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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF 
OHIO, et al., 
 

Relators 
 
v. 
 
OHIO REDISTRICTING COMMISSION, 
et al., 
 

Respondents. 

 
 
 
Case No. 2021-1193 
 
Original Action Pursuant to 
     Ohio Const., Art. XI 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF LISA HANDLEY 

Franklin County 
  /ss 
State of Ohio 

 Now comes affiant Lisa Handley, having been first duly cautioned and sworn, 

deposes and states as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18 and fully competent to make this declaration. I have personal 

knowledge of the statements and facts contained herein. 

2. For the purposes of this litigation, I have been asked by counsel for LWV Relators to 

analyze relevant data and provide my expert opinions.  

3. To that end, I have personally prepared the report attached to this affidavit as Exhibit A, 

and swear to its authenticity and to the faithfulness of the opinions expressed and, to the 

best of my knowledge, the accuracy of the factual statements made therein. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT. 

Executed on     , 2021.  ___________________________________    
       Lisa Handley 

Sworn and subscribed before me this ____ day of _________________, 2021. 

     ___________________________________      
     Notary Public 
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Draft Affidavit of Dr. Lisa Handley 

PROVIDING BLACKVOTERS WITH AN OPPORTUNITY TO ELECT:  

A DISTRICT-SPECIFIC, FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF OHIO VOTING BY RACE 

 

Summary. 

1. I was retained by counsel for Relators in this matter to conduct a district-specific, 

functional analysis of voting patterns by race in areas of Ohio with significant Black 

populations to ascertain the Black voting age population necessary to provide Black 

voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice in state legislative 

elections.1   

2. A district-specific, functional analysis is required to determine whether a district is likely 

to provide minority voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice. There 

is no single universal or statewide demographic target that can be applied for Black 

voters to elect their candidates of choice – the population needed to create an "effective 

minority district" varies by location and depends upon the participation rates and voting 

patterns of Black and white voters in that specific area.  

3. An analysis of voting patterns is required to estimate voter participation rates by race, as 

well as the level of support from Black and white voters for each of the candidates 

competing in the examined elections. This information can then be used to calculate the 

Black population concentration required for the Black voters’ preferred candidates to win 

election to office in a specific district. Drawing districts informed by this percentage 

avoids creating districts that either fail to provide Black voters with the opportunity to 

elect their candidates of choice or unnecessarily pack minority voters into districts to 

reduce the number of minority opportunity districts.  

4. My analysis of voting patterns in recent statewide and state legislative elections indicate 

that voting in Hamilton County is consistently racially polarized. For example, in every 

one of the 13 statewide general elections analyzed, Black voters provided overwhelming 

support for their preferred candidates and white voters strongly favored the opponents of 

these candidates. Incorporating the estimates of turnout and votes by race produced by 

the racial bloc voting analysis, I calculated the Black voting age population that would be 

 
1 I am being compensated at a rate of $300 per hour. 
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needed for the Black-preferred candidate to win each of these racially polarized elections. 

This analysis led me to conclude that a district with a 50 percent Black voting age 

population would be sufficient to provide Black voters with an opportunity to elect their 

candidates of choice in the Cincinnati area of Hamilton County. 

 

Professional Experience. 

5. I have over thirty-five years of experience as a voting rights and redistricting expert. I 

have advised scores of jurisdictions and other clients on minority voting rights and 

redistricting-related issues. I have served as an expert in dozens of voting rights cases.  

My clients have included state and local jurisdictions, independent redistricting 

commissions (Arizona, Colorado, Michigan), the U.S. Department of Justice, national 

civil rights organizations, and such international organizations as the United Nations.   

6. I have been actively involved in researching, writing, and teaching on subjects relating to 

voting rights, including minority representation, electoral system design, and 

redistricting. I co-authored a book, Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting 

Equality (Cambridge University Press, 1992) and co-edited a volume, Redistricting in 

Comparative Perspective (Oxford University Press, 2008), on these subjects. In addition, 

my research on these topics has appeared in peer-reviewed journals such as Journal of 

Politics, Legislative Studies Quarterly, American Politics Quarterly, Journal of Law and 

Politics, and Law and Policy, as well as law reviews (e.g., North Carolina Law Review) 

and a number of edited books. I hold a Ph.D. in political science from The George 

Washington University.  

7. I have been a principal of Frontier International Electoral Consulting since co-founding the 

company in 1998. Frontier IEC specializes in providing electoral assistance in transitional 

democracies and post-conflict countries. In addition, I am a Visiting Research Academic at 

Oxford Brookes University in Oxford, United Kingdom. Attached to the end of this report 

is a copy of my curriculum vitae.  
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Calculating the Black Voting Age Population Needed to Elect Black-Preferred Candidates. 

8. The Black voting age population (BVAP) percentage needed to elect Black-preferred 

candidates is calculated by taking into account the relative participation rates of Black and 

white Ohioans, as well as the expected level of Black support for the Black-preferred 

candidates (their "cohesiveness"), and the expected level of white voters’ "crossover" 

voting for the Black-preferred candidates. This analysis requires constructing a database 

that combines demographic information and election results, then analyzes the data for 

patterns and uses these patterns to produce estimates of participation rates and voting 

patterns by race.   

9. Database.  To analyze voting patterns in Ohio requires a database that combines election 

returns and population data by race (or registration or turnout by race if this information is 

available). To build this dataset in this instance, 2016, 2018, and 2020 precinct-level 

shapefiles were acquired from the Voting and Election Science Team. These shapefiles 

were joined to precinct-level election returns from the Ohio Secretary of State’s office, 

which were processed and cleaned by OpenElections. In addition, 2012 and 2014 election 

returns pro-rated to the 2010 voting district (“VTD”) level, were acquired from Bill 

Cooper. The 2020 Census Block shapefiles, and total and voting age population by race 

and ethnicity, were obtained from the Census FTP portal. The election returns data was 

disaggregated down to the level of the 2020 Census block and, for the 2016, 2018, and 

2020 election cycles separately, re-aggregated up to the level of the voting precincts used in 

those years, accounting for splits of precincts by state house and senate districts. For the 

2012 and 2014 election cycles, the block-level election results were re-aggregated up to the 

level of the 2010 VTDs, taking into account splits of VTDs by state legislative districts. 

10. Elections Analyzed.  Using these data, I analyzed all statewide contested elections held 

between 2012 and 2020 for which I had data: the 2020 Presidential election; the 2018 

elections for U.S. Senate, Governor, Attorney General, Secretary of State, Treasurer, and 

Auditor; the 2016 elections for President and U.S. Senate; the 2014 elections for Governor 

and Secretary of State;2 and the 2012 elections for President and U.S. Senate. Only three of 

these elections included Black candidates: Barack Obama in the 2012 Presidential election; 

 
2 Data on the other statewide elections held in 2014 (Attorney General, Treasurer, and Auditor) was not 
readily available. No minority candidates competed in these three statewide election contests.  
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Nina Turner, the Democratic candidate for Secretary of State in 2014; and Rob Richardson, 

the Democratic candidate for Treasurer in 2018.3 In addition to these statewide contests, I 

analyzed recent state legislative contests in select areas of the State, as described below. 

11. Primary Elections. As is usually the case in the United States, there is a two-stage election 

process in Ohio – a primary election and a general election. Black-preferred candidates 

must win both elections to gain office. The overwhelming majority of Black voters in Ohio 

vote in the Democratic primary rather than the Republican primary. As a consequence, it is 

not possible to estimate Black voting behavior in Republican primaries and, in any case, 

Black voters’ candidates of choice are found in Democratic primaries. In the past ten years, 

there were two statewide Democratic primaries that included African American candidates: 

the 2018 Democratic primary for Governor and the 2016 Democratic primary for U.S. 

Senate. I analyzed both of these elections. (Although both contests included African 

American candidates, these candidates were not, in fact, the candidates preferred by Black 

voters.) In addition, I analyzed recent Democratic primaries for state legislative office in 

areas of the state with significant Black populations. 

12. Racial Bloc Voting Analysis.  Direct information on how Black and white voters cast 

their votes is not available; voters’ race is not included in their voter registration in Ohio 

and the race of the voter is not, of course, obtainable from a ballot. To estimate vote 

choices by race, I used three standard statistical techniques: homogeneous precinct 

analysis, ecological regression, and ecological inference.  

13. Two of these analytic procedures – homogeneous precinct analysis and ecological 

regression – were employed by the plaintiffs’ expert in Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 

30 (1986), and have the benefit of the Supreme Court’s approval in that case, and other 

courts’ approval in most subsequent voting rights cases. The third technique, ecological 

inference, was developed after the Gingles decision, and was designed, in part, to address 

the issue of out-of-bounds estimates (estimates that exceed 100 percent or are less than 

 
 
3 The three elections that included Black candidates are more probative in the context of determining if 
voting is racially polarized than contests in which all of the candidates are white. This is because it is not 
sufficient for Black voters to be able to elect their candidates of choice only if these candidates are white. 
On the other hand, it is important to recognize that not all Black candidates are the preferred candidates of 
Black voters.    
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zero percent), which can arise in ecological regression analysis. Ecological inference 

analysis has been introduced and accepted in numerous federal and state court 

proceedings.  

14. Homogeneous precinct (HP) analysis is the simplest technique: it involves comparing the 

percentage of votes received by each of the candidates in precincts that are racially 

homogeneous. The general practice is to label a precinct as homogeneous if at least 90 

percent of the voting age population is composed of a single race. In fact, the 

homogeneous results reported are not estimates – they are the actual precinct results.   

However, most voters in Ohio do not reside in homogeneous precincts, and voters who 

reside in homogeneous precincts may not be representative of voters who live in more 

integrated precincts. For this reason, I refer to these percentages as estimates.   

15. The second statistical technique I employed, ecological regression (ER), uses information 

from all of the precincts, not simply the homogeneous ones, to derive estimates of the 

voting behavior of Black and white Ohioans. If there is a strong linear relationship across 

precincts between the percentage of Blacks (or whites) and the percentage of votes cast 

for a given candidate, this relationship can be used to estimate the percentage of Blacks 

and whites voting for each of the candidates in the election contest being examined. 

16. The third technique, ecological inference (EI), was developed by Professor Gary King. 

This approach also uses information from all precincts but, unlike ecological regression, 

it does not rely on an assumption of linearity. Instead, it incorporates maximum 

likelihood statistics to produce estimates of voting patterns by race. In addition, it utilizes 

the method of bounds, which uses more of the available information from the precinct 

returns and provides more information about the voting behavior being estimated.4  The 

method of bounds also precludes the estimates from exceeding the possible limits.  

(Ecological regression can produce estimates of less than 0 percent or more than 100 

percent of the voters supporting a given candidate, especially when voting is very 

 
4 The following is an example of how the method of bounds works: if a given precinct has 100 voters, of 
which 75 are Black and 25 are white, and the Black candidate received 80 votes, then at least 55 of the 
Black voters voted for the Black candidate and at most all 75 did. (The method of bounds is less useful 
for calculating estimates for white voters, as anywhere between none of the whites and all of the whites 
could have voted for the candidate.) These bounds are used when calculating EI estimates but not when 
using ecological regression. 
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polarized.)  However, unlike ecological regression, EI does not guarantee that the 

candidate estimates add to 100 percent of each racial group in the elections examined. 

17. In addition, I utilized a more recently developed version of ecological inference which I 

have labeled “EI RxC” in the summary tables found in the Appendix. EI RxC expands 

the analysis so that differences in the relative rates of minority and white turnout can be 

taken into account in deriving the estimates of minority and white support for the 

candidates.  

18. Estimates using all four methodological approaches, homogeneous precinct analysis, 

ecological regression, and the two approaches to ecological inference, are reported in the 

summary racial bloc voting table included in the Appendix. 

19. Equalizing Black and white turnout. Because Black Ohioans who are eligible to vote 

often turn out to vote at lower rates than white Ohioans (this is consistently the case in 

Hamilton County, as indicated by the summary table of voting patterns in Hamilton 

County found in the Appendix), the Black voting age population (“BVAP”) needed to 

ensure that Black voters comprise at least half of the voters in an election is often higher 

than 50 percent. Once I estimated the respective turnout rates of Black and white voters 

using the statistical techniques described above, I could mathematically calculate the 

percentage needed to equalize minority and white voters.5 But equalizing turnout is only 

 
5 The equalizing percentage is calculated mathematically by solving the following equation: 

Let 
M        =  the proportion of the district’s voting age population that is Black 
W = 1-M     =  the proportion of the district’s voting age population that is white 
A                 =  the proportion of the Black voting age population that turned out to vote 
B                 = the proportion of the white voting age population that turned out to vote 
Therefore, 
M(A)       = the proportion of the population that is Black and turned out to vote (1) 
(1-M)B       = the proportion of total population that is white and turned out to vote (2) 

 
To find the value of M that is needed for (1) and (2) to be equal, (1) and (2) are set as equal and we solve 
for M algebraically: 

M(A) = (1 – M) B 
M(A) = B – M(B) 

                M(A) + M(B) = B 
                     M (A + B) = B 
        M = B/ (A+B) 
 
Thus, for example, if 39.3% of the black population turned out and 48.3% of the white population 
turned out, B= .483 and A = .393, and M = .483/ (.393+.483) = .483/.876 = .5513, therefore a 
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the first step in the process – is does not take into account the voting patterns of Black 

and white voters. If voting is racially polarized but a significant number of white voters 

typically “crossover” to vote for Black voters’ preferred candidate, it may be the case that 

this crossover voting can compensate for depressed Black turnout relative to white 

turnout. If this is the case, Black voters need not make up at least 50 percent of the voters 

in an election for the Black-preferred candidate to win.  

20. Incorporating Minority Cohesion and White Crossover Voting. Even if Black voters 

are turning out at lower rates than whites, and voting is racially polarized, if a relatively 

consistent percentage of white voters support Black-preferred candidates, these 

candidates can be elected despite the lower Black turnout. This is especially true if Black 

voters are very cohesive in supporting their preferred candidates. A district-specific, 

functional analysis should take into account not only differences in the turnout rates of 

Black and white voters, but also voting patterns by race.6   

21. To illustrate this mathematically, consider a district that has 1000 persons of voting age, 

50% of who are Black and 50% of who are white. Let us begin by assuming that Black 

turnout is lower than white turnout in a two-candidate general election. In our 

hypothetical election example, 42% of the Black voting age population (VAP) turn out to 

vote and 60% of the white VAP vote.  This means that, for our illustrative election, there 

are 210 Black voters and 300 white voters. Further suppose that 96% of the Black voters 

supported their candidate of choice and 25% of the white voters cast their votes for this 

candidate (with the other 75% supporting her opponent in the election contest).  Thus, in 

our example, Black voters cast 200 of their 210 votes for the Black-preferred candidate 

and their other 8 votes for her opponent; white voters cast 75 of their 300 votes for the 

Black-preferred candidate and 225 votes for their preferred candidate: 

 

 
black VAP of 55.1% would produce an equal number of black and white voters.  (For a more in-
depth discussion of equalizing turnout see Kimball Brace, Bernard Grofman, Lisa Handley and 
Richard Niemi, “Minority Voting Equality: The 65 Percent Rule in Theory and Practice," Law 
and Policy, 10 (1), January 1988.) 
 
6 For an in-depth discussion of this approach to creating effective minority districts, see Bernard 
Grofman, Lisa Handley and David Lublin, “Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual 
Framework and Some Empirical Evidence,” North Carolina Law Review, volume 79 (5), June 2001. 
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The candidate of choice of Black voters would receive a total of 277 votes (202 from 

Black voters and 75 from white voters), while the candidate preferred by white voters 

would receive only 233 votes (8 from Black voters and 225 from white voters). The 

Black-preferred candidate would win the election with 55.4% (277/500) of the vote in 

this hypothetical 50% Black VAP district. And the Black-preferred candidate would be 

successful despite the fact that the election was racially polarized and that Blacks turned 

out to vote at a lower rate than whites.  

22. The candidate of choice of Black voters would still win the election by a very small 

margin (50.9%) in a district that is 45% Black with these same voting patterns: 

 

 
 

In a district with a 40% BVAP, however, the Black-preferred candidate would garner 

only 47.5% of the vote. 7   

 
7 In the illustrative examples, VAP and voting patterns are known and the equation solves for percentage 
of votes received by the Black-preferred candidate. In determining the percentage of Black VAP needed 
to provide Black voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice, voting patterns and the 
percentage of votes are known and we are solving for the VAP needed to produce at least 50 percent of 
the votes for the Black-preferred candidate. 
 

VAP turnout voters

support 
for Black-
preferred 
candidate

votes for 
Black-

preferred 
candidate

support 
for white-
preferred 
candidate

votes for 
white-

preferred 
candidate

Black 500 0.42 210 0.96 202 0.04 8
White 500 0.60 300 0.25 75 0.75 225

510 277 233

VAP turnout voters

support 
for Black-
preferred 
candidate

votes for 
Black-

preferred 
candidate

support 
for white-
preferred 
candidate

votes for 
white-

preferred 
candidate

Black 450 0.42 189 0.96 181 0.04 8
White 550 0.60 330 0.25 83 0.75 248

519 264 255
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Hamilton County 

23. My analysis of voting patterns in recent elections in Hamilton County indicate that voting 

is consistently racially polarized – in every one of the 13 statewide general elections 

analyzed, Black voters voted overwhelmingly for their preferred candidate and white 

voters strongly favored the opponent of this candidate. For example, in the 2018 election 

contest for State Treasurer (the most recent statewide election contest to include a Black 

candidate), at least 94. 5% of Black voters supported African American Rob Richardson. 

(The percentage estimates vary depending on the statistical approach used.) However at 

least 61.8% of white voters cast their vote for his opponent, Robert Sprague. The 

Appendix provides a table for Hamilton County indicating the estimates for Black and 

white voters for all 13 of the statewide elections, using the four approaches discussed 

above, as well as the two recent statewide Democratic primaries that included African 

American candidates. 

24. Table 1, below, incorporates the estimates of turnout and votes by race reported in the 

Appendix,8 and calculates the percent BVAP needed for the Black-preferred candidate to 

win the election. An important election to examine is the 2014 contest for Secretary of 

State, which included a Black candidate, Nina Turner, who was strongly supported by 

Black voters. The EI estimates for turnout (labeled “votes cast for office”) are 29.0% for 

Black residents of voting age and 46.4% for voting age white residents. Black voters 

were very cohesive in their support for Turner – 95.5% of Black voters cast a vote for her 

according to the EI estimate. In addition, 25.6% of White voters supported Turner. Using 

these estimates, I calculated the percentage of vote she would have received if a district 

had a 35% BVAP (43.2%), a 40% BVAP (46.2%), a 45% BVAP (49.3%), a 50% BVAP 

(52.5%) and a 55% BVAP (55.9%). It is not until the district has a 50% BVAP that 

Turner wins the election. 

 
8 The EI estimate that controls for differential turnout – labeled “EI RxC” in the summary racial bloc 
voting results table – was used to calculate the percent Black VAP needed to win. 
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25. This exercise was repeated for all 13 general elections analyzed.9 Looking down the 

columns of Table 1, it is apparent that the Black-preferred candidate would fail to win 

several contests if the district was 35%, 40% or 45% BVAP. It is only at 50% BVAP that 

the Black-preferred candidate wins all but one election, the 2014 contest for Governor 

won by popular Republican incumbent, John Kasich.  

26. Recent state legislative elections (2016, 2018, and 2020) in Hamilton County are less 

useful for determining the BVAP needed to elect Black voters’ candidates of choice. Two 

of the seven state house districts in Hamilton County do not have a sufficient number of 

Black voters to analyze voting patterns by race (State House Districts 27 and 30). There 

were no contested elections in a third Hamilton County state house district, State House 

District 31, in 2018 or 2020 and in 2016 voting in this district was not polarized. Voting 

in State House District 28 was polarized in 2016, 2018 and 2020; in State House District 

29 voting was polarized in 2018 and the election was uncontested in both 2016 and 2020. 

Voting in majority Black State House District 32 was not polarized in 2016 or 2018 and 

the Black incumbent, Catherine Ingram, was unopposed in 2020. Recent election contests 

in the other majority Black house district, State House 33, may have been polarized (the 

ER and EI estimates indicate it was, but the EI RxC estimates suggests it was not), but 

the candidate preferred by Black voters easily won with approximately 75 percent of the 

vote in 2016, 2018 and 2020. Recent state senate elections in Hamilton County yielded 

similar results. In the 2016 and 2020 elections in State Senate District 8 voting was 

racially polarized and the candidate preferred by Black voters was easily defeated. The 

state senate election in State Senate District 9 in 2018 was not polarized and Black 

candidate Cecil Thomas easily won with over 76 percent of the vote. The BVAP needed 

for the candidate to win the racially polarized state legislative elections varies widely, 

from less than 35 to over 60 percent.10   

27. On the basis of my analysis of statewide elections over the past decade, and an 

examination of recent state legislative contests, I conclude that a district with a 50 percent 

 
9 Neither of the statewide Democratic primaries that I analyzed were racially polarized in Hamilton 
County. Therefore, it is the general election that is determinative to the success of Black-preferred 
candidates. 
 
10 If voting is not racially polarized, calculating a percent Black VAP needed to win produces nonsense 
since a 0 percent BVAP district would still elect the Black-preferred candidate. 
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Black population is sufficient to provide Black voters with an opportunity to elect their 

candidates of choice in the Cincinnati area of Hamilton County. 
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Table 1: Percent Black VAP Needed to Win Election in Hamilton County 
 

 

votes 
cast for 

office B-P all others

votes 
cast for 

office B-P all others

GENERAL ELECTIONS
2020 President W 48.3 94.0 6.0 81.3 44.0 56.0 65.0 62.6 60.4 58.2 56.1 polarized
2018 Governor W 37.1 94.0 6.0 66.3 39.7 60.3 61.8 59.2 56.8 54.5 52.3 polarized
2018 Treasurer AA 37.5 96.8 3.2 64.3 38.2 61.8 62.6 59.8 57.1 54.6 52.2 polarized

2018 Attorney General W 37.2 96.6 3.4 65.5 41.7 58.3 64.2 61.6 59.1 56.8 54.6 polarized
2018 Auditor W 37.3 94.1 5.9 64.4 36.7 63.3 60.5 57.8 55.2 52.7 50.3 polarized

2018 Secretary State W 37.4 94.9 5.1 65.1 40.4 59.6 62.9 60.3 57.8 55.5 53.3 polarized
2018 U.S. Senate W 37.6 96.6 3.4 65.7 46.3 53.7 67.0 64.6 62.3 60.2 58.1 polarized

2016 President W 50.9 96.1 3.9 74.5 35.9 64.1 63.3 60.3 57.5 54.7 52.1 polarized
2016 U.S. Senate W 49.1 92.8 7.2 74.3 23.2 76.8 54.3 50.9 47.6 44.5 41.5 polarized

2014 Governor W 27.8 93.9 6.1 47.6 22.8 77.2 52.4 49.0 45.8 42.7 39.8 polarized
2014 Secretary State AA 29.0 95.5 4.5 46.4 25.6 74.4 55.9 52.5 49.3 46.2 43.2 polarized

2012 President AA 65.5 97.9 2.1 73.0 35.6 64.4 68.2 65.1 62.0 58.9 55.9 polarized
2012 U.S. Senate W 63.7 97.9 2.1 70.1 38.7 61.3 69.9 66.9 63.9 61.0 58.1 polarized

DEMOCRATIC 
PRIMARIES

2018  Governor W 12.2 55.5 44.5 10.0 70.4 29.6 61.5 62.2 63.0 63.7 64.5 not polarized (6 cand)
2016 U.S. Senate W 30.2 44.9 55.1 11.1 50.3 49.7 46.1 46.4 46.6 46.8 47.1 not polarized (3 cand)
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Party Race HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

General Elections
2020 General

U.S. President
Joseph Biden D W/AA* 106.8 95.4 94.0 33.4 36.5 40.3 44.0
Donald Trump R W/W -8.1 2.7 3.3 65.0 61.8 58.0 55.0
others 1.3 1.5 2.7 1.6 1.7 1.5 1.0
votes for office 45.3 48.3 48.3 82.9 80.7 81.3 81.3

2018 General
Governor
Richard Cordray D W/W 93.2 106.4 96.9 94.0 29.7 32.1 36.7 39.7
Mike Dewine R W/W 5.7 -8.5 2.9 2.7 67.6 64.8 60.6 58.2
others 1.1 2.2 2.0 3.3 2.7 3.1 3.0 2.1
votes for office 48.5 34.9 37.1 37.1 66.9 65.5 66.3 66.3
Treasurer
Rob Richardson D AA 94.5 109.7 97.1 96.8 29.0 31.2 35.7 38.2
Robert Sprague R W 5.5 -9.5 3.0 3.2 71.0 68.8 64.3 61.8
votes for office 48.5 35.3 37.5 37.5 65.0 63.6 64.3 64.3
Attorney General
Steve Dettelbach D W 94.4 109.2 97.2 96.6 31.8 34.4 38.7 41.7
Dave Yost R W 5.6 -9.2 2.8 3.4 68.2 65.6 61.3 58.3
votes for office 48.5 35.0 37.2 37.2 66.1 64.7 65.5 65.5
Auditor
Zack Space D W 93.6 106.8 96.8 94.1 27.4 29.5 33.1 36.7
Keith Faber R W 4.8 -10.2 2.8 2.4 67.5 64.9 60.0 57.8
Robert Coogan Lib W 1.6 3.4 3.2 3.5 5.1 5.6 5.6 5.5
votes for office 48.1 35.0 37.3 37.3 65.1 63.7 64.4 64.4
Secretary of State
Kathleen Clyde D W 94.2 108.1 97.2 94.9 30.3 32.9 36.8 40.4
Frank LaRose R W 4.5 -9.6 2.8 2.5 67.2 64.5 59.9 57.6
Dustin Nanna Lib W 1.3 1.6 3.2 2.6 2.4 2.7 2.7 2.0
votes for office 48.5 35.5 37.4 37.4 65.7 64.3 65.1 65.1

Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White VotersCounty: Hamilton
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Party Race HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC
2018 General (cont)
U.S. Senate
Sherrod Brown D W 95.8 109.6 97.5 96.6 36.2 38.9 43.5 46.3
Jim Renacci R W 4.2 -9.6 2.5 3.4 63.8 61.1 56.5 53.7
votes for office 48.2 35.2 37.6 37.6 66.2 64.8 65.7 65.7

2016 General
U.S. President
Hillary Clinton D W 95.2 108.3 96.5 96.1 28.2 29.8 33.5 35.9
Donald Trump R W 3.5 -9.7 2.9 1.8 67.1 64.6 60.2 58.9
others 1.3 1.4 1.1 2.2 4.7 5.6 57.0 5.2
votes for office 65.9 49.6 50.9 50.9 76.9 74.2 74.5 74.5
U.S. Senate
Ted Strickland D W 90.1 100.5 94.7 92.8 18.8 18.4 20.1 23.2
Rob Portman R W 7.5 -5.3 4.4 1.9 77.9 78.0 75.3 74.2
others 2.4 4.8 4.5 5.2 3.3 3.6 3.6 2.7
votes for office 63.4 47.2 49.1 49.1 76.5 74.0 74.3 74.3

Democratic Primaries
2018 Primary

Governor
Richard Cordray D W/W 56.5 54.1 55.6 55.5 69.5 69.1 70.3 70.4
Dennis Kucinich D W/AA* 19.5 21.6 21.3 21.6 17.4 18.5 18.9 17.9
Bill O'Neill D W/AA* 10.5 12.1 11.3 11.2 3.4 2.8 2.4 2.6
Paul Ray D W/W 4.8 3.5 0.6 2.9 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.5
Joe Schiavoni D W/W 4.7 5.3 4.0 6.4 7.9 8.2 7.6 6.6
Larry Ealy D AA/W 3.9 3.4 1.9 2.4 0.6 0.2 0.5 1.1
votes for office 10.0 9.9 12.2 12.2 7.0 7.2 10.0 10.0

2016 Primary
U.S. Senator
Kelli Prather D AA 18.8 23.1 22.5 21.1 12.6 11.9 11.5 7.2
P.G. Sittenfeld D W 27.2 32.8 33.8 34.0 35.1 36.7 38.8 42.6
Ted Strickland D W 54.0 44.1 43.9 44.9 52.4 51.3 49.6 50.3
votes for office 26.2 27.2 30.2 30.2 9.8 9.4 11.1 11.1

Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White VotersCounty: Hamilton
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