14.5) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 95.2% (92.6, 97.2) 22.4% (21.7, 23.3) Raphael Warnock
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Table A26: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 12

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 94.9% (94.1, 95.6) 10.9% (10.3, 11.5) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 98.0% (97.4, 98.5) 10.2% (9.7, 10.7) Michelle Nunn
Governor 97.3% (96.5, 97.9) 9.8% (9.3, 10.4) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 97.3% (96.6, 97.9) 5.1% (4.7, 5.6) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 97.6% (97.0, 98.1) 5.3% (4.9, 5.8) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 96.8% (96.0, 97.5) 6.1% (5.6, 6.7) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 97.0% (96.2, 97.7) 5.8% (5.3, 6.3) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 97.8% (97.2, 98.4) 6.3% (5.9, 6.8) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.3% (96.6, 97.9) 6.0% (5.5, 6.5) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 98.0% (97.4, 98.5) 9.1% (8.7, 9.6) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.6% (98.1, 99.0) 6.1% (5.7, 6.5) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 94.7% (94.1, 95.3) 2.5% (2.2, 2.9) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.8% (98.5, 99.2) 5.1% (4.8, 5.5) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 98.2% (97.6, 98.6) 4.8% (4.5, 5.2) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 98.5% (97.9, 99.0) 12.6% (12.1, 13.0) John Barrow
Attorney General 98.2% (97.7, 98.7) 5.5% (5.1, 5.9) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.6% (97.0, 98.1) 3.5% (3.1, 3.9) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 98.5% (98.1, 98.9) 4.0% (3.7, 4.3) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 98.0% (97.5, 98.5) 4.1% (3.7, 4.5) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.8% (97.3, 98.3) 3.6% (3.3, 4.0) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.5% (98.0, 98.9) 4.8% (4.4, 5.2) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 98.5% (98.1, 98.9) 4.6% (4.2, 5.0) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.5% (97.8, 99.0) 11.7% (11.2, 12.3) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.5% (97.9, 98.9) 7.3% (6.8, 7.9) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 98.5% (98.0, 98.9) 7.3% (6.9, 7.8) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 98.0% (97.4, 98.5) 6.2% (5.8, 6.7) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 98.3% (97.7, 98.7) 4.6% (4.2, 5.0) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.4% (97.9, 98.8) 5.0% (4.6, 5.4) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.7% (98.2, 99.1) 7.7% (7.3, 8.2) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.8% (98.3, 99.2) 7.9% (7.5, 8.4) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.6% (98.2, 99.0) 6.2% (5.8, 6.6) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.6% (98.0, 99.0) 8.0% (7.5, 8.5) Raphael Warnock
Governor 97.3% (96.7, 97.9) 4.3% (3.9, 4.8) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.6% (96.9, 98.1) 4.9% (4.4, 5.3) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 95.6% (94.8, 96.3) 3.7% (3.3, 4.2) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.7% (97.1, 98.3) 5.3% (4.8, 5.7) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 97.3% (96.6, 97.9) 4.0% (3.6, 4.5) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 97.4% (96.6, 98.0) 4.1% (3.7, 4.6) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 97.6% (96.9, 98.2) 4.5% (4.1, 5.0) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 97.0% (96.3, 97.7) 4.3% (3.9, 4.8) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.6% (98.0, 99.0) 7.9% (7.4, 8.4) Raphael Warnock
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Table A27: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 13

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 98.9% (98.4, 99.3) 7.2% (6.6, 7.9) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 98.8% (98.3, 99.2) 10.3% (9.6, 11.1) Michelle Nunn
Governor 98.6% (98.0, 99.1) 9.3% (8.5, 10.1) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 96.2% (95.4, 96.9) 4.6% (3.8, 5.6) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 97.4% (96.6, 98.0) 4.9% (4.1, 5.9) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 97.5% (96.8, 98.1) 6.5% (5.6, 7.4) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 95.6% (94.7, 96.3) 4.7% (3.8, 5.7) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 97.9% (97.2, 98.5) 5.2% (4.4, 6.1) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 97.7% (97.0, 98.3) 5.4% (4.7, 6.4) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 98.6% (98.1, 99.0) 7.4% (6.7, 8.2) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 98.8% (98.3, 99.2) 9.4% (8.6, 10.3) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 95.7% (94.9, 96.3) 4.5% (3.5, 5.7) Jim Barksdale

Governor 98.8% (98.3, 99.1) 10.4% (9.6, 11.4) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 98.5% (98.0, 98.9) 8.6% (7.7, 9.7) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 98.6% (98.1, 99.0) 10.1% (9.2, 11.2) John Barrow
Attorney General 98.2% (97.7, 98.7) 9.3% (8.3, 10.5) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.5% (96.8, 98.1) 6.7% (5.6, 8.1) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 98.7% (98.2, 99.0) 8.6% (7.8, 9.6) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 98.1% (97.5, 98.6) 7.0% (6.0, 8.3) Richard Keatley
School Super. 97.8% (97.2, 98.2) 6.1% (5.2, 7.2) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.6% (98.1, 99.0) 10.3% (9.4, 11.3) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 98.6% (98.1, 99.0) 8.8% (7.9, 9.9) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 98.5% (97.8, 99.0) 12.6% (11.6, 13.7) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 98.4% (97.7, 99.1) 14.6% (13.6, 15.9) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 96.6% (95.7, 97.4) 10.8% (9.0, 12.9) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 97.4% (96.7, 97.9) 8.7% (7.5, 10.3) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 97.3% (96.6, 97.8) 6.8% (5.6, 8.3) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 97.7% (97.1, 98.1) 7.1% (6.1, 8.4) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 98.6% (98.2, 98.9) 11.7% (10.8, 12.7) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 98.6% (98.2, 99.0) 12.7% (11.8, 13.8) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 98.4% (98.0, 98.8) 9.6% (8.7, 10.7) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 98.4% (97.8, 98.8) 14.6% (13.5, 15.8) Raphael Warnock
Governor 97.0% (96.4, 97.5) 6.2% (5.1, 7.6) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 97.7% (97.0, 98.2) 8.5% (7.3, 10.1) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 94.9% (94.1, 95.6) 7.1% (5.6, 9.1) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 97.5% (96.9, 98.0) 7.9% (6.8, 9.3) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 97.3% (96.7, 97.8) 5.7% (4.7, 7.1) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 96.7% (95.9, 97.2) 6.4% (5.3, 8.0) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 97.7% (97.1, 98.1) 6.7% (5.6, 8.1) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.5% (95.8, 97.0) 5.8% (4.7, 7.3) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 98.6% (98.1, 99.0) 15.7% (14.7, 17.0) Raphael Warnock
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Table A28: Ecological Inference Results — Remedial CD 14

Minority Voters White Voters Minority Pref. Cand.

2012 General U.S. President 87.6% (80.8, 92.8) 14.6% (13.5, 16.1) Barack Obama

U.S. Senator 92.0% (86.5, 95.9) 15.2% (14.3, 16.3) Michelle Nunn
Governor 87.7% (79.3, 94.3) 18.5% (17.1, 20.3) Jason Carter
Lt. Governor 87.1% (79.8, 92.5) 12.7% (11.5, 14.2) Connie Stokes
Sec. of State 88.3% (81.5, 93.4) 13.0% (11.9, 14.5) Doreen Carter
Attorney General 89.0% (81.7, 94.7) 13.3% (12.0, 14.8) Gregory Hecht
Com. Agriculture 86.9% (78.9, 92.5) 12.5% (11.3, 14.2) Christopher Irvin
Com. Insurance 89.9% (84.1, 94.2) 13.0% (12.1, 14.3) Elizabeth Johnson
Com. Labor 89.8% (82.9, 94.6) 13.4% (12.4, 14.9) Robbin Shipp

2014 General

School Super. 89.1% (81.9, 94.3) 15.8% (14.6, 17.3) Valarie Wilson

U.S. President 96.2% (93.7, 97.9) 9.3% (8.8, 10.0) Hillary Clinton2016 General
U.S. Senator 93.3% (89.6, 95.8) 7.5% (6.8, 8.4) Jim Barksdale

Governor 96.7% (94.8, 98.1) 10.5% (10.0, 11.1) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 96.4% (94.1, 98.1) 10.5% (9.9, 11.2) Sarah Riggs Amico
Sec. of State 96.7% (94.5, 98.2) 10.9% (10.4, 11.6) John Barrow
Attorney General 96.5% (94.2, 98.2) 10.8% (10.3, 11.6) Charlie Bailey
Com. Agriculture 97.0% (95.1, 98.3) 8.8% (8.4, 9.4) Fred Swann
Com. Insurance 96.5% (94.2, 98.1) 10.0% (9.5, 10.7) Janice Laws
Com. Labor 96.8% (94.8, 98.3) 9.4% (8.9, 10.0) Richard Keatley
School Super. 96.9% (95.0, 98.3) 8.7% (8.2, 9.3) Otha Thornton
Public Serv. Com. 3 97.1% (95.0, 98.4) 10.4% (9.9, 11.0) Lindy Miller

2018 General

Public Serv. Com. 5 96.5% (94.3, 98.2) 10.1% (9.5, 10.8) Dawn Randolph

Sec. of State 95.1% (91.9, 97.4) 12.0% (11.3, 12.8) John Barrow2018 Runoff
Public Serv. Com. 3 94.9% (91.6, 97.2) 13.1% (12.4, 14.0) Lindy Miller

U.S. President 95.8% (93.6, 97.4) 11.9% (11.4, 12.5) Joe Biden
U.S. Senator 95.8% (93.3, 97.5) 11.0% (10.5, 11.7) Jon Ossoff
Public Serv. Com. 1 96.7% (94.8, 98.0) 8.9% (8.4, 9.4) Robert Bryant

2020 General

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.0% (93.8, 97.7) 9.8% (9.3, 10.5) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator (Perdue) 96.4% (94.4, 97.9) 12.6% (12.1, 13.2) Jon Ossoff
U.S. Senator (Loeffler) 96.1% (93.8, 97.8) 13.0% (12.5, 13.7) Raphael Warnock

2021 Runoff

Public Serv. Com. 4 96.4% (94.3, 98.0) 11.4% (10.8, 12.0) Daniel Blackman

U.S. Senator 96.3% (93.9, 97.9) 13.4% (12.9, 14.1) Raphael Warnock
Governor 96.4% (94.4, 97.9) 7.5% (7.0, 8.0) Stacey Abrams
Lt. Governor 95.8% (93.4, 97.6) 9.8% (9.3, 10.5) Charlie Bailey
Sec. of State 96.4% (94.5, 97.9) 6.9% (6.4, 7.4) Bee Nguyen
Attorney General 96.3% (93.9, 97.9) 9.6% (9.1, 10.2) Jennifer "Jen" Jordan
Com. Agriculture 95.9% (93.5, 97.6) 7.8% (7.3, 8.5) Nakita Hemingway
Com. Insurance 95.7% (93.3, 97.5) 8.2% (7.7, 8.9) Janice Laws Robinson
Com. Labor 96.2% (94.2, 97.8) 8.5% (8.0, 9.1) William "Will" Boddie, Jr

2022 General

School Super. 96.5% (94.4, 98.0) 8.1% (7.6, 8.7) Alisha Thomas Searcy

2022 Runoff U.S. Senator 96.5% (94.4, 98.0) 13.5% (13.0, 14.2) Raphael Warnock
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1 Introduction and Qualifications

I have been asked by counsel for the Georgia Secretary of State to compose a report to

evaluate the remedial redistricting maps that were passed by the Georgia State Legislature and

signed by Governor Kemp on December 8, 2023.

I am an associate professor of political science at Brigham Young University and director

of the Center for the Study of Elections and Democracy in Provo, Utah. I received my PhD

in political science from Princeton University in 2014 with emphases in American politics and

quantitative methods/statistical analyses. In my position as a professor of political science, I

have conducted research on a variety of election- and voting-related topics in American politics

and public opinion. Much of this research has been published in my discipline’s top peer-reviewed

journals. I have published more than 20 peer-reviewed articles. I have worked as an expert witness

in a number of redistricting cases in which I have been asked to analyze and evaluate various

political and geographic-related data and maps, including in New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,

Louisiana, and North Carolina. I have previously provided expert reports in several other cases

related to voting, redistricting, and Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act for groups representing

both Republican, Democratic, and non-partisan interests. Cases in which I have testified at trial

or by deposition are listed in my CV, which is attached to the end of this report. Outside of

litigation and courtrooms, I also recently contracted to work with the Virginia O�ce of Civil

Rights as a voting rights expert consultant.

The analysis and opinions I provide below are consistent with my education, training in

statistical analysis, and knowledge of the relevant academic literature. These skills are well-

suited for this type of analysis in political science and quantitative analysis more generally. My

conclusions stated herein are based upon my review of the information available to me at this

time. I am being compensated at a rate of $500.00 per hour. My compensation does not depend

in any way on the outcome of the case or on the opinions or testimony that I provide. I reserve

the right to update and revise this report as new information becomes available.

3
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1.1 Summary of Conclusions:

• In its October 26, 2023 order, the Court required the drawing of an additional majority-

Black Congressional district, two new majority-Black Senate districts, and five new majority-

Black House districts.

• The remedial maps closely adhere to the Court’s instructions and create an additional

majority-Black Congressional district, two new majority-Black Senate districts, and five

new majority-Black House districts.

• These new majority-BVAP districts are similar to districts put forward by plainti↵s in

either their illustrative maps from the trial or newly proposed remedial maps.

• The new remedial maps increase the number of Black voters who reside in majority-BVAP

districts.

• Plainti↵s’ criticisms of the new majority-BVAP districts in the remedial maps often also

apply to the plainti↵s’ own illustrative and proposed remedial maps, and would lead to the

conclusion that the plainti↵s’ own proposed remedial maps are possibly also in violation of

the Court’s order and Section 2 of the VRA.

4
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2 Congressional Map

2.1 Maps of Remedial Districts

The first map below shows the 2021 congressional district boundaries. The second map

shows the boundaries of the 2023 remedial congressional map. Districts in yellow are majority

BVAP. Districts in blue are the newly created majority-BVAP districts in the remedial map.
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2.2 Number of Majority Black Voting Age Population (BVAP) Dis-

tricts

The 2021 enacted Congressional map contained 2 majority any-part BVAP districts (13

and 4), 2 districts that were not majority BVAP but were majority any-part Black (2 and 5),

and one district that was majority minority (7). Collectively, there were 5 majority-minority

VAP districts in the 2021 plan (2, 4, 5, 7, and 13).

District 7 requires a little more explanation because the demographics of that district

change dramatically depending on the population statistics one uses. Using voting age popula-

tion, old CD-7 was 29.82% any-part BVAP and 21.27% HVAP, for a Black + Hispanic voting

age population of 51.09%. However, the any-part Black statistic includes Black individuals who

also identify as Hispanic, so the combination of these two categories will double count peo-

ple who fall into both categories. Using the Non-Hispanic Black VAP statistics, old CD-7 was

27.3% NH-BVAP, 21.27% HVAP, for a total Black + Hispanic population of 48.6%. Adding

non-Hispanic Asian VAP from the district (14.9%) is required for the district to move above the

majority-minority VAP threshold. Finally, the citizen voting age population (CVAP) statistics

also change because of the large proportion of Hispanic adults who are not citizens. Using CVAP

numbers, old CD-7 was 31.93% NH single-race Black, 10.21% Hispanic, and 11.79% single-race

non-Hispanic Asian. Together these three groups constituted 53.93% of the district’s citizen

voting age population.1

The 2023 remedial map now contains 4 majority any-part BVAP districts (4, 5, 6, and

13). District 2 in the 2023 remedial map remains unchanged from the 2021 map and still has a

majority any-part Black population and majority-minority voting age population. Collectively,

there are 5 majority-minority VAP districts in the 2023 remedial map (2, 4, 5, 6, and 13).

Several of the plainti↵s’ objections to the 2023 remedial Congressional map center around

changes made to old CD-7, with accompanying claims that this district was protected under

Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. An assessment of whether or not old CD-7 qualifies as a

protected Section 2 district and meets the various Gingles criteria is a question for the court,

1See Cooper report, Exhibits G and H.
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but several pieces of information are helpful for the Court in making that determination. First,

no single racial group is a majority in the district. Second, no two minority groups constitute

a majority in the district when calculated using CVAP statistics, as is common in Section 2

cases involving Hispanic and/or Asian populations. Thus, the district was majority-minority by

combining Black, Hispanic, and Asian voters, as noted above. While these groups appear to have

similar partisan preferences in this region when voting in partisan general elections (see expert

report of Dr. Palmer, page 3), it is not clear, nor have I been presented with any analysis to show

if these three groups share cohesive preferences in their choice of which candidate to nominate

in primary elections.

Table 1: Racial statistics for Congressional Maps

2021 Enacted Map 2023 Remedial Map

District BVAP % Minority VAP % District BVAP % Minority VAP %

13 66.75 81.18 6 51.75 67.20
4 54.52 71.75 13 51.45 72.17
5 49.6 62.08 5 51.06 66.35
2 49.29 57.27 4 50.59 78.25
12 36.72 45.35 2 49.29 57.27
8 30.04 39.48 12 36.72 45.35
7 29.82 67.22 8 30.04 39.48
1 28.17 39.59 1 28.17 39.59
3 23.32 33.17 10 23.69 34.72
10 22.6 33.8 3 23.32 33.17
11 17.95 36.01 11 12.83 30.63
14 14.28 28.67 9 12.65 35.49
9 10.42 31.71 14 12.59 26.88
6 9.91 33.37 7 8.93 33.23

Note: Districts are sorted by BVAP percentages in each map. Districts highlighted in yellow are
majority-BVAP. Districts highlighted in green are majority-minority. Districts highlighted in Blue are
newly majority-BVAP in the 2023 remedial map. BVAP is calculated from the 2020 US Census “any-
part Black 18+”. Minority VAP is 100 minus Non-Hispanic White 18+ percent.
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2.3 BVAP Assigned to Majority-BVAP Districts

Overall, the remedial congressional map increases the number of Black voters who reside

in majority-BVAP districts compared to the 2021 enacted congressional map. The table below

shows that in the 2021 congressional map 27% of Black voters resided in majority-BVAP districts.

In the 2023 remedial map this number increases to 46.4%. On page 514 of the Court’s October

26, 2023 order, the Court states, “SB 2EX violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act as to

the following districts/areas: Enacted Congressional Districts 3, 6, 11, 13, and 14.” If we limit

the inquiry to these five districts, 50.0% of Black voters in this area resided in majority BVAP

districts in the 2021 congressional map. Remaining within this area, but looking at the 2023

remedial congressional map, 57.2% of Black voters in this area now reside in majority BVAP

districts under the remedial congressional map.

Table 2: Black Voters Residing in Majority-BVAP Congressional Districts

Congressional Maps
% of Black voting age
population living in a
majority-BVAP district

Statewide

2021 Enacted 27.0%
2023 Remedial 46.4%
Within 2021 districts Court listed

in ordering paragraphs

2021 Enacted 50.0%
2023 Remedial 57.2%

Note: Page 514 of the Court’s October 26, 2023 order states, “SB 2EX violates Section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act as to the following districts/areas: Enacted Congressional Districts 3, 6, 11, 13, and 14.”
The bottom half of the table limits the calculations to the area covered by those districts.

2.4 Similarity to Illustrative Districts

Overall, remedial CD-6 is quite similar to CD-6 in the plainti↵’s own illustrative maps.

The majority of the population in remedial CD-6 is contained in CD-6 in the Cooper illustrative

map. Table 3 shows how the population of the new majority-BVAP remedial Congressional

10
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district relates to the illustrative Congressional districts and the degree to which they overlap.

The illustrative district that contains the largest overlap is bolded. For example, remedial CD-6

contains 72.5% of Cooper illustrative CD-6’s total population and 80.8% of the BVAP in Cooper

illustrative CD-06.

Table 3: Similarity between Remedial Senate Districts and Illustrative Districts

Remedial Congressional District 6: Shared Population

Illustrative District: Total BVAP

Cooper CD-6 72.5% 80.8%
Cooper CD-5 25.3% 16.8%
Cooper CD-13 2.16% 2.37%

100% 100.0%

Note: The overwhelming majority of the total population and Black voting age population in remedial
CD-6 is contained in Cooper illustrative CD-6. The illustrative district that contains the largest overlap
is bolded.

2.5 Electoral E↵ectiveness

All four of the majority-BVAP districts in the 2023 plan and the remaining majority-

minority district (CD-2) have performed uniformly for Democratic candidates in past statewide

general elections. To measure this I looked at the general election results of 15 statewide election

contests from 2106-2022 in each of the districts. Table 4 below shows the proportion of those

elections in which the Democratic candidate won a majority of the two-party votes cast in that

district.2 The table also shows the electoral performance of the 2021 congressional districts

for reference. In both maps there are five congressional districts that are likely to be solidly

Democratic in future elections.

2The specific elections considered are: 2022: Attorney General, Governor, Secretary of State, US Senate, Lt.
Governor; 2021: US Senate Runo↵, US Special Senate Runo↵; 2020: US Special Senate, US Senate, President;
2018: Attorney General, Governor, Lt. Governor; 2016: President, US Senate.
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Table 4: Reconstituted Election Results in Congressional Districts

2021 Districts
% of elections
where Democrat
wins

Remedial Districts
% of elections
where Democrat
wins

CD-1 0% CD-1 0%
CD-2 100% CD-2 100%
CD-3 0% CD-3 0%
CD-4 100% CD-4 100%
CD-5 100% CD-5 100%
CD-6 0% CD-6 100 %
CD-7 100% CD-7 0%
CD-8 0% CD-8 0%
CD-9 0% CD-9 0%
CD-10 0% CD-10 0%
CD-11 0% CD-11 0%
CD-12 0% CD-12 0%
CD-13 100% CD-13 100%
CD-14 0% CD-14 0%

Note: Performance is based on the percent of the two-party vote won by the Democratic candidate
in the district for 15 statewide elections between 2016 and 2022. Yellow districts are majority-
BVAP. Green districts are majority-minority VAP. Blue districts are newly created majority-
BVAP districts in the remedial Congressional map.

12

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ   Document 326-2   Filed 12/18/23   Page 13 of 50
USCA11 Case: 24-10241     Document: 34-8     Date Filed: 05/08/2024     Page: 17 of 88 



3 State Senate

3.1 Maps of Remedial Districts

The first map below shows the 2021 Senate district boundaries. The second map shows

the boundaries of the 2023 remedial Senate map. Districts in yellow are majority BVAP. Districts

in blue are the newly created majority-BVAP districts in the remedial Senate map.
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3.2 Number of Majority-BVAP Districts

The 2021 enacted Senate map contained 14 majority any-part BVAP districts, 6 districts

that were not majority BVAP but were majority-minority.3

The 2023 remedial Senate map adds two additional majority-BVAP districts, SD-17 and

SD-28 for a total of 16 majority BVAP Senate districts throughout the state. The 2023 remedial

Senate map also contains 6 districts that were not majority BVAP but were majority minority.

Table 5 shows the BVAP and minority VAP percentages for districts in the 2021 and

2023 remedial Senate maps. Districts are sorted by BVAP percentages in each map. Districts

highlighted in yellow are majority-BVAP. Districts highlighted in green are majority-minority.

Districts highlighted in Blue are newly majority-BVAP in the 2023 remedial map.

3Non-White percentage is defined as 100 minus the non-Hispanic single-race White VAP percentage.
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Table 5: Racial Statistics for Senate Maps

2021 Enacted Map 2023 Remedial Map

District BVAP % Minority VAP % District BVAP % Minority VAP %

35 71.90 81.18 34 69.54 86.64
10 71.46 80.36 10 65.24 74.55
44 71.34 84.71 43 63.76 75.04
34 69.54 86.64 17 63.61 76.45
55 65.97 79.44 55 62.18 76.35
38 65.30 78.13 38 60.88 70.18
43 64.33 73.47 41 58.46 76.72
41 62.61 78.61 12 57.97 63.29
39 60.70 72.13 26 56.99 63.40
12 57.97 63.29 22 56.50 65.62
26 56.99 63.40 28 56.42 71.60
22 56.50 65.62 39 55.42 68.10
15 54.00 63.48 35 54.67 69.65
36 51.34 63.82 15 54.00 63.48
2 46.86 59.79 44 53.53 67.07
33 42.96 69.75 36 51.34 63.82
23 35.48 43.11 2 46.86 59.79
25 33.48 40.06 23 35.48 43.11
17 32.01 40.58 33 35.26 61.95
20 31.28 38.29 42 32.56 40.87
11 31.04 41.03 20 31.28 38.29
42 30.78 48.61 11 31.04 41.03
18 30.40 39.31 25 30.81 37.13
8 30.38 39.90 18 30.40 39.31
5 29.94 84.31 8 30.38 39.90
9 29.53 64.19 5 29.94 84.31
13 26.97 35.90 9 29.53 64.19
29 26.88 36.78 13 26.97 35.90
19 25.72 36.01 29 26.88 36.78
1 25.08 38.01 19 25.72 36.01
6 23.90 42.21 1 25.08 38.01
4 23.37 33.22 30 23.71 34.08
16 22.70 33.09 4 23.37 33.22
7 21.44 62.16 16 22.70 33.09
3 21.18 31.12 7 21.44 62.16
30 20.92 30.59 3 21.18 31.12
31 20.70 31.74 31 20.70 31.74
24 19.85 30.19 24 19.85 30.19
28 19.51 30.56 37 19.27 34.63
37 19.27 34.63 40 19.24 53.66
40 19.24 53.66 14 18.97 42.90
14 18.97 42.90 45 18.58 44.53
45 18.58 44.53 47 17.42 32.54
47 17.42 32.54 6 17.28 27.68
46 16.90 30.10 46 16.90 30.10
32 14.86 34.22 32 14.86 34.22
52 13.04 25.26 52 13.04 25.26
48 9.47 47.75 48 9.47 47.75
49 7.96 34.36 49 7.96 34.36
56 7.57 23.83 56 7.57 23.83
21 7.46 26.13 21 7.46 26.13
50 5.61 18.46 50 5.61 18.46
53 5.10 12.69 53 5.10 12.69
27 5.00 28.50 27 5.00 28.50
54 3.79 30.02 54 3.79 30.02
51 1.21 9.76 51 1.21 9.76

Note: Districts are sorted by BVAP percentages in each map. Districts highlighted in yellow are
majority-BVAP. Districts highlighted in green are majority-minority. Districts highlighted in Blue are
newly majority-BVAP in the 2023 remedial map. BVAP is calculated from the 2020 US Census “any-
part Black 18+”. Minority VAP is 100 minus Non-Hispanic single-race White 18+ percent.
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3.3 BVAP Assigned to Majority-BVAP Senate Districts

Overall, the remedial Senate map increases the number of Black voters who reside in

majority-BVAP Senate districts compared to the 2021 enacted Senate map. Table 6 below

shows that in the 2021 Senate map 49.7% of Black voters resided in majority-BVAP Senate

districts. In the 2023 remedial map this number increases to 53.5%. On page 514 of the Court’s

October 26, 2023 order, the Court states, “SB 1EX violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act

as to the following areas/districts: Enacted Senate Districts 10, 16, 17, 25, 28, 30, 34, 35, 43,

and 44.” If we limit the inquiry to these ten districts, 72.9% of Black voters in this area resided

in majority BVAP districts in the 2021 Senate map. Remaining within this area, but looking at

the 2023 remedial Senate map, 73.3% of Black voters in this area now reside in majority BVAP

districts under the remedial Senate map.

Table 6: Black Voters Residing in Majority-BVAP Districts

Senate Maps
% of Black voting age
population living in a
majority-BVAP district

Statewide

2021 Enacted 49.7%
2023 Remedial 53.5%
Within 2021 districts Court listed

in ordering paragraphs

2021 Enacted 72.9%
2023 Remedial 73.3%

Note: Page 514 of the Court’s October 26, 2023 order states, “SB 1EX violates Section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act as to the following areas/districts: Enacted Senate Districts 10, 16, 17, 25, 28, 30, 34, 35,
43, and 44.” The bottom half of the table limits the calculations to the area covered by those districts.

18

Case 1:22-cv-00122-SCJ   Document 326-2   Filed 12/18/23   Page 19 of 50
USCA11 Case: 24-10241     Document: 34-8     Date Filed: 05/08/2024     Page: 23 of 88 



3.4 Maps of Remedial Districts SD-17 and SD-28

The Grant plainti↵s critique the Senate remedial districts for extending outside of the

2021 Senate districts articulated on page 514 of the Court’s October 26, 2023 order.4 However,

remedial SD-17 is entirely contained in the region, so the critique is only applicable to SD-28,

and a majority (56.8%) of the Black voting age population in remedial SD-28 reside within that

area. Figure 1 shows a map of these two remedial Senate districts. Behind them is overlaid the

area contained in the 2021 Senate districts listed in the Court’s October 26, 2023 order.

Figure 1: Map of Remedial SD-17 and SD-28 Overlaid on 2021 Districts

17

28

BVAP overlap: SD−17=56.8%, SD−28=100% 
2023 Remedial SDs−17 and 28 shown in grey

Note: 2021 Senate districts listed by the Court in ordering shown in green

4See, for example, page 8 of the Grant Plainti↵s’ Objections to the Georgia General Assembly’s Remedial
State Legislative Plans. The court order specifically says: “SB 1EX violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act
as to the following areas/districts: Enacted Senate Districts 10, 16, 17, 25, 28, 30, 34, 35, 43, and 44.”
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The APA plainti↵s critique SD-17 for a di↵erent reason - its failure to extend southward

into Spalding county.5 However, this critique would equally apply to another of the plainti↵’s

illustrative maps. Mr. Esselstyn’s SD-15 illustrative district also spans Clayton and Henry coun-

ties while not extending southward into Spalding County. Furthermore, the Esselstyn illustrative

district that does cover Spalding County (Esselstyn SD-16) is not majority-BVAP either. Thus,

the APA plainti↵’s critique that no Black voters in Spalding county will reside in a majority-

BVAP district under the remedial map is also true of the Grant plainti↵’s own illustrative map.

The population of remedial SD-17 overlaps Esselstyn illustrative SD-25 by more than 75% and

the two districts are shown in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2: Remedial SD-17 and Esselstyn Illustrative SD-25

Spalding

78.6% population overlap, 76.6% BVAP overlap

2023 Remedial Map SD−17: green,
Esselstyn Illustrative SD−25: red

Note: County boundaries shown with dashed lines

Clayton

Henry

5See pages 12-13 of Alpha Phi Alpha Plainti↵s’ objections to Defendant’s Remedial Proposal and Memorandum
of Law.
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3.5 Similarity to Illustrative Districts

Overall, remedial SD-17 and SD-28 are quite similar to majority-BVAP districts in the

plainti↵s’ own illustrative maps. In both cases, the majority of the population in both remedial

Senate districts is contained in a majority-BVAP illustrative district in either the Cooper or

Esselstyn illustrative maps. Table 7 shows how the population of each new majority-BVAP

remedial Senate district relates to the illustrative Senate districts and the degree to which they

overlap. The illustrative district that contains the largest overlap is bolded. For example,

remedial SD-17 contains 78.6% of Esselstyn illustrative SD-25 total population and 76.6% of the

BVAP in Esselstyn illustrative SD-25.

Table 7: Similarity between Remedial Senate Districts and Illustrative Districts

Shared Population

Illustrative District Total BVAP

Remedial Senate District 17:
Esselstyn SD-25 78.6% 76.6%
Esselstyn SD-44 21.4% 23.4%

100% 100%

Cooper SD-16 43.3% 39.3%
Cooper SD-10 13.3% 12.4%
Cooper SD-17 13.9% 14.3%
Cooper SD-28 29.6% 34.0%

100% 100.0%

Remedial Senate District 28:
Esselstyn SD-35 52.6% 55.8%
Esselstyn SD-28 1.6% 1.1 %
Esselstyn SD-33 19.7% 17.5 %
Esselstyn SD-38 26.1% 25.7 %

100% 100%

Cooper SD-20 50.4% 50.6%
Cooper SD-33 33.2% 33.8%
Cooper SD-35 3.8% 6.2%
Cooper SD-38 12.6% 9.4 %

100% 100%

Note: The majority of the population in both remedial Senate districts is contained in a majority-BVAP
illustrative district in either the Cooper or Esselstyn illustrative maps. The illustrative district that
contains the largest overlap is bolded.
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3.6 Electoral E↵ectiveness

Both of the newly created majority-BVAP districts in the 2023 remedial Senate plan

perform uniformly for Democratic candidates. To measure this I looked at the general election

results of 15 statewide election contests from 2106-2022 in each of the districts. The table below

shows the proportion of those elections in which the Democratic candidate won a majority of

the two-party votes cast in that district.6 I also include the electoral performance of the other

14 majority-BVAP districts and 6 majority-minority districts in the remedial Senate map. For

comparison, I also show the electoral performance of the 12 majority-BVAP and 6 majority-

minority districts in the 2021 enacted map. All of the districts in the table in both maps are

solidly Democratic.

6The specific elections considered are: 2022: Attorney General, Governor, Secretary of State, US Senate, Lt.
Governor; 2021: US Senate Runo↵, US Special Senate Runo↵; 2020: US Special Senate, US Senate, President;
2018: Attorney General, Governor, Lt. Governor; 2016: President, US Senate.
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Table 8: Reconstituted Election Results in Senate Districts

2021 Districts
% of elections
where Democrat
wins

Remedial Districts
% of elections
where Democrat
wins

10 100% 17 100%
12 100% 28 100%
15 100% 10 100%
22 100% 12 100%
26 100% 15 100%
34 100% 22 100%
35 100% 26 100%
36 100% 34 100%
38 100% 35 100%
39 100% 36 100%
41 100% 38 100%
43 100% 39 100%
44 100% 41 100%
55 100% 43 100%
2 100% 44 100%
5 100% 55 100%
7 93.3% 2 100%
9 93.3% 5 100%
33 100% 7 93.3%
40 93.3% 9 93.3%

33 100%
40 93.3%

Note: Performance is based on the percent of the two-party vote won by the Democratic candidate
in the district for 15 statewide elections between 2016 and 2022. Yellow districts are majority-
BVAP. Green districts are majority-minority VAP. Blue districts are newly created majority-
BVAP districts in the remedial map.
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4 State House

4.1 Maps of Remedial Districts

The first map below shows the 2021 House district boundaries. The second map shows the

boundaries of the 2023 remedial Senate map. Districts in yellow are majority BVAP. Districts

in blue are the newly created majority-BVAP districts in the remedial House map.
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Maj−BVAP Non Maj−BVAP

Majority−BVAP districts highlighted in yellow
2021 Enacted House Map

Note: District numbers omitted for clarity.
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64

74
117

145

149

Maj−BVAP New Maj−BVAP Non Maj−BVAP

New Majority−BVAP districts highlighted in blue
2023 Remedial House Map

Note: District numbers omitted except for additional majority−BVAP districts for clarity.
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4.2 Number of Majority-BVAP Districts

The 2021 enacted House map contained 49 majority any-part BVAP districts and 27

districts that were not majority BVAP but were majority-minority.7

The 2023 remedial House map adds five additional majority-BVAP districts, HDs-64, 74,

117, 145, and 149, for a total of 54 majority BVAP House districts throughout the state. The

2023 remedial House map also contains 27 districts that were not majority BVAP but were

majority-minority.

Table 9 shows the BVAP and minority VAP percentages for districts in the 2021 and

2023 remedial House maps. Districts are sorted by BVAP percentages in each map. Districts

highlighted in yellow are majority-BVAP. Districts highlighted in green are majority-minority.

Districts highlighted in Blue are newly majority-BVAP in the 2023 remedial House map.

7Non-White percentage is defined as 100 minus the non-Hispanic single-race White VAP percentage.
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Table 9: Racial statistics for House Maps

2021 Enacted Map 2023 Remedial Map

District BVAP % Minority VAP % District BVAP % Minority VAP %

77 76.13 92.42 77 76.13 92.42
86 75.05 87.92 115 75.45 82.05
75 74.40 88.73 91 75.04 80.29
61 74.29 83.25 75 74.40 88.73
84 73.66 78.71 116 73.91 82.23
87 73.08 86.50 62 72.26 80.93
62 72.26 80.93 79 71.59 92.85
79 71.59 92.85 65 71.27 75.75
78 71.58 84.95 59 70.09 77.96
59 70.09 77.96 63 69.33 80.78
91 70.04 78.00 92 68.11 77.25
63 69.33 80.78 153 67.95 72.34
94 69.04 81.58 76 67.23 89.49
92 68.79 75.95 95 66.74 80.76
153 67.95 72.34 74 66.00 76.31
76 67.23 89.49 93 64.87 78.30
95 67.15 78.17 69 63.56 73.11
93 65.36 77.09 88 63.35 81.70
60 63.88 71.91 117 62.93 73.37
69 63.56 73.11 113 61.30 70.00
88 63.35 81.70 130 59.91 66.26
58 63.04 72.44 78 58.99 75.61
85 62.71 80.52 67 58.92 69.14
89 62.54 68.93 58 57.67 67.63
65 61.98 68.54 140 57.63 68.30
143 60.79 67.72 94 57.53 75.39
130 59.91 66.26 141 57.46 68.23
113 59.53 68.20 89 57.09 66.51
142 59.52 65.20 55 56.39 65.14
67 58.92 69.14 84 56.06 65.30
90 58.49 66.02 61 55.91 67.78
116 58.12 72.78 68 55.75 66.06
140 57.63 68.30 39 55.29 76.53
141 57.46 68.23 129 54.87 62.84
68 55.75 66.06 154 54.82 57.76
55 55.38 64.49 86 54.63 70.96
39 55.29 76.53 126 54.47 60.03
129 54.87 62.84 66 54.28 68.80
154 54.82 57.76 38 54.23 69.90
126 54.47 60.03 177 53.88 62.88
38 54.23 69.90 87 53.86 72.83
177 53.88 62.88 150 53.56 61.69
150 53.56 61.69 60 52.93 62.67
66 53.41 66.07 64 52.43 63.46
132 52.34 64.37 132 52.34 64.37
137 52.13 59.18 137 52.13 59.18
115 52.13 63.05 85 51.92 72.04
128 50.41 53.51 142 51.26 57.51
165 50.33 60.82 90 51.11 59.63
110 47.19 63.42 128 50.41 53.51
168 46.26 60.71 165 50.33 60.82
163 45.49 58.08 145 50.30 57.49
56 45.48 63.02 143 50.17 60.03
162 43.73 59.38 149 50.03 54.51
151 42.41 52.80 56 49.38 65.76
41 39.35 72.38 168 46.26 60.71
102 37.62 69.35 163 45.49 58.08
106 36.27 58.78 110 43.99 61.94
42 33.70 61.00 162 43.73 59.38
109 32.51 84.56 151 42.41 52.80
107 29.63 78.04 102 40.31 69.64
105 29.05 58.26 41 39.35 72.38
37 28.18 53.74 109 32.96 86.10
97 26.77 63.56 35 31.54 50.65
43 26.53 53.69 42 31.03 57.12
101 24.19 59.86 43 30.25 55.99
98 23.25 88.34 106 26.95 69.98
96 23.00 79.68 97 26.77 63.56
81 21.83 52.99 37 24.92 51.89
108 18.35 56.64 107 24.68 66.63
83 15.12 52.10 105 23.53 53.57
99 14.71 57.90 98 23.25 88.34
80 14.18 52.37 96 23.00 79.68
29 13.59 57.71 101 21.15 51.49
50 12.40 55.63 108 17.28 54.11
4 5.38 52.22 83 15.12 52.10

99 14.71 57.90
80 14.18 52.37
29 13.59 57.71
50 12.40 55.63
4 5.38 52.22

Note: Districts are sorted by BVAP percentages in each map. Districts highlighted in yellow are majority-BVAP.
Districts highlighted in green are majority-minority. Districts highlighted in Blue are newly majority-BVAP in
the 2023 remedial map. BVAP is calculated from the 2020 US Census “any-part Black 18+”. Minority VAP
is 100 minus Non-Hispanic White 18+ percent. Districts that are not majority-BVAP are omitted to conserve
space.
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4.3 BVAP Assigned to Majority-BVAP Districts

Overall, the remedial House map increases the number of Black voters who reside in

majority-BVAP House districts compared to the 2021 enacted House map. Table 10 below shows

that in the 2021 House map 53.5% of Black voters resided in majority-BVAP House districts.

In the 2023 remedial map this number increases to 56.6%. On page 514 of the Court’s October

26, 2023 order, the Court states, “HB 1EX violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act as to

the following areas/districts: Enacted House Districts 61, 64, 74, 78, 117, 133, 142, 143, 145,

147, and 149.” If we limit the inquiry to these eleven districts, 53.7% of Black voters in this

area resided in majority BVAP districts in the 2021 House map. The APA Plainti↵’s critique

the remedial House map for failing to add su�cient Black voters into remedial majority-BVAP

districts.8 However, the remedial map dramatically increases the number of Black voters in

majority-BVAP districts within this region. Remaining within the court-defined area, the 2023

remedial House map places 74.3% of Black voters in this area in majority BVAP districts.

8See, for example, pages 20-21 of the APA Objections to Defendant’s Remedial Proposal and Memorandum
of Law. However, their critiques are limited to the Atlanta area, as they state: “The 2023 Proposed House Plan’s
lines in the Macon-Bibb area do appear to include Black voters from the vote-dilution area in new majority-Black
districts in numbers comparable to the APA remedial plan” (pg. 21).
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Table 10: Black Voters Residing in Majority-BVAP House Districts

House Maps
% of Black voting age
population living in a
majority-BVAP District

Statewide

2021 Enacted 53.5%
2023 Remedial 56.6%

Within 2021 districts Court listed

in ordering paragraphs

2021 Enacted 53.7%
2023 Remedial 74.3%

Note: Page 514 of the Court’s October 26, 2023 order states, “HB 1EX violates Section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act as to the following areas/districts: Enacted House Districts 61, 64, 74, 78, 117, 133, 142,
143, 145, 147, and 149.” The bottom half of the table limits the calculations to the area covered by
those districts.
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4.4 Remedial House District 64 - West-metro Atlanta

The Grant plainti↵s critique the House remedial districts for extending outside of the 2021

House districts articulated on page 514 of the Court’s October 26, 2023 order.9 However, this

critique, in many cases, applies to the proposed remedial map put forward by the APA plainti↵s

expert, Mr. Cooper. In other words, if the Grant plainti↵s are correct in their criticisms, then

they would lead to the conclusion that the APA plainti↵s’ proposed remedial map is possibly

also in violation of the Court’s order and Section 2 of the VRA.

The left panel of Figure 3 shows a map of HD-64, one of the five new majority-BVAP

districts in the remedial House map. Remedial HD-64 extends across 2021 HDs 61 and 64

with 32.5% of remedial HD-64’s population contained in the green area delineating the two 2021

House districts mentioned by this Court in this area. Given the particular orientation of these two

districts that were mentioned by the Court in its October order, it would be especially di�cult

to draw any new majority-BVAP district that is entirely, or even largely, contained in this area.

The two districts are somewhat horseshoe shaped with only a small geographic connection at the

northern end. In fact, the Cooper proposed remedial map draws district 64 in much the same

way.10 As seen in the figure, the APA plainti↵s’ proposed remedial map contains less overlap

with the court-delineated region than the remedial map passed by the state.

Remedial HD-64 is also quite similar to majority-BVAP districts in the plainti↵s’ illustra-

tive maps. The majority of the population in remedial HD-64 is contained in a majority-BVAP

illustrative district in the Esselstyn illustrative map (Esselstyn HD-61). Table 11 shows how

the population of remedial HD-64 relates to the illustrative House districts and the degree to

which the populations overlap. The illustrative district that contains the largest overlap is bolded

for each illustrative map. For example, remedial SD-64 contains 54.7% of Esselstyn illustrative

HD-61 total population and 52.2% of the BVAP in Esselstyn illustrative HD-61.

9See, for example, pages 9-12 of the Grant Plainti↵s’ Objections to the Georgia General Assembly’s Remedial
State Legislative Plans. The court order specifically says: “SB 1EX violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act
as to the following areas/districts: Enacted Senate Districts 10, 16, 17, 25, 28, 30, 34, 35, 43, and 44.”

10It is important to note that this is the proposed remedial map, not the original illustrative map. This is
important because Mr. Cooper drew this map with the same information as the state legislature regarding the
areas articulated by the Court regarding the particular location of Section 2 violations throughout the state.
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Figure 3: HD-64 in the Remedial Map (left) and the Cooper Proposed Remedial Map (right)

64

BVAP overlap: 32.5% 
2023 Remedial HD−64 shown in grey

Note: House districts listed by the Court in ordering shown in green

64

BVAP overlap: 20.8%
2023 Cooper Remedial HD−64 shown in grey

Note: House districts listed by the Court in ordering shown in green

Table 11: Similarity between Remedial HD-64 and Illustrative Districts

Shared Population

Illustrative District Total BVAP

Remedial House District 64:
Esselstyn HD-61 54.7% 52.2%

Esselstyn HD-64 15.4% 21.2 %
Esselstyn HD-66 29.9% 26.6 %

100 % 100 %

Cooper HD-65 32.6% 39.4%

Cooper HD-61 15.4 % 21.2%
Cooper HD-64 18.9 % 11.3%
Cooper HD-66 33.2 % 28.0%

100% 100%

Note: The majority of the population in HD-64 is contained in a majority-BVAP illustrative district in
either the Cooper or Esselstyn illustrative maps. The district that contains the largest overlap is bolded
in each illustrative map.
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4.5 Remedial House District 74 and 117 - South-metro Atlanta

The Grant plainti↵s also critique House remedial districts 74 and 117 for extending outside

of the 2021 House districts articulated on page 514 of the Court’s October 26, 2023 order.11 This

critique is weak for two reasons. First, remedial HD-74’s Black voting age population overlaps

the court-defined area by upwards of 93%. Only 6.71% of the Black voting-age population

reside outside the area. Second, while HD-117 overlaps by much less (34.1%), it is again the

case that the plainti↵s’ own proposed remedial map commits the same purported error. Mr.

Cooper’s proposed HD-117 likewise extends beyond the 2021 districts noted by the Court and

contains similar population overlap (35.3%). If this were such a significant violation of the

Court’s direction, it would be unusual for the plainti↵s to violate this order themselves in their

own proposed remedial map.12

Furthermore, remedial HDs-74 and 117 are quite similar to majority-BVAP districts in

the plainti↵s’ illustrative maps. 81.8% of the Black voting-age population in remedial HD-74 is

contained in a majority-BVAP illustrative district in the Cooper illustrative map (Cooper HD-

74) and 70.2% of the Black voting-age population in remedial HD-117 is shared with illustrative

HD-117 in the Esselstyn illustrative map. Table 12 shows how the population of remedial HDs-74

and 117 relate to the Cooper and Esselstyn illustrative House districts and the degree to which

the district populations overlap. The illustrative district that contains the largest overlap with

each remedial district is bolded.

11See, for example, pages 9-12 of the Grant Plainti↵s’ Objections to the Georgia General Assembly’s Remedial
State Legislative Plans. The court order specifically says: “SB 1EX violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act
as to the following areas/districts: Enacted Senate Districts 10, 16, 17, 25, 28, 30, 34, 35, 43, and 44.”

12It is again important to note that this is the proposed remedial map, not the original illustrative map. This
is important because Mr. Cooper drew this map with the same information as the state legislature regarding the
areas articulated by the Court regarding the particular location of Section 2 violations throughout the state.
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Figure 4: HDs-74 and 117 in the Remedial Map (left) and the Cooper Proposed Remedial Map
(right)

74

117

BVAP overlap: HD−74=93.3%, HD−117=34.1% 
2023 Remedial HDs−74 and 117 shown in grey

Note: House districts listed by the Court in ordering shown in green

74

117

BVAP overlap: HD−74=87.3%, HD−117=35.4% 
2023 Cooper Remedial HDs−74 and 117 shown in grey

Note: House districts listed by the Court in ordering shown in green
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Table 12: Similarity between Remedial HDs-74 and 117 and Illustrative Districts

Shared Population

Illustrative District Total BVAP

Remedial House District 74:
Esselstyn HD-78 72.9% 69.5%

Esselstyn HD-74 14.8% 19.3%
Esselstyn HD-75 5.3% 4.4%
Esselstyn HD-116 7.0% 6.7%

100% 100%

Cooper HD-74 80.8% 81.8%

Cooper HD-78 14.7% 14.2%
Cooper HD-116 4.5 % 4.1%

100% 100%

Remedial House District 117:
Esselstyn HD-117 69.2% 70.2%

Esselstyn HD-116 30.8% 29.8 %
100% 100%

Cooper HD-115 60.2% 63.1%

Cooper HD-117 39.8 % 36.9%
100% 100%

Note: The district that contains the largest overlap is bolded in each illustrative map. For example,
81.8% of the Black voting-age population in HD-74 is contained in the Cooper illustrative HD-74.
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4.6 Remedial House District 145 and 149 - Macon-Bibb

The APA plainti↵s’ appear to be content with House remedial House districts 145 and

149. In their objections brief they state: “The 2023 Proposed House Plan’s lines in the Macon-

Bibb area do appear to include Black voters from the vote-dilution area in new majority-Black

districts in numbers comparable to the APA remedial plan” (footnote 4, pg. 21). There are

no other references to these two remedial districts in their brief. And yet, the Grant plainti↵s

raise objections to these districts, particularly HD-145. Regardless of whether or not the various

plainti↵s agree with one another on whether or not the remedial map is problematic in this

region, the districts comport with the Court’s direction to create two additional majority-BVAP

districts in the Macon-Bibb region.

The thrust of the Grant plainti↵s’ objections in this region is similar to their objections

in the other parts of the map, which is that the remedial districts extend beyond the specific

boundaries of the 2021 House districts articulated by the Court. However, remedial HD-149

is entirely contained within this area and is therefore not subject to this critique at all. This

leaves remedial HD-145 as the only district that any plainti↵ o↵ers any critique of in this region.

However, 77.4% of remedial HD-145’s Black voting age population overlaps the area noted in

the Court’s October order. As the APA plainti↵s’ note, this is similar to the amount of overlap

that Mr. Cooper’s own proposed remedial map contains in this region. The substantial overlap

between remedial HD-149 with the court-delineated area, combined with the fact that the other

plainti↵s in the case find no fault with HD-145 at all is strong evidence that the district is indeed

compliant with the court’s orders.
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Figure 5: HDs-145 and 149 in the Remedial Map

145

149

BVAP overlap: HD−145=77.4%, HD−149=100% 
2023 Remedial HDs−145 and 149 shown in grey

Note: House districts listed by the Court in ordering shown in green
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Remedial HDs-145 and 149 are quite similar to majority-BVAP districts in the plainti↵s’

illustrative maps. 59.1% of the Black voting-age population in remedial HD-145 is contained in

a majority-BVAP illustrative district in the Esselstyn illustrative map (Esselstyn HD-142) and

64.3% of the Black voting-age population in remedial HD-149 is shared with illustrative HD-149

in the Cooper illustrative map. Table 13 shows how the population of remedial HDs-142 and 149

relate to the Cooper and Esselstyn illustrative House maps and the degree to which the district

populations overlap. The illustrative district that contains the largest overlap with each remedial

district is bolded.
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Table 13: Similarity between Remedial HDs-145 and 149 and Illustrative Districts

Shared Population

Illustrative District Total BVAP

Remedial House District 145:
Esselstyn HD-142 57.8% 59.1%

Esselstyn HD-133 13.8% 13.3%
Esselstyn HD-135 10.1% 3.3%
Esselstyn HD-145 11.7% 14.5%
Esselstyn HD-149 6.7% 9.7%

100% 100%

Cooper HD-145 46.4% 41.3%

Cooper HD-135 22.3% 15.7%
Cooper HD-142 24.0% 31.9%
Cooper HD-143 7.3% 11.2%

100% 100%

Remedial House District 149:
Esselstyn HD-149 57.2% 64.3%

Esselstyn HD-133 33.7% 20.6%
Esselstyn HD-143 9.1% 15.1%

100% 100%

Cooper HD-144 39.6% 21.8%

Cooper HD-133 38.1% 42.5%
Cooper HD-143 22.3% 35.7%

100% 100%

Note: The majority of the population in remedial HDs-145 and 149 are contained in a majority-BVAP
illustrative district in either the Cooper or Esselstyn illustrative maps. The district that contains the
largest overlap is bolded in each illustrative map.
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4.7 Electoral E↵ectiveness

All five of the newly created majority-BVAP House districts in the 2023 remedial House

plan perform uniformly for Democratic candidates. To measure this I looked at the general

election results of 15 statewide election contests from 2106-2022 in each of the districts. Table 14

shows the majority-BVAP and majority-minority VAP districts in both the 2021 enacted and

2023 remedial House maps. The table then shows the proportion of the 15 elections in which the

Democratic candidate won a majority of the two-party votes cast in that district.13

There are 71 Democratic-leaning districts in Table 14 for the 2021 enacted House map.

There are 74 Democratic-leaning districts in Table 14 for the 2023 remedial House map.14 All

of the majority-BVAP districts in both the 2021 enacted and 2023 remedial House maps are

solidly Democratic with the exception of HD-128, which leans Republican in both maps, but is

nevertheless currently represented by a Black Democratic legislator. Of the 27 majority-minority

districts in the 2021 enacted House map, 23 are Democratic-leaning. Of the 27 majority-minority

districts in the 2023 remedial House map, 21 are Democratic-leaning.

13The specific elections considered are: 2022: Attorney General, Governor, Secretary of State, US Senate, Lt.
Governor; 2021: US Senate Runo↵, US Special Senate Runo↵; 2020: US Special Senate, US Senate, President;
2018: Attorney General, Governor, Lt. Governor; 2016: President, US Senate.

14I define Democratic leaning as a district in which the Democratic candidate won at least 8 of the 15 elections
considered.
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Table 14: Reconstituted Election Results in House Districts

2021 Districts
% of elections
where Democrat
wins

Remedial Districts
% of elections
where Democrat
wins

38 100% 64 100%
39 100% 74 100%
55 100% 117 100%
58 100% 145 100%
59 100% 149 100%
60 100% 38 100%
61 100% 39 100%
62 100% 55 100%
63 100% 58 100%
65 100% 59 100%
66 100% 60 100%
67 100% 61 100%
68 100% 62 100%
69 100% 63 100%
75 100% 65 100%
76 100% 66 100%
77 100% 67 100%
78 100% 68 100%
79 100% 69 100%
84 100% 75 100%
85 100% 76 100%
86 100% 77 100%
87 100% 78 100%
88 100% 79 100%
89 100% 84 100%
90 100% 85 100%
91 100% 86 100%
92 100% 87 100%
93 100% 88 100%
94 100% 89 100%
95 100% 90 100%
113 100% 91 100%
115 93.3% 92 100%
116 100% 93 100%
126 100% 94 100%
128 26.7% 95 100%
129 100% 113 100%
130 100% 115 100%
132 100% 116 100%
137 100% 126 100%
140 100% 128 26.7%
141 100% 129 100%
142 100% 130 100%
143 100% 132 100%
150 93.3% 137 100%
153 100% 140 100%
154 73.3% 141 100%
165 100% 142 100%
177 66.7% 143 100%
4 0% 150 93.3%
29 0% 153 100%
37 93.3% 154 73.3%
41 100% 165 100%
42 100% 177 66.7%
43 93.3% 4 0%
50 86.7% 29 0%
56 100% 35 93.3%
80 93.3% 37 93.3%
81 100% 41 100%
83 93.3% 42 100%
96 100% 43 100%
97 100% 50 86.7%
98 100% 56 100%
99 40% 80 93.3%
101 86.7% 83 93.3%
102 100% 96 100%
105 86.7% 97 100%
106 86.7% 98 100%
107 100% 99 40%
108 73.3% 101 100%
109 100% 102 100%
110 93.3% 105 26.7%
151 0% 106 100%
162 100% 107 93.3%
163 100% 108 53.3%
168 100% 109 100%

110 93.3%
151 0%
162 100%
163 100%
168 100%

Note: Performance is based on the percent of the two-party vote won by the Democratic candidate in the
district for 15 statewide elections between 2016 and 2022. Yellow districts are majority-BVAP. Green districts
are majority-minority VAP. Blue districts are newly created majority-BVAP districts in the remedial map.
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I, Dr. Michael Barber, acting in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 1746, Federal Rule of Civil Proce-

dure 26(a)(2)(B), and Federal Rules of Evidence 702 and 703, hereby declare that the foregoing

is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge

Michael Barber

December 18, 2023
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 

ATLANTA DIVISION 
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1 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Citing virtually no authority, Defendant Raffensperger takes the novel 

position that the Court lacks the power to require new majority-Black districts in the 

specific areas of the state where Plaintiffs established unlawful vote dilution. But the 

state’s position ignores the fact that the scope of the Court’s power to effectuate 

remedial reapportionment plans is defined by fundamental principles of equity, 

Arbor Hill Concerned Citizens v. Cnty. of Albany, 357 F.3d 260, 262 (2d Cir. 2004) 

(per curiam), and it has long been the case that the nature of an equitable violation 

defines the scope of the proper remedy, Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Bd. of Ed., 

402 U.S. 1, 16 (1971). The Grant Plaintiffs proved unlawful vote dilution in specific 

areas of Georgia, and the Court therefore has not only the equitable power but the 

duty to provide complete relief by requiring new majority-Black districts that draw 

from the vote-dilution areas. 

The General Assembly not only violates the spirit of this Court’s order by 

drawing new majority-Black districts that fall outside the vote-dilution areas, it also 

violates the Court’s explicit instructions. The Court’s order expressly prohibited the 

General Assembly from “eliminating [any] minority opportunity districts” in 

drawing new apportionment plans, Doc. 294 at 509–10, and yet, Defendant 

Raffensperger does not dispute that the new plans dismantle several state legislative 

districts that provided Black Georgians with an opportunity to elect their candidates 
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of choice. The Secretary’s position that Bartlett v. Strickland forecloses the Court 

from requiring the state to preserve these “crossover districts” ignores the fact that 

Bartlett considered only whether Section 2 requires the creation of crossover 

districts, not whether the destruction of crossover districts would eliminate a 

minority opportunity district. By dismantling these crossover districts, Black 

Georgians now “have less opportunity . . . to elect representatives of their choice.” 

52 U.S.C. § 10301(b). The Court should enjoin the use of the new state legislative 

plans and immediately proceed to adopt new ones. 

ARGUMENT 

I. The Court has the power and duty to require the implementation of 
reapportionment plans that completely remedy the vote-dilution 
harms that Plaintiffs proved at trial. 

Secretary Raffensperger’s novel argument that the Court lacks the power to 

require new majority-Black districts in the specific areas where Plaintiffs proved 

unlawful vote dilution ignores the fundamental principles of equity that govern the 

Court’s ability to require new redistricting plans. 

The Court has the power to require new state legislative plans that draw 

exclusively from the vote-dilution areas because “[t]he scope of [a] federal court[’s] 

power to remedy apportionment violations is defined by principles of equity.” See 

Arbor Hill Concerned Citizens, 357 F.3d at 262. Here, the Court ruled that Georgia’s 

2021 state senate plan “violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act as to . . . Enacted 
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Senate Districts 10, 16, 17, 25, 28, 30, 34, 35, 43, and 44,” and it ruled that the 2021 

state house plan “violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act as to . . . Enacted House 

Districts 61, 64, 74, 78, 117, 133, 142, 143, 145, 147, and 149.” Doc. 294 at 514. It 

follows that the Court’s equitable powers allow it to require remedial 

reapportionment plans that remedy these Section 2 violations by creating new 

majority-Black districts in these areas of Georgia.1  

No party disputes that the General Assembly had the freedom to draw 

additional majority-Black districts that differed in some respects from the illustrative 

majority-Black districts offered by Mr. Esselstyn and Mr. Cooper. Plaintiffs have 

argued only that the new majority-Black districts in the new state legislative plans 

must draw from the same parts of Georgia from which the illustrative plans drew. 

The state’s new plans fails to measure up. Defendant concedes that the new state 

legislative plans draw in large swaths of Georgia that fall outside the vote-dilution 

areas while failing to provide relief to tens of thousands of Black voters inside the 

vote-dilution areas.  

 Not only does the Court have the power to limit the remedial districts to the 

same vote-dilution areas that Plaintiffs proved at trial, but it must do so to provide 

 
1 It makes no difference that “th[e] Court identified the injury and the remedy in two 
distinct parts of its [o]rder.” Resp. at 28. “[T]he nature of the violation,” not the style 
of the headings in a court order, “determines the scope of the remedy,” see Swann, 
402 U.S. at 16. 
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the complete relief that Section 2 requires. The Court’s task in supervising the 

implementation of remedial reapportionment plans requires it to “exercise . . . 

traditional equitable powers to fashion . . . relief . . . that . . . completely remedies 

the prior dilution of minority voting strength.” United States v. Dallas Cnty. 

Comm’n, 850 F.2d 1433, 1438 (11th Cir. 1988) (quoting S. Rep. No. 97-417, at 31 

(1982)). The Court cannot approve redistricting plans that stretch far outside the 

vote-dilution areas because such plans cannot provide Plaintiffs with complete relief. 

Providing a remedy for Black voters outside the vote-dilution area requires depriving 

a remedy for tens of thousands of Black voters who this Court found have suffered 

a vote-dilution injury.  

Defendant’s suggestion that limiting the remedy to the vote dilution area 

would encroach on federalism concerns, Doc. 327 at 32–34, ignores the fact that in 

Section 2 claims, the “right and remedy are inextricably bound together, for to prove 

vote dilution by districting one must prove the specific way in which dilution may 

be remedied by redistricting.” McGhee v. Granville County, 860 F.2d 110, 120 (4th 

Cir. 1988). It makes sense, then, for the remedy to be specific to the vote-dilution 

area identified by the Court and already proven by Plaintiffs the way in which said 

dilution could be remedied. 
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II. The new plans violate this Court’s instruction to preserve the 
minority opportunity districts in the old plans. 

Defendant’s dismissal of the need to protect minority-opportunity districts 

both misunderstands Plaintiffs’ arguments and disregards the policy considerations 

that undergird Section 2. 

While all parties agree that “§ 2 does not mandate creating or preserving 

crossover districts” in the first instance, Bartlett v. Strickland, 556 U.S. 1, 23 (2009) 

(plurality opinion), the fact that crossover districts are not “required” under federal 

law does not mean that such districts are not “protected,” Resp. 52 (emphases 

added). As the Barlett plurality noted, “[c]rossover districts are . . . the result of white 

voters joining forces with minority voters to elect their preferred candidate,” and 

“[t]he Voting Rights Act was passed to foster this cooperation.” Id. at 24. Section 2’s 

totality-of-circumstances inquiry, in turn, “springs from the demonstrated ingenuity 

of state and local governments in hobbling minority voting power,” including the 

use of “sophisticated devices that dilute minority voting strength.” Johnson v. De 

Grandy, 512 U.S. 997, 1018 (1994) (quoting S. Rep. No. 97-417, at 10 (1982)). The 

remedial legislative plans passed by the General Assembly effectuate precisely this 

sort of surreptitious dilution: Under the guise of remedying Section 2 violations, SB 

1EX and HB 1EX unnecessarily dismantle districts where Black voters previously 

had the opportunity to elect their preferred candidates, “trad[ing] off” the rights of 

Black Georgians in a manner the U.S. Supreme Court has expressly foreclosed. Id. 
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at 1019; see also Objs. 16–18 (explaining why General Assembly did not need 

dismantle these districts to remedy underlying Section 2 violations). In short, neither 

Bartlett nor any other Supreme Court decision sanctions the State’s decision to run 

roughshod over some Black Georgians’ voting power in order to safeguard the rights 

of others.2 

Defendant ignores this caselaw and reasoning in favor of a red herring: that 

Plaintiffs “seek to insulate these districts solely based on the fact that they currently 

elect Democratic members to the General Assembly.” Resp. 51–52. Not so: This 

Court’s order (and, for that matter, the U.S. Constitution) guards against the 

intentional dismantling of these districts because they currently elect Black-

preferred members to the General Assembly. That Black voters in Georgia 

overwhelmingly support Democratic candidates is of no legal significance in this 

regard; what matters is that, by dismantling these crossover districts, Black 

Georgians now “have less opportunity . . . to elect representatives of their choice.” 

52 U.S.C. § 10301(b). And though Defendant once again cites partisanship to raise 

the specter of “an unconstitutional interpretation of the VRA,” Resp. 52 n.10, he 

 
2 Notably, as the Bartlett plurality noted, “if there were a showing that a State 
intentionally drew district lines in order to destroy otherwise effective crossover 
districts, that would raise serious questions under both the Fourteenth and Fifteenth 
Amendments.” 556 U.S. at 24 (citing Reno v. Bossier Par. Sch. Bd., 520 U.S. 471, 
481–82 (1997)). 
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cannot transmogrify a valid application of Section 2 simply by replacing the term 

“Black-preferred” with “Democratic.” While the two terms are interchangeable as a 

practical matter in this case, they cannot be so capriciously swapped as a legal matter. 

Ultimately, this Court correctly ordered that the State’s remedial plans could 

not “eliminat[e] minority opportunity districts.” Doc. 294 at 509–10; see also Objs. 

13 (collecting cases where courts specified the need for additional minority-

opportunity districts to remedy Section 2 violations). And though Defendant protests 

that “there is no other way [the State] could have complied with the Order” other 

than by “eliminating existing majority-white districts,” Resp. 53, he ignores the fact 

that it is readily feasible to remedy the Section 2 violations identified by the Court 

without eliminating existing minority-opportunity districts—and that is the basis for 

Plaintiffs’ objections. 

CONCLUSION 

The General Assembly has failed to provide the complete relief that Section 2 

requires.  Plaintiffs respectfully ask the Court to enjoin HB 1EX and SB 1EX for 

failing to remedy the Section 2 violations and immediately proceed to adopt lawful 

remedies to ensure Plaintiffs obtain relief in time for the 2024 election. 
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