IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA
DURHAM DIVISION
Civil Action No. 1:13-CV-00949

DAVID HARRIS; CHRISTINE
BOWSER; and SAMUEL LOVE,

Plaintiffs,

v REPLY MEMORANDUM IN

FURTHER SUPPORT OF
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT

PATRICK MCCRORY, in his capacity
as Governor of North Carolina; NORTH
CAROLINA STATE BOARD OF
ELECTIONS; and JOSHUA HOWARD,
in his capacity as Chairman of the North
Carolina State Board of Elections,

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Defendants.

All Defendants submit this Reply Memorandum in further support of their motion
for summary judgment and show the Court as follows:

ARGUMENT

l. Plaintiffs’ claims in this action are barred by the doctrines of res
judicata (claim preclusion) and collateral estoppel (issue preclusion).

In their Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for Summary
Judgment (“Opposition Memorandum™), Plaintiffs contend that they should not be bound
by the judgment of the three-judge panel in the State Redistricting Cases dismissing the
same claims with respect to the First and Twelfth Congressional Districts that they raise
in this action. Plaintiffs’ arguments are unavailing for several reasons.

First, Plaintiffs contend that they are not bound by the judgment entered in the

State Redistricting Cases because they are uncertain regarding whether they are members
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of the North Carolina Conference of Branches of the NAACP (“NC NAACP”), one of
the lead plaintiffs in that litigation. (D.E. 78, pp. 5-6.) Despite Plaintiffs’ alleged
uncertainty regarding their membership status in the NC NAACP, the group’s president,
Rev. William J. Barber I, testified that anyone who joins a local branch of the NAACP
or pays dues to the national NAACP is also a member of the NC NAACP. (Deposition
of Rev. Dr. William J. Barber I, pp. 17, 26-27, 33-35, Exs. 7, 20.) Plaintiffs have no
evidence to dispute this testimony by Dr. Barber that they are members of the NC
NAACP since both admit they joined either a local branch or the national organization.
Second, Plaintiffs claim that, prior to this litigation, they were not aware of the
NC NAACP’s involvement in the State Redistricting Cases and similarly contend that the
NC NAACP has no involvement in this lawsuit. (D.E. 78, pp. 4-6.) These arguments
miss the point: Plaintiffs alleged lack of awareness of the NC NAACP’s participation in
the State Redistricting Cases is irrelevant because the NC NAACP purported to have
standing as a plaintiff in that litigation on the grounds that it was representing its
members, among whom Plaintiffs are included. (D.E. 44-5, p. 17) (arguing that the NC
NAACP and other organizational plaintiffs in the State Redistricting Cases had alleged
“facts sufficient to establish organization standing under federal law by alleging that their
members live throughout the state and would be harmed by the use of redistricting plans
unjustifiably based on race.”)
If Plaintiffs’ argument that they may avoid being bound by the judgment of the
court in the State Redistricting Cases because they were not “aware” of the efforts of the

NC NAACP to litigate on their behalf is permitted to stand, the doctrine of associational
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standing would be useless because any member of an organization that is a party to a
lawsuit could institute his or her own lawsuit on the same grounds simply by disclaiming
knowledge that the organization had filed suit on his or her behalf.

Finally, Plaintiffs contend that they are not bound by the judgment of the three-
judge panel in the State Redistricting Cases because they were not “parties” to that
action. (D.E. 78, pp. 4-13.) Plaintiffs further argue that Defendants are attempting to
revive the concept of “virtual representation” that the United States Supreme Court
rejected in Taylor v. Sturgell, 553 U.S. 880, 898 (2008). (Id. at pp. 9-13.) These
arguments misstate Defendants’ position.  Defendants are not making a virtual
representation argument here.

In Taylor, the plaintiff filed a lawsuit seeking certain documents under the
Freedom of Information Act. Id. at 885. Previously, the plaintiff’s friend, Herrick, had
been unsuccessful in a suit seeking the same records. 1d. Other than his status as
Herrick’s friend, the plaintiff had no other connection with Herrick’s lawsuit and Herrick
never purported to be representing the plaintiff’s interests in it. Id. at 905. The Supreme
Court thus rejected an appellate court decision finding that Taylor was bound by the
judgment in Herrick’s action on the grounds that Herrick was Taylor’s “virtual
representative.” Id. But Taylor is inapposite to the present case. Here, there is no
genuine dispute that the Plaintiffs in this case are members of the NC NAACP and were
members throughout the duration of the State Redistricting Cases. In addition, they are
not simply individuals who happen to share the same interests and goals as the NC

NAACP. To the contrary, for purposes of the State Redistricting Cases, as members of

3

Case 1:13-cv-00949-WO-IJFP Document 81 Filed 07/03/14 Paae 3 0of 1?2



the NC NAACP, Plaintiffs are the NC NAACP. The fact that the NC NAACP asserted
(and the state court agreed) that it had standing to sue in the State Redistricting Cases
because it was representing its members makes this so. Therefore, even though Plaintiffs
were not individually named in the State Redistricting Cases, the fact that they were
members of the NC NAACP who, in essence, “borrowed” standing from them, means
that they should be bound by the judgment of the three-judge panel in the State
Redistricting Cases." See, e.g., Chicago-Midwest Meat Ass'n v. City of Evanston, 589
F.2d 278, 281 n.3 (7th Cir. 1978) (noting that if plaintiff association was accorded
standing to challenge local ordinances because of harm to association members,
“defendants would have the opportunity in any case brought by members of the
association to argue that the members are bound by the res judicata effect of [the court’s]
decision in this case.”); Wright et al., 13A Fed. Prac.& Proc. Juris. § 3531.9.5 (3d ed.)
(“The representational theory that an organization can derive standing from injury to its
members inevitably leads to res judicata problems. A defendant who has been sued on
this theory can reasonably argue that it should be protected against subsequent litigation,

invoking the theory of preclusion by representation.”)

' In another action filed in this Court against the same defendants sued in this action and
challenging changes made to North Carolina’s election laws under N.C. Session Law
2013-381 (commonly referred to as H.B. 589), the NC NAACP has asserted that it “has
standing to challenge H.B. 589 on behalf of its members, who include African American
and Latino voters in North Carolina.” See PI’s Second Am. Compl. 9§ 19 (D.E. 52) filed
in North Carolina State Conference of the NAACP et al. v. McCrory et al., Civil Action
No. 1:13-cv-658. If the Plaintiffs in this action are not bound by the judgment of the
three-judge panel in the State Redistricting Cases, then it is questionable whether the NC
NAACP can “borrow” the standing of its members to represent them in its lawsuit
challenging N.C. Session Laws 2013-381.
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Il.  The Defendants are entitled to judgment as a matter of law on
Plaintiffs’ claims regarding the First and Twelfth Districts.

A. Race was not the predominant factor behind the First District.?

Plaintiffs contend that because the State “purposefully drew CD 1 to be a
majority-minority district” to protect the state from liability under Section of the Voting
Rights Act (“VRA”), race was the predominant factor explaining the shape and lines of
the district. (D.E. 78, pp. 13.) This argument is contrary to the law and common sense.
As Defendants have previously explained, race is not the predominant motive and strict
scrutiny does not apply to redistricting plans simply because the drafters prepared them
with a “consciousness of race...nor does it apply to all cases of intentional creation of
majority-minority districts.” Bush v. Vera, 517 U.S. 952, 958 (1996). Strict scrutiny also
does not apply where race was “a motivation for the drawing of a majority-minority
district.” Easley v. Cromartie, 532 U.S. 234, 257-58 (2001) (“Cromartie II) (citing
Vera, 517 U.S. at 916)). This makes sense because “[c]reating a majority minority
district mandates placing minorities in that district and there is no dispute that race was a

factor in drawing the district.” Wilkins v. West, 264 Va. 447, 463, 571 S.E.2d 100, 108

2 Defendants are not bound by the three-judge panel’s finding in the State Redistricting
Cases that race was the predominant factor explaining the First District because this
finding by the state court was not essential to the court’s judgment. See In re Microsoft
Corp. Antitrust Litig., 355 F.3d 322, 325 (4th Cir. 2004) (reversing district court’s
application of collateral estoppel and remanding with instructions to district court “to
give preclusive effect only to factual findings that were necessary - meaning critical and
essential - to the judgment affirmed by the [district court]”); Ritter v. Mount St. Mary's
Coll., 814 F.2d 986, 994 (4th Cir. 1987) (finding that “[nJon-essential findings should not
serve as the basis for collateral estoppel”).  This finding was dicta and not essential to
the state court’s judgment because the panel also found that the First District survived a
strict scrutiny analysis, mooting any dispute over whether race was the predominant fact
behind it. (See D.E. 30-1, pp. 16-17.)
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(2002). Simply because race was a factor in drawing the district does not mean that it
was the predominant factor. Id. at 462-80, 571 S.E.2d at 108-19; Vera, 517 U.S. at 958;
Cromartie 11, 532 U.S. at 241.

In order to show that race was the predominant factor and that strict scrutiny is
warranted, Plaintiffs must show that the General Assembly “substantially neglected
traditional redistricting criteria,” Vera, 517 U.S. at 962, such that it “subordinated” these
other criteria to race, Cromartie I, 532 U.S. at 241. Defendants explained in their
Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment how the record evidence in this
case demonstrates that the 2011 version First District was based upon the following race-
neutral traditional redistricting principles: (1) it includes the core population from the
2001 version but also includes portions of Durham County to prevent the district from
becoming underpopulated before the next round of redistricting; (2) the district protects
incumbent Congressman G.K Bulttetfield while attempting to accommodate his wishes
about the shape and lines of the district; (3) the district also furthers the General
Assembly’s goals of making districts adjoining it more competitive for Republicans.
(D.E. 76, pp. 22-24.)

Plaintiffs have failed to show that the General Assembly “subordinated” these
3

principles to race such that race became the predominant factor behind the district.

Instead, at best, Plaintiffs’ arguments merely show that they disagree with the General

* Plaintiffs have also not addressed the fact that an expert hired by the plaintiffs in the
State Redistricting Cases agreed that race and politics played an equal role in the
construction of the First District. (Deposition of Dr. David W. Peterson, p. 114, Ex. 288)
(attached as Exhibit AA).
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Assembly’s political judgment in applying these criteria, however, the United States
Supreme Court has recognized that the “legislature ‘must have discretion to exercise the
political judgment necessary to balance competing interests.”” Cromartie Il, 532 U.S. at
242 (quoting Miller v. Johnson, 515 U.S. 900, 915-16 (1995)).

B. The First District is narrowly tailored to achieve the compelling
governmental interest of protecting the State from liability under
the Voting Rights Act.

Even if Plaintiffs could show that race was the predominant factor in drawing the
First District, the record evidence shows that the General Assembly had a compelling
governmental interest in protecting the State from liability under the VRA. In their
Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment, Defendants fully explained that
the State had at least two compelling governmental interests in enacting the 2011 version
of the First District. (D.E. 76, pp. 24-30.) First, the General Assembly had an interest in
ensuring that the First District was swiftly precleared as required under Section 5 of the
VRA Dby the United States Department of Justice. The United States Supreme Court has
suggested that enacting plans that will be precleared under Section 5 serves a compelling
governmental interests, see Miller, 515 U.S. at 921, and Plaintiffs cite no authority to the
contrary since it is undisputed that preclearance was required at the time the First District
was enacted in 2011.

Second, the General Assembly also had an interest in protecting the State from
liability under Section 2 of the VRA. In their previous briefing, Defendants have
described at length the “strong basis in evidence” in the legislative record of the three

“preconditions” cited by the United States Supreme Court in Thornburg v. Gingles
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justifying the General Assembly’s “reasonable fears” of Section 2 liability. (See D.E. 76,
pp. 26-30; D.E. 29, 30-35.) These arguments, all of which were included in findings of
fact by the three-judge panel in the State Redistricting Cases, are hereby incorporated by
reference.

Plaintiffs’ Opposition Memorandum fails to explain how the First District is not
narrowly tailored to achieve these compelling interests and have failed to propose a
redistricting plan that is less reliant on race and that also achieves the legislature’s
political goals.* Defendants have nonetheless explained in their prior briefing how the
First District was drawn to comply with the “bright line” rule in the Supreme Court’s
decision in Strickland v. Bartlett that all districts drawn to protect a State from liability
under Section 2 be drawn with at least a 50-percent-plus-one minority population. These
arguments are also incorporated by reference. (See D.E. 76, pp. 30-31.)

C. The undisputed record evidence shows that politics—not race—best
explains the shape and lines of the Twelfth Congressional District.

Plaintiffs have failed to identify any evidence in the record to show that Dr.
Hofeller actually considered race in drawing the Twelfth District. Dr. Hofeller testified

that he did not rely upon racial data in drawing the Twelfth District because no such data

* Plaintiffs reference an alternative map of the First District submitted by Stephen
Gerontakis yet Mr. Gerontakis submitted only an alternative map of the First District
rather than an entire congressional plan. (D.E. 32-5, pp. 6, 9.) As such, Plaintiffs have
not—and cannot—explain how Mr. Gerontakis’s proposed map would have allowed the
General Assembly to accomplish its political goals of making the surrounding districts
more competitive for Republicans while bringing about “significantly greater racial
balance” as required. See Cromartie Il, 532 U.S. at 258. In any event, the enacted
version of the 2011 First District adopts Mr. Gerontakis’s suggestion that the First
District be drawn into Durham County. (D.E. 32-5, p.6.)

8
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appeared on the screen of the computer program he was using to draw it. (D.E. 30-2, p.
88-89.) Dr. Hofeller instead decided which precincts (VTDs) to include in the district
based upon the amount of the vote that President Barack Obama received in each precinct
during the 2008 General Election. (ld.; Deposition of Dr. Thomas Hofeller 49-51, 57-
58.) This methodology completely explains why the TBVAP in the district increased
when the district was re-drawn in 2011 and shows that politics, not race, was the
predominant factor behind the Twelfth District.

As the United States Supreme Court has recognized, African American voters in
North Carolina tend to vote for Democratic candidates far more consistently than white
voters, regardless of their party affiliation. Hunt v. Cromartie, 526 U.S. 541, 556 (1999);
Cromartie I, 532 U.S. at 235. Similarly, Dr. Ted Arrington—an expert witness for the
plaintiffs in the State Redistricting Cases—testified that African American voters are
much more likely to vote for a candidate of their own race, particularly when the African
American candidate is a Democrat. (Deposition of Dr. Ted Arrington, pp. 76-77)
(attached as Exhibit BB). It makes sense then that during the 2008 President Election,
African Americans, regardless of their party affiliation, voted much more heavily for
President Obama, an African American Democrat, than for Senator John McCain, a white
Republican. It also follows that the percentage of African American voters in the
Twelfth District increased as a result of Dr. Hofeller’s reliance on the 2008 vote totals for
President Obama in each precinct to carry out the instructions given to him by the
legislative leaders in the General Assembly to make the Twelfth District a stronger-

performing district for Democrats.
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In support of their arguments, Plaintiffs highlight the fact that legislative leaders
expressed concern about African American voters in Guilford County being included in
the Twelfth District and that the General Assembly noted that the TBVVAP percentage in
the district had increased in a statement made to USDOJ during the preclearance process.
But Plaintiffs’ reliance on these facts proves nothing and ignores Dr. Hofeller’s
undisputed testimony—which was credited by the three-judge panel in the State
Redistricting Cases and incorporated into that court’s findings of fact— that race was
never considered when the Twelfth District was drawn and that the resulting increase in
TBVAP was a byproduct of his instructions to make the Twelfth District a stronger
district for Democrats. (D.E. 30-2, p. 88-89; Hofeller Dep. at 72-74.)

Finally, where, as here, the evidence shows a correlation between race and
politics, Plaintiffs “must show at the least that the General Assembly could have
achieved its legitimate political objections in alternative ways that are comparably
consistent with traditional districting principles” and that “would have brought about
significantly greater racial balance.” Cromartie 11, 532 U.S. at 248 (emphasis added).
Yet, the only alternative map mentioned by Plaintiffs in their legal memoranda is the one
prepared by Stephen Gerontakis that included only an alternative version of the First
District, not the Twelfth. As such, Plaintiffs have failed to meet their burden of proof
with respect to the Twelfth District and their claims should be dismissed as a matter of

law.
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This the 3rd day of July, 2014.

ROY COOPER
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF NORTH
CAROLINA

By: /s/ Alexander McC. Peters
Alexander McC. Peters
Senior Deputy Attorney General
N.C. State Bar No. 13654
apeters@ncdoj.gov

N.C. Department of Justice
P.O. Box 629

Raleigh, NC 27602
Telephone: (919) 716-6900
Facsimile: (919) 716-6763
Counsel for Defendants

OGLETREE, DEAKINS, NASH
SMOAK & STEWART, P.C.

/s Thomas A. Farr

Thomas A. Farr

N.C. State Bar No. 10871

Phillip J. Strach

N.C. State Bar No. 29456

Michael D. McKnight

N.C. State Bar No. 36932
thomas.farr@ogletreedeakins.com
phil.strach@ogletreedeakins.com
michael.mcknight@ogletreedeakins.com

4208 Six Forks Road, Suite 1100

Raleigh, North Carolina 27609

Telephone: (919) 787-9700

Facsimile: (919) 783-9412

Co-counsel for Defendants North Carolina
State Board of Elections and Joshua Howard,
in his capacity as Chairman of the North
Carolina State Board of Elections

11

Case 1:13-cv-00949-WO-IJFP Document 81 Filed 07/03/14 Paae 11 of 12



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Thomas A. Farr, hereby certify that | have this day electronically filed the

foregoing Reply Memorandum in further Support of Defendants’ Motion for

Summary Judgment with the Clerk of Court using the CM/ECF system which will

provide electronic notification of the same to the following:

PERKINS COIE LLP

John M. Devaney
jdevaney@perkinscoie.com
Marc E. Elias
melias@perkinscoie.com
Kevin J. Hamilton
khamilton@perkinscoie.com
700 Thirteenth Street, N.W., Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005-3960
MElias@perkinscoie.com
Attorneys for Plaintiff

This the 3rd day of July, 2014.

POYNER SPRUILL LLP

Edwin M. Speas, Jr.
espeas@poynerspruill.com

John W. O’Hale
johale@poynerspruill.com

Carolina P. Mackie
cmackie@poynerspruill.com

301 Fayetteville St., Suite 1900
Raleigh, NC 27601

Local Rule 83.1 Attorney for Plaintiffs

OGLETREE, DEAKINS, NASH
SMOAK & STEWART, P.C.

/s Thomas A. Farr

Thomas A. Farr

N.C. State Bar No. 10871

4208 Six Forks Road, Suite 1100
Raleigh, NC 27609

Telephone: 919.787.9700
Facsimile: 919.783.9412
thomas.farr@odnss.com

Co-Counsel for Defendants North Carolina
State Board of Elections and Joshua Howard,
in his capacity as Chairman of the North
Carolina State Board of Elections

18332519.1
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EXHIBIT AA

Excerpts and Exhibits from the Deposition of Dr.
David W. Peterson in the State Redistricting Cases
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David W. Peterson, Ph.D. June 4, 2012

Margaret Dickson, et al. v. Robert Rucho, et al. 11 CvS 16896 & 11 CvS 16940

(i Page 114
11 A. If that was the only information that the map

2 drawer relied upon, yes. However, you might want

3 to look at Table P3.

4 Q. I'm looking at your fourth affidavit which is your

5 analysis of the 1st Congressional District. And 1is

5) it fair for me to assume that the analysis you did

7 on the 1Z2th District in terms of the way you

8 conducted the analysis is identical to the way you

9 did the analysis of the 1st Congressiconal District?

10 A, Yes.

11 O. So all of the assumption‘é or limitations of fhe g

12 analysis we've just discussed would apply equally ’

to the analysis of the 1st District?

%
;
i
|
14 A. VYes. i
15 Q. If you:will look at Table P5.1 on page 6 and, %
16 : égain,;if you look at the intersection of black §
17 voting age population and the election data for the %
18 presidential race in 2008, the intersection of %
19 those two sets cf data do not favor the Race or the %
20 Political Hypothesis; is that true? g
21 A. They come in each with six segments in support. ;
22 Q.  Which means that neither hypothesis better accounts
23 for the boundaty of the 1st District than the other
24 with regard to that comparison?

25 A. That's correckt.

R e e P P R Ao e T e P R

5813 Shawood Drive YVIVIAN TILLEY & ASSOCIATES tel:919.847.5787
Raleigh, NC 27609 ctrptr4u@aol.com fax: 919.847.2265
a6778eb8-082§-449a-9779-b01a803bb62d
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
COUNTY OF WAKE : SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION

11 CVS 16896

11 CVS 16940
MARGARET DICKSON, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
| V.

\ ROBERT RUCHO, in his official capacity

only as the Chairman of the North FOURTI AFFIDAVIT OF PLAINTIFES’
Carolina Senate Redistricting ‘ STATISTICAL EXPERT
Committee, ef al.,

Defendants. DAVID W. PETERSON, PhD

FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT

NORTI CAROLINA STATE CONFERENCE SEGMENT ANALYSIS

OF BRANCHES OF THE NAACP, et |«
al.,

Plaintiffs,

V.
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, et al.,

Defendants.

I, David Peterson, being first duly sworn, depose and say:

1. Tam over 18 years of age, legally competent to give this affidavit and have personal
knowledge of the facts set forth in this affidavit. My qualifications and recent testimony are set

forth in each of my First and Second Affidavits in this case.

Charge
2. 1 am asked by counsel for Plaintiffs in this matter to verily and interpret the results of

a “Segment An&iysis”l of North Carolina’s ' Congressional Voting District defined by “Rucho-

_ ! Segment Analysis is described in Peterson, David W., “On Forensic Decision Analysis,” Journal of
| Forensic Economics, Yol. XVIIL, No. 1, Winter 2005, pp. 11-62, and also in Peterson, David W.,

1

R EXHIBIT
:5 WIT:
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Lewis Congress 3%, an analysis performed by staff at the Southern Coalition for Social Justice
under the direction of Mr. Chris Ketchie, designed to test whether the boundary of that district
appears to have been chosen more on the basis of racial considerations than on pelitical

considerations.

Conclusions

3. Ireviewed the steps undertaken in the Segment Analysis and determined that the

calculations were correctly done. The analysis indicates that racial considerations better account

for the boundary definition of the 1¥ NC Congressional Voting District than do party affiliation

considerations. There is no indication that party affiliation dominated racial considerations.

Sources

4. The information on which my opinion is based is primarily District_I.csv, a data file
created and conveyed to me by Chris Ketchie on May 8, 2012. The file was created by a
computer script originally written by Damian Maddelena, but modified by me before Mr.
Ketchie used it to create District_1.csv. The information contained in the data file is a table,
each row of which pertains to a segment of the boundary of the 1* District, and indicates, among
other things, the fraction of the people residing in the precinct just outside the 1% District who are
black, as well as the fraction of the population who are democrats. The analogous information is
provided for people living in the neighboring precinct just inside the 1% District. The pertinent
parts of the file are printed out in Appendix A. I also rely on a map provided to me by Mr.
Ketchie, which I used to identify instances in which the precinets involved in this study touch

one another at just a single point.

Why Did They Do That? An Introduction to Forensic Decision Analysis, Lulu Press, 2007. Segment
Analysis was used by defendants in the North Carolina redistricting litigation arising from the 1990
census (Hunt, Governor of North Carolina, et al, v. Cromartie et al., 526 U.S. 541 (1999) and
Easley, Governor of North Carolina, v. Cromartie, et al., 532 U.S. 234 (2001)).

2 “Rucho-Lewis Congress 3" was enacted as Session Law 2011-403 by the North Carolina General
Assembly on July 28th, 2011.
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. Review
5. T have studied the data and computer program mentioned above, discussed them with
Mr. Ketchie, and verified a sample of the calculations. Ibelieve they properly execute the

studies described below.

Segment Analysis Rationale

6. Segment Analysis rests on the observation that if the boundary of a voting district is
chosen with the object of éncompéssing large numbers of black residents, then at least some
portion of that boundary must separate a geographic region with a large representation of black
residents from a region with a smaller representation, the region with the larger representation
being included within the voting district. The analogous observation holds with respect to
political affiliation — a voting district defined with the object of collecting democrats within must
on at least some portion of its boundary separate a geographic region with a large representation
of democrats from one with a sméller representation, the area with the larger representation
being inside the voting district. Segment analysis breaks down the border of'a voting district into
many pieces, and examines whether, based on the race and political behavior of residents just
inside and outside each segment, the overall pattern suggests that, as between race and political

affitiation, one consideration dominated the other in the process that defined the voting district.

Analysis .~

7. The boundary of District 1 was divided info the segments corresponding to the
precincts inside and out that form its border. Each such segment separates a precinct inside the
district from a precinct outside the district. Map 1 depicts the precincts involved in this process.
For each segment, we noted whether the proportion of residents of the inside precinct who are
black is greater than the proportion of residents of the outside precinct who are black. We called
segments for which this relationship holds “Type B”. We also, for each segment, noted whether
the proportion of residents of the inside precinct who are democrats is greater than the proportion
of residents of the outside precinct who are democrats. We called segments for which this

relationship holds “Type D"

3 Inctuded in the study are all segments having positive length; all segments of zero length (which occur
where an inside precinct touches an outside precinct at only a single point) are excluded.

3
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8. If a segment is of Type B, it lends support to the proposition that it was chosen at least
in part because it serves to aggregate black people into the 1% District. Similarly, a Type D
segment lends support to the proposition that it was chosen at least in part because it serves to
aggregate democrats into the District. A segment that is both of Type B and of Type D, lends
support to both propositions, and therefore is of no help in distinguishing which consideration
may have dominated. Likewise, a segment that is neither of Type B nor of Type D reveals
nothing about which of the two propositions may have dominated in the choice of that segment

by the legislature.

9. The remaining segments are either a) Type B and not Type D or else b) Type D and
not Type B. A segment of the first sort supports the proposition (the Race Hypothesis) that it
was chosen at least in part because it serves to collect blacks into the 1% District, and it militates
against the propositién (the Political Hypothesis) that the segment was chosen because it serves
to collect democrats into the District. We call such a segment a Race (or Type R) segment,

because it supports the Race Hypothesis over the Political Hypothesis.

10. A scgni%ant of the second sort (Type D and not Type B) has an analogous
interpretation. Such a segment supports the proposition (the Political Hypothesis) that it was
chosen at least in ~p;1rt because it serves to collect democrats inio the 1% District, and it militates
against the proposition (the Race Hypothesis) that the segment was chosen because it serves to

collect blacks into the District. We call such a segment a Party (or Type P) segment.

11. Tn all, there are 253 segments to the border of the 1* District.* But whether a given
segment is of Type R, of Type P, or of neither type depends on just how one measures the racial
composition of residents in a precinct, as well as how one measures the party preferences ofa

precinct’s residents.

*While these 253 segments encompass very nearly the entire boundary of the 1° District, there are a few
gaps. These occur when the district line cuts through a precinct rather than following the precinct
boundary. These gaps could not be included in the analysis because data on voting behavior are not
available at the sub-precinct level.
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12. We used three different measures of the racial composition of the residents of each
precinct:

a. the proportion of people living in the precinct who, in the 2010 US Census, reported

their race as black or partially black; _

b. the proportion of the people of voting age living in the precinct who, in the 2010 US

Census, reported their race as biéck or partially black; and

¢. the proportion of registered voters Hving in the precinct who are registered as blacks.

13. We used four different measures of party preference for the residents of each
precinct:

a. the proportion of registered voters living in the district who are registered as

democrats;

b. the proportion of people living in the district and voting for Governor in 2008 who

voted for the democratic gubernatorial candidate;

¢.” the proportion of people living in the district and voting for President in 2008 who

voted for the democratic presidential candidate; and

d. the propértion of people living in the district and voting for US Senator in 2010 who

voted for the democratic senatorial candidate.

14. We used each of the three measures of race cited in {12 above in conjunction with
each of the four measures of party preference cited in 13 above, producing a total of twelve
different segment analyses of the boundary of District 1. The results are summarized in Table

P5.1 and graphed in Figure P5.1.
15. In two of the twelve studies the number of segments supporting the Political

Hypothesis exceeds the number of segments supporting the Race Hypothesis.. There are two

studies in which there are equal numbers of Type R and Type P segments. In the other eight
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" “Tube P5.1. Tallies of Distrct 1 Segments by Race and Party Types

_ Reg@é_t_e;egi | Voted for Democrat:

_ Democrat - 2008 Governor | 2008 President 2010 US Senate

Race Party Race Party Race Party Race Party
Black Population 15 5 8 9 8 2 11 8
Black Voting Age Population | 15 4 7 8 | 6 6 9 6
Black Registered Voters 200 7 77 6 | 6 4 9 4

‘Source: District_I DWP Edit.xlsx

studies, there is more support for the Race Hypothesis than for the Political Hypothesis, and in
each of these eight, the imbalance is more pronounced than in either of the two studies favoring

_the Political Hypothesis.

16. While the classification of a segment as Type R or Type P depends on just how one

characterizes its precincts’ racial and political populations, there are just two segments which are

unequivocal across all twelve studies — one of these is invariably of Type R, the other of Type P.

17. The studies above may be compared with a similar study undertaken of North
Carolina_"é 125 Cor_igressional District in the wake of the 1990 census and the ensuing litigation
cited in Podtnote‘ 1 above. In that case, the dozen studies anal;)gous to those depicted in Table
PS.1 resulted in seven instances favoring the Political Hypothesis, three favoring the Race
Hypothesis, anfi two ties. Thus, while this earlier study on balance favored the Political

Hypothesis, the results in Table P5.1, in contrast, favor the Race Hypothesis.

Conclusions

18. Ireviewed the steps undertaken in the Segment Analysis and determined that the
calculations were correctly done. The analysis indicates that racial considerations better account
for the boundary definition of the 1% NC Congressional Voting District than do party affiliation

considerations. There is no indication that party affiliation dominated racial considerations.

Case 1'13-cv-00949-WO-IJFP Document 81-1 Filed 07/03/14 Paaoe 8 of 16



wnd W ]%ﬁa?ém

avid W. Peterson

State of NORTH CAROLINA
County of DURHAM

I certify that the above person personally appeared before me this day, acknowledging to
me that he voluntarily signed the foregoing document for the purpose stated therein and in the

capacity indicated:

Date: M,gw 2017
Official Signature ofNotary/ /m Y—\ 1 )é ;isw

Notary’s Printed or Typed Name: Car d L{ il v d éS , Notary Public
My Commission Expires:(} \FMO 20) 20 /5

(Official Seal)

Carolyn V Rhodes
NOTARY PUBLIC
Durham County, NC

Case 1:'13-cv-00949-WO-IJFP Document 81-1 Filed 07/03/14' Paade 9 of 16



&

‘A0D 800T A S8y Noe|g “wag "goy A "Hay yoeg

-uas §N 0T0Z " "dod YA PRIE *sald 800 A ~dod VA 2RI ‘Ao 800 A dod YA NIRIg ‘waq Fay *a "dod YA IEE

‘uag sn oTez A dod yrelq 'sald 8007 A “dod ypelg A8 800 A "dod pr|g ‘wagq “3ay 'a ~dod yoelg

“['Gd 2IURL WO SYNSTY SISA[RUY Jusidag “I°5d @andiy

Case 1:'13-cv-00949-WO-IJFP Document 81-1 Filed 07/03/14 - Paae 10 of 16




13-cv-00949-WO-JEP Document 81-1 Filed 07/03/14 ' Paaode 11 of 16

Wd ZEE 210Z/8/5 9j01 XSPCUPT dnd TSP
TPZELO TLBLL0 60240 0Z¥95'c  OTTLYO LEGLEQ S850F'0 TLTL60 0TL8670 CZIVE0 £T498°0 Z299T5°C R59E8°0 TLOTRO £EE90LE LFEQCLE A4
$O9ET'G  0£99Z'0 66E6YD  6ZT9E0  PSTLOD  095L0°0 gp7g0'0  |EPEES0  E€¢968°0  0Z/9L'0  TTLIO0  TFSOSO [8%9F'0  CE6LYO TL6VCLE SNEPOLE ot
£H06E0 TIVvLFO CSTITS0 ¥806%'Q GEoTT0 T£30Z°0 TETET D E¥EES0 £r969°0 02L94°0 TTLTIO TES0s™0 £8€5F0 TEGLYO ENGYOLE SNerOLE St
TZIST'0 6SI0L0 TS08¥'0 TEELED 96010 L0L0TD TLS0T0 SOSLFD 168€9°0 PLOSTLD €¥0S5°0 »STLYQ TLORTO TLELFO "9TEFDLE TNGR0LE bad
¥a96T0 089970 66CEF 0 SCI9E0 ¥STLD0 09%5/0°0  9FTB00 S05L¥0 Tage9Q tL9TL0 £095°0 PSLEP'D TLOVYF O TLSLP D 1T6¥0LE TNGFOLE et
vIVLT0 6HTLEQ EPTEF D 99TIEQ STRETQ 69L2T'0 0ZSTT'D 50sitra TEBET0  PLITLO £F095°0 bR ] TLOFY O TL8LF°0 £T6r0LE TNEFOLE w
EV66T0 G9EST'0 T8LTSQ £08SE'0 TOFTOC LE3T0'0 SZET070 SOSLYO T68E£9°0 PLOTLO EF095°0  PSTLYD TL0¥F0 TLELED £06¥0LE TNGVFOLE 1y
EPIVYTO ZEE0ED TETBY0 EF00E0 |FEBDR'0 5048070 £0580°0 S05LF°Q 168€9°C #L91L°0 €3095°0 filerdn-ai] TLOPP'O TLSLYO Te6rOLE TN&FOLE oy
Q50850 FAZAR:NI] 6&rELD 88EELD SE0TS0 Qse6t0 TSELFO TELLYO 90FTIS0 £6E99°0D G9LRSO 6ETOY'0 6OFEL0 ETPEED SOJEOTLE B06¥0LE 6%
SZ9FY0 TEFIF0  ¥RT99°0 6090 TOEVED tTH0E0 9DLEED TEL9Y0 90vTSQ 66£99°0 Q9LBS0 6ETOV0 BOYEE'D CTPEED TO4EQTLE SO6Y0LE 8¢
Z5t8e°Q ZL9LED 00ET9°0 &6EFSS0 0ETOE0 ZFIET'0  9TTLLO TELOYO 9oFTS’0 66E98°0 5948970 SECOFQ BOFEED ETFEE0 0Tev0LE 20610LE LE
6TSPED LLTERD 6YIvS 0 azELED SIEFT0 LTLPTO £9691°0 CEERYQ SHIS%0 639890 TLBLSO BLEBED TLLSED 0L26EQ ANGFOLE 90640LE 9¢
FO26T 0 0€99T°Q 66EGY 0 BCIOE'D  PSTL0C 095070 aFeR00 EEEBF'D SPISSC 699890  TLELSO 87ESE0 TZLGEQ OLZEED TLeF0LE QU6k0LE S€
Q7SEV0 PeETS0 2I0¢9°0 THRITO 9T£9g0 &6520E°0 TEFRL0 EEESY O SEISG0 599890 ZLBLSD 87E8%0 TLLSE'D QLZ6E0 t06FOLE 906F0LE e
L Ay CERFT0 560570 19T 0 6230T°Q TT80T0 E9PITO° [EEERYO SPTSS0 69989°0¢  CLBLSO BLERE'D TLLSEO QLZ6E0 ETRYQLE 906Y0LE £€E
SLSYEQ LLZEFO [Szasa] 9LELEQ Q9EbT 0 LZLFTD TS69T°0 9ZLELQ SEIRLD  TYIORC £2£69°0 T8IES0 LREPI'D 6%£99°0 ANBTOLE INGYOLE ZE
EPOGED Tivito TSIT9°0 PBO6T'0 SECLITO 149070 ISTET0 SCTEL'D S6I8L0 TF2080 €TEGY'C TRTEYQ LBEFS0 6vL99°0 ENEYOLE TNETOLE 1t
£7a5T0 095570 T8LTS0 £L0BSE0 ToviG0 LEITOQ STE100 ILTELO 46T8L°0 T+#e08'Q €ZEGS0 78789°0 LBEFI0 6149970 £06F0LE TNGPOLE 3
0S0RS™O FA7AL R 66YELQ gRE€EL0 9£07970 GSEGR'D TSRLy'Q  |PSTIBED Teost'c  ¥8LES'0  ¥0 S0 9E9VED sFLOE'C G9SEED S04€QTLE LO6FOLE Y4
£650F7°0 £0FeR 0 £9819°0 9ri6as’0 SETYEC SEC2ED PELTED +S18E°0 TR0 FETEDD YOEPS'O 9EIFET BrL0ED 689580 PO4EDTLE L06P0LE BT
OTSEY'D #e6LS0 910¢%0 be9v'e  9LESED 6STOE0 TE¥8Z°0 #4918E°0 TE9EF0 YETEIO tOEHS 0 SEIVE'D SvLOEQ  69SEED ¥06¥0LE L06ER0LE L2
$ZITF0 8L8FY O £99£9°0 werts'0 SSROED TI56E0 56TEE0 tST8E0 TOSEF'O vETES'0 POEPSO - 9EIFED |FL0T0 69SEE’0 FLeY0LE L06%0LE =1
EFYT0 TEFPZO 6050 TeEry0 6230170 TISCTO €9¥IT'0 pSISEC  TEOEP0  PETESD, FOEPS'O 9e9pe’0 BFLGED 69SEED CTBPOLE L06V0LE 14
LZ70%0 9ESTF'0 ZTL8570 +ITTS0 LEE6T0 6¥85¢'0 SrEST0 .vm_,.ﬁmmd T69EFQ ¥6TEY'Q  POEPSO 989¥E’'D  8PLOED BOSEED qT6b0LE LOBPOLE ¥
7ek3E0 TL9LE0 Q0ET9’0 (3374510 QEZOE'0 Z¥isZo 9ZTLZ0 tSTEE'Q 169E7°0  ¥6TESD  FOEPS'O QESFED e¥ri0g0 GOGEED 0T6et0LE L06F0LE T4
STSHED LLZEPD 6¥EZFS0 OTELED QoerT 0 LTLFT O 756910 €94T5°0 TSTES'Q tLT69°0 6900570 7955€0 0990’0 V8FIED ANGEOLE PNEEOLE T
gP06E°0 TIFLF O ZSIT9°0 RQ6Y°0 SE0TT0 TLHOT'0 ¢SIZL0 £94150 TGTE9°0 ELTHI°0 690050 Z955¢€70 ooone's  FRPEZED ENBYOLE tNGI0LE 12
SZ9rP0 CEVIVO ¥9T99°0 &t09°0 I9EYE'0 YIFOED a0LeE’0 S0S8¥0 BLERS'O £9£1L°0 66.L79°0 T88YP'0 TO6ZF'0  TYISEFO TOJdEOTLE 606F0LE i1
Z9PRED  TL9LE0  Q0EI9C  GERSSC  OET0E0  THISTOD srizze ls0ser0 SLEVSO E9ETL0 66LT9°C T8BWRO 206TF9  TYISYFO OTEP0LE GO6YV0LE 6T
QLTLED SEFFFO 96.550 6SELY'O QLEETQ GS6ECT EEGET O aQ6ess™ o £8849°0 0584240 9958’0 ¥RITSO £8¥Z5°0 ¥IESSO OTHOLE TTI0LE 21
<TOEZ0 081220 BLLIY O q28¥F°0 £S6C00 LETFOO LLTPOO €587 0 Q9Z¥s0 sob90 895850 L0EQL0 ¥2L88°0 0L9T#'0 ELP0LE TIrOLE T
ELVLEQ GLELED 80855°0 085L5°0 LOBET0 £¥861°0 TLGRTQ SOESHF'0 S68150 £LEET0 TESHY'D 6Ty o TISEVD COBEYD QIAIEZGERTLE TIPOLE 9T
ZIDET'0 0BI9Z°0 8LL29°0 S8BYY0 £8620°0 LEZFOD L2500 SQESE'Q S68TSD ELEE90 TESFI'0 gbyTid  T9SEVO TO8ZY0 ETr0LE YTFOLE 5T
BT6BTQ SSHTE0 18TZGS0 0502570 T8T3T 0 ELEBTD 08ERT0 Q0ESH D S6ELS0 ELEESC TESP9°0 s34 470 Toser'0 Fatirady GTY0LE FIFOLE T
CLOET'D Q8T9T'C SLLTVO 988¥r 0 £S6T0°0 LEZRO'O LLTVOQ TYEETO ¢o69t 0 €0L29°0 LZQTLD STIZF0 BIT6ED 6990F'0 £TYOLE HMSTOLE €T
BLVERO TOTLEC 6109970 0965970 BET6T0 956570 £99ECC +2919°¢ 8T089°0 9E59L°0 6L88L°0 0EZTY 0 187590 0T1990 MLTTLE TMSI0LE T
9LTLEQD seEttb0 96L55°0 BSELYD 9LEET0 SS6ET T £EGETD gERTY'0 £9709°0 GOEELD SESLLD TTLLS0 £TTL50 9978S (0 aIvOLE HWSTOLE i
ZT0ETD 081220 8LLTF0 SRBYYO LS6T07Q LETVOO LLTETQ gZLIP0 L0610 KREY90 QESvrL’0 T505¢°0 B9LLY0 65660 eIhoLE TISTOLE cT
8168L°0 SSPTED 1871290 050750 T6I8T°0 £L€6T°0 08ERTO 8TLIPQ 9L06%'0 mmmwmd - GESPL0 - TSDSY'O BILLY' D 6566¥0 aTr0LE TISTDLE 6
85kZE0 8980 9L12q'0 eFTLE O 6YIZT0 LPETE'a T9EET'O0 £EERSD 05290 60T0L°0 £9/19°0 BLSEY'0 9Z96Y'0 QL7590 QJOHIETOLE  CHSVYMETOLE 8
LEBIT'Q £roTEa GLZ8¥0 YOSEY'0 0TTIST0 ZEISTO £625T°0 £EERS0 20599°0 60TALD £9/19°0 GLSEY'0 986y a  DELTS'D MUDLIETOLE  THSYMETGLE L
TZS9E'D [xdiiaae 0TZFS'0 £9T0S0 T8ITO L8EPTO 69550 SPLTLO QSELLC 654780 €L86L°0 SPLLYD T8ET190 687590 FHSYMETOLE EMISAETOLE g
854570 £r69F'0 TPT6S0 0893970 LSBRED QA0¥eT'0 896670 SYLTLO Q9eLL’D 664780 mhm,m.hd OvLL90 T81T9°0 [ fASCNA AATOETALE EMISIETOLE S
FSLEED TTZ0r 0 BEYFS 0 7sL6t'0 LELETQ 1900Z0 TI60T°0 159150 8GEFI0 Q0vZL0 £TR6S0 VLLEVD .Nmm,g..o aF6LY 0 dHSYMETOLE  THSVMETDLE 4
9g96T0  9LESTO $966E°0 QS09E0 TL£850°0 085500 £FES0D TS9¥6'0 8GEV90  00VTLC MN.wmm.o YeLEr O L58FY0D SF6LY 0 INQYIIETOLE  THSYMETOLE £
TZS9ED ETOERF D 0TTkS0 £9T05°Q ¢88TZ°0 LBEFT O 695520 T59tS°0 BEEYIO 0oreL’0 £7865°0 FLLEROD Ta8Y1'0 SF6LE0 THSYMETOLE  THSYMETOLE [4
S6HTED Z9CSEQ 9LTES0 TYTLYO 6¥TZZ°0 LVETT0 TIEEZ0 T89+5°0 2SERFY'0 Qo¥eZL0 €TBES'C PeLERO TS8P0 SEELEO QJOHIETOLE  THSYMETOLE 1

OTNIS 805344 5344 BEEE JdvAd dCd9d OIN3S 80S34dd 80A0D 934d 5344 d¥A8 40dd JIUDBLYBRISIND  10UDNBRISU] bag

20700

PUPAI FPISINO

T,
ﬂu:_um&m.

nog 1910513 15T

19Up32d SPISU|

Case 1



13-cv-00949-WO-JEP Document 81-1 Filed 07/03/14 ' Paace 12 of 16

Wd Z€°€ TT0T/8/S 9j0¢ XS|XUPA MO T 191ISIP
80£EE0D LEEOFO BLETY'C £Z29¢°0 SEECT'Q £LO0ET0 £T0ET0 £60650 094650 S0y9°0 79%L9°0 PLELFO 1809’0 Z99%%°0 LIBO0LE Z0690.LE 6
95ERE0 9/3TY'0 ELTSFO £2981°0 Z81ET0 6E06T°0 0296T'0 LB065°0 095650 HSOV90 T9BLOD PLTLVO T809% 0 T99%1°0 S0690LE <0690L% £6
TSETS0¢ VL6190 QTENT 0 ST685C  PET9E0 ZZIFED 00L¥EQ LE06S 0 0845650 He0Fe'0 79BL9°0 WLTLVO 18091°0 Faciaa ZT690LE TOE9VLE [£4]
0SELP'D 078SF0  bTPOSTD  £Z9T90  TELLED  SIGYEO  SSSSED  (9TESS0  WERLD EFTELD  F6L89'0C  6B3LS0 YIETSO BE90SO LIMTRTLE sise0se TG
E80EE'Q 6L88E0 ey8E0 9g9gE£d Q00710 980710 LETZT0 9TEEZD  PRERLO EFTEL Q0 P6LBI0 668450 CCETLS0 89050 ST690LE STE90LE 0a
Z60SEQ 606650 BSYOF'C GOFSED ¢GTTT0  TSETLTO 0Z671°0 9TEGS'0 rrERLD EYTEL'D  ¥6L8970 668L5°0 {TEISO gE£305°0 +TEI0LE C1690LE 68
TSETS0 PL6TS0 BZE0S'0 ST689°0 $eI9E0 (. TITPED D0LFED 91690  vREYLO SYTELD  76L39°0 BEBLSQ  TZELSO FE905°0 TI690LE S1690LE 88
LEIEY0 GeTor 0 S¥IZS0 2096570 LEBETD 6510 69120 L0520 675E9°0 TTTLLO S60TL 0 TPRLP'O  PLGLYO FARSR A 60690.LE i TL690LE I8
TSETS'0 L6150 8TEN90 STERE'L  HII9ED ZTIFED 00LFED £0SES0 67SESD TTTLLO  960TLO FATA R tLETE D LTETF O TTES0LE IT690LE o8
tSIBS0 £9929'0 ELETLD GLEYL0 656450 Q0THSD qekss0 L6890 €9TF5°0 ELSES0 6TECLO B6TLYQ  ¥EBYYO 6TTLE 0 TOVOLYTLE T0T0S90LE 53
FeSER'D TELTV'O 650750 9EL6570 BIWZEQ 9SI0ED 5190870 L6550 £92F50 €L5€9°0 GTEELD 86TLY O YERFY'O GTZLV D TOB0S90LE TOZ0S90LE 8
QEEEFO tEeSER'D [4:{7JAN] SLF89°0 CISEZE'QD  B90BED TZZOV 0 69L29°0 L0E95'0 Tresg0 459£L°0 TELLYO tTEST'D LR E0L0S90LE 0105908 £8
PESER'D Frdaaae 690F5 0 9EL650 |ZFZED  9STOEQ 6L90£°0Q 694750 £0g95°0 TTZ59°0 sqacl 0 TeAIPO PEESPD ZIvRY'0 TOR0S90LE 0T0S90L% =%
+S185°0 €99797Q ELETL'D 5L6YL0 665450 90IF50 STHSS0 190950 63850 CTLL9°0 S88TLO £895¢°0 ROPEF'D  DLSGP'O TOPOLYTLE TOECS90LE 18
9ELEY 0 reSEY'0 Z8PLED SZ¥89°0 SISZEQ 2908ED TZ70%°0 §53050 LBATS0 6ZHEY0 9EFTLQ QL06E°Q 20TIF0 03€9%°0 €0T0S90LE +0TDSI0LE 08
S0LTEQ 68SLY0 T66FF'0  OVEGED 66060°0C  ¥6EE00 gst01°0 615990 g6€L9°0 QTSS90 EFTRS'0  YLLIFO ¥IgLED Zi€6E0 ZEEI0LE T-0£E€90LE 6L
BLLY'C 97Ze650 TCTTS0 E6F9E0 LEGSTD ££56T°0 QZOTIT¢ LRSS0 GO6TO 0 LLT05°0 QZLS50 TSOVE'Q [A:fa44 0599¢°0 SO-S0LRTLE TEEIDLE j:74
SOLTED B89LF0 Te6PY0 OvESE'D £6060°0 reEGR0 BSHOT'O LFP8S0 506190 LLTQ90 0zZL55'0 1900 TrLFED 069970 TEEI0LE TEEI0LE L
Treesa CLBLLC G020 pTFesQ  QTIIVO LEBLEQ S8s0F0 LPP8S0 A06T9'C LLTO9Q 0zISS'D TESOYED ThivE'Q 0699E'0 EEEI0LE TEEQOLE ETA
EFPSLO 000080 EF9EL°0 00s0%°0 S9/L7ED g02RT 0 69P8E'0 5949580 |TTLEO £898L°0 LFS9°0 |OT6E0 LRBLED ELEPE D OEESOLE OFESOLE St
99€99°0 ZEBGI0 EBYES'C BLLIS0 65690°0 TZELO0 L5TL0°0 G955870 gTTL80 LS9RL°0 L9970 BOZHE™D LBBTED £TEPEQ EPESDLE QrEa0LE L
18TEL0 TTUGL0 8¥LL90 ¥Z2TS0 REL9T0 £G0LT0 $56.T°0 6698470 TBE0R'0 PIBYLO 598570 SYREE0 6L88E0 65100 1889048 ¥SE90LE €L

. ESBTL0 366540 Sa082°0 BFLESO Q975C0 TTEBT D TLTLT0 GE9BLD 1860870  PIBRLG 598570 SFE6E0 BLBRED GSTOY0 9LEIQLE FCEQCLE ZL
75869°0 FSETLO 20%59°0 SZILES 0 £er8T0 9TTLLD 89T8TC m..mmmh.o 186080 PIBPLO 59890 SFR6E0 GLBBE'C a5TOF0 GEEQCLE FSEQOLE TL
IFEELD ELBLLO 6C¢0TL0 02r99°G QZZIF 0 LEGLED <85C¥ 0 5698£°0 18608°0 V¥I8PLO +8885°0 SEREE0 &£885°0 651010 EEFI0LE HS€90/E (174
TEIEL'O TL9s8L0 8¥£/90  VIBIS0 BELGTQ L80LT°0 S56L1°0 83€L5°0 B6GLE'C BEBSEQ E6LIEBD 965%6°0 TLTEE0 CETIGD TSE90LE THEZDLE 69
QL9CL0 +£89L°0 £5889°D 880£57Q 9eZNED STL6C' ¢ orez 0 83€L60 BEELED 688560 £6168°Q S69F6Q TITEZS'O ££1T16°0 BPESOLE TPESOLE 82
LYSEL0 FAAATA ] 0802470 ¥RTESD ZI¥S00 §0%90°0 £6590°0 ET6P80 TOrSE'0 £088L°0 88085°0  LL690°0 566000 PEOLOOD +0E90LE £0E90LE 9
AT A 0QCOg0 £P9EL0 0090970 894280 20CRT0 E9¥RT0 OTLLLD 035180 BEHELD 6EBLY0 qTZSE0 9L&FEQ G1e9g’0 9EET0LE BOE0LE 99
0490470 PL89L°0 £6889°C ®BOLSO 9¢ZotEQ ST16Z0 ToreT ¢ 9TLLLO 08ST8°0 8TEELD 6E8L9°0 91Zse0 9LEYED 0TZ9E0 8FEIDLE 60E£90LE 49
T8TIELD 2ZasL0 gii9°0 +ZeT90 ELIT'0 LSQLTD SS96LT°0 €L9/8°0 0ZL8%°0 61€E80 1840L0 ZEGISD 088950 9259570 TSE90LE YEEIDLE 79
EYZEL O ELBLLO 6Z0ZL0 QTrI%'0 azeTr o LEBLEO SRSOF'0 SLBLBD Q74880 BIEERD 185040 TE6T190 058950 9759570 EEEI0LE YEEIOLE £9
£¥SRL0 LYTEL0 080Z/L°0  PRIEYD [AR-eRt SOTS00 £6950'0 19vS50 S8yYp9'c 949450 806250 QI9t¢0 TFESTO €8647°0 POESOLE PIEQOLE (4]
GLLPI0 QEZOL0 vLLE9D  9SECSO £4881°0 £860C'0 960ZE'D 19¥5SQ ag¢09'0 9/9/570 S0695°0  DISYL 0 THEST0 2864770 BSEO0LE FTEIOLE 19
TRTLE O 9£605°0 6810 9558’0  TI90T'D  96TVL'0 T0ZrT'D T9¥55°0 98+09°'0 99450 506950 0T9%Z°0 TPrESCO £86LT0 LEEI0LE FLEIO0LE 09
9SE£99°0 TEB69°0 £8919°0 8IS0 6569070 TZTLO0 L5TL0°0 &6T8°0 081980 S9BSL0 BEE690 6vZ5¢'0 QE0TT0 GLEET'D EFE90LE 90£90LE 65
TYLLFO YEROSD 6810 99SRY'0 119070 aGIvLC T0Z¥T°0  [POFF80 8£558°0 9¥EE80 SEOEL'G 9YEss¢ OSTH9'0 12990 LEEA0LE ECEI0LE 85
T5CTS0 YEOPS'0 LT0ES'D 98BLOS0 SIPET O 6620720 TZ0TC'0 rOPYE 0 9465870 GyEEsQ SE9EL'D 9¥¢8e0 ASTY9'0 TH€99™C SHEIDLE EZEYOLE FAS
SOLTE'D G3SLF O Te6FT'0 JrE6E'D 66060'0  PEEGC'O 25F0T 0 196780 |R7IED0 1£08270 1 TPIE90 - TI6E9°0 6510 9LEZVS0 ZEEIDLE -0EE90LE 99
259920 +OSTED 696FE™Q {SERE0 6604070 29z90'0 SHGS0°0 PIELSD BRILE O TLF6S'C 0EQ6S0 9086E°0 0L¥SED PERLEQ T0-PTEBTLE BTEQOLE EE
SLELYO 856150 PEEES'D 8LCESQ TTL0ED GTO8Z 0 T6S6Z°0 FOELSD 681450 TIPES0 0EDRS'D  SORGEOD 0LbSED0  PERLED WIdDLL0LE GZEDS0LE ¥S
PIIREC 9SEEF0 683TY0 £886E0  PEWPTO ZPEVTa 69ZF10 FIELSO BBTLS0 TS50 QE065'0 | 9036€70 QLFSEQ erLED QTETOLE £TEICLE £5
TSZES'0 FEOTS0 £1025°0 98L050 STEeT0 667020 1Z0TT'0  [WOELSTO &8T