Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148 10/06/23 Page 1 of 2

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA
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Defendant R. Kyle Ardoin, in his official capacity as Secretary of State of Louisiana, and
Intervenor-Defendant the State of Louisiana, through Louisiana Attorney General Jeff Landry
(collectively, “Defendants”), pursuant to Rules 702 and 703 of the Federal Rules of Evidence,
hereby move this Court for an order excluding Dr. Lisa Handley’s testimony and reports in this
matter in their entirety as unreliable and not entirely relevant.

In support of this Motion, Defendants have contemporaneously filed a Joint Memorandum
in Support of their Motion and exhibits thereto, which are incorporated herein by reference.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

DR. DOROTHY NAIRNE, et al.,
Civil Action No. 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ

Plaintiffs,

V. Chief Judge Shelly D. Dick

R. KYLE ARDOIN, in his official capacity

as Secretary of State of Louisiana, Magistrate Judge Scott D. Johnson
Defendant.

JOINT MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION IN LIMINE TO EXCLUDE DR.
LISA HANDLEY’S TESTIMONY AND REPORTS

Defendant R. Kyle Ardoin, in his official capacity as Secretary of State of Louisiana, and
Intervenor-Defendant the State of Louisiana, through Louisiana Attorney General Jeff Landry
(collectively, “Defendants”), pursuant to Rules 702 and 703 of the Federal Rules of Evidence and
Local Civil Rule 7, files this Memorandum in Support of Defendant’s Motion to Exclude Dr. Lisa
Handley’s (“Dr. Handley”) testimony and reports.

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The introduction of expert testimony is governed by Federal Rules of Evidence 702, 703
and the Supreme Court’s decision in Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 509 U.S. 579
(1993) and its progeny, which require expert testimony to be qualified, reliable, and relevant.
While one of Plaintiffs’ experts, Dr. Lisa Handley, is qualified in racially polarized voting (“RPV”)
analysis, the reports she authored in this case and the methodology she used here are neither
reliable nor entirely relevant. In order to conduct a RPV analysis, Dr. Handley was required to

aggregate a significant amount of election precinct data to create a database on which to run her
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statistical techniques. (Ex. 1 — Handley Report! 3; Ex. 2 - Handley Depo. Tr.? 13:8-19). But Dr.
Handley did not assemble this data herself, relying instead upon other largely unidentified
individuals, whose credentials are not known to Defendants, and who were not disclosed in Dr.
Handley’s reports. (Ex. 1 - Handley Report 5; Ex. 2 - Handley Depo. Tr. 13:21-15:15). The backup
data also reveals a faulty allocation method, not subject to peer review, used to allocate the large
percentage of Louisiana’s voters who vote early or absentee back to the voter precincts within the
parishes. (Ex. 2 - Handley Depo. Tr. 161:9-162:3). The misallocation of candidate vote shares to
precincts spans Dr. Handley’s entire underlying database upon which she then runs her statistical
analyses. Despite being aware of the issue, Dr. Handley made no attempt to cure the faults of the
allocation method.

Lastly, Dr. Handley did not perform a district-specific RPV analysis as is required under
binding U.S. Supreme Court precedent, focusing only on seven “areas of interest” within the state.
The only district-specific information reported by Dr. Handley classifies districts as either
“effective” or not, without opining as to the level of Black Voting Age Population (“BVAP”)
needed to be effective. This analysis has limited value because it does not inform the court whether
a majority-minority district is actually necessary in order for the black-preferred candidate to be
elected. Moreover Dr. Handley has made no attempt to account for how her faulty allocation
method would impact a district-specific RPV analysis, or even her own effectiveness scores,

especially in populous parishes with more than one legislative district.

! Dr. Handley’s June 30, 2023 “Expert Report on the Enacted Louisiana State House and Senate Plans” is
attached hereto as Exhibit 1. Citations to this report will be designated as “Ex. 1 — Handley Report .
As noted by counsel in Dr. Handley’s deposition, the signed page of Dr. Handley’s report contains a typo
stating the year signed was 2022. The correct date of Dr. Handley’s report is June 30, 2023. (Ex. 2 - Handley
Depo. Tr. 8:8-:22).

2 Attached as Exhibit 2 are pertinent excerpts from the Dr. Handley’s September 26, 2023 Deposition

2

Transcript. Citations to these transcript excerpts will be designated as “Ex. 2 — Handley Depo Tr. ™.

2
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ARGUMENT

I Legal standard.
Disqualification of an expert is governed by Rule 702 of the Federal Rules of Evidence
which provides:

A witness who is qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, experience, training,
or education may testify in the form of an opinion or otherwise if:

(a) the expert's scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge will help the
trier of fact to understand the evidence or determine a fact in issue;

(b) the testimony is based on sufficient facts or data;
(c) the testimony is the product of reliable principles and methods; and

(d) the expert has reliably applied the principles and methods to the facts of the
case.

Additionally, the United States Supreme Court adopted proposed amendments to Rule 7023, which
will go into effect on December 1, 2023, so long as Congress does not modify or reject the changes,
see Al Qariv. American Steamship Co., No. 21-cv-10650, 20230 WL 5628583, at *3 (E.D. Mich.
Aug. 31, 2023). The new Rule 702 will read as follows, with the struck-through language
indicating deletions and the underlined language indicating additions:

A witness who is qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, experience, training or

education may testify in the form of an opinion or otherwise if the proponent has
demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that:

(a) the expert's scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge will help the
trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine a fact in issue;

(b) the testimony is based on sufficient facts or data;

(c) the testimony is the product of reliable principles and methods; and

3 April 24, 2023 Order on Rules of Evidence, Unites States Supreme Court,
https://www.supremecourt.gov/orders/courtorders/frev23 5468.pdf.

3
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(d) the experthasrehablyapplied expert's opinion reflects a reliable application of

the principles and methods to the facts of the case.

Id. (quoting Fed. R. Evid. 702 (as proposed)); see also Saradis v. Overhead Door Corp., 10 F.4th
268, 284 (4th Cir. 2021)).

The Advisory Committee Notes for the 2023 amendments make clear that the amended
language was not intended to change Rule 702, but “to clarify and emphasize that expert testimony
may not be admitted unless the proponent demonstrates to the court that it is more likely than not
that the proffered testimony meets the admissibility requirements set forth in the rule.” Fed. R.
Evid. 702 advisory committee’s note to 2023 amendment. The Advisory Committee Notes state
that courts have incorrectly applied Rule 702 by finding questions regarding the sufficiency of an
expert’s basis and the application of the expert’s methodology are questions of weight to be
decided by a fact finder instead of questions of admissibility that the courts must determine. /d.

Therefore, under both versions of Rule 702, a court must make a “preliminary assessment
of whether the reasoning or methodology underlying the testimony is scientifically valid and of
whether that reasoning or methodology properly can be applied to the facts in issue.” Daubert v.
Merrell Dow Pharms., Inc., 509 U.S. 579, 593-94 (1993). This gatekeeping function is meant to
ensure that “any and all scientific testimony or evidence admitted is not only relevant, but reliable.”
1d. at 589. “The reliability analysis applies to all aspects of an expert's testimony: the methodology,
the facts underlying the expert's opinion, the link between the facts and the conclusion, et alia.”
Knight v. Kirby Inland Marine Inc., 482 F.3d 347, 355 (5th Cir. 2007) (citation and internal
quotation marks omitted).

“The reliability prong mandates that expert opinion be grounded in the methods and
procedures of science and . . . be more than unsupported speculation or subjective belief.” Johnson

v. Arkema, Inc., 685 F.3d 452, 459 (5th Cir. 2012) (internal quotation marks omitted). Indeed, “an
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opinion based on ‘insufficient, erroneous information,’ fails the reliability standard.” Moore v.
Int’l Paint, LLC, 547 Fed. Appx. 513, 515, 516 (5th Cir. 2013) (quoting Paz v. Brush Engineered
Materials, Inc., 555 F.3d 383, 389 (5th Cir. 2009)); see Paz, 555 F.3d at 388-89 (affirming
exclusion of expert testimony that was based on a false assumption and insufficient information).
Nor may experts rely on assumptions to overcome facts not in the record which are necessary to
the expert’s analysis when such assumptions “differ[] frequently and substantially from the
undisputed record evidence” and the expert has not identified an “underlying rationale” for the
assumptions. Moore, 547 Fed. Appx. at 516. Furthermore, analyses that contain “factual
deficiencies” that indicate “faulty methods and lack of investigation” should lead to an exclusion
of an expert. EEOC v. Freeman, 778 F.3d 463, 470 (4th Cir. 2015) (Agee, J., concurring) (internal
quotation marks and citation omitted); see also Dart v. Kitchens Bros. Mfg. Co., 253 Fed. Appx.
395, 398-99 (5th Cir. 2007) (stating the “basic mathematical errors and flaws in methodology” in
the underlying calculations made “any calculation of damages . . . unreliable”).

In addition to assessing whether factual deficiencies resulted in unreliable expert opinions,
courts also “consider the following non-exclusive list of factors when conducting the reliability
inquiry: (1) whether the theory or technique has been tested; (2) whether the theory or technique
has been subjected to peer review and publication; (3) the known or potential rate of error of the
method used and the existence and maintenance of standards controlling the technique's operation;
and (4) whether the theory or method has been generally accepted by the scientific community.”
Johnson, 685 F.3d at 459 (internal quotation marks omitted). Plaintiffs bear the burden to establish
the admissibility of Dr. Handley’s testimony by a preponderance of the evidence. See Daubert,
509 U.S. at 592 n.10.

IL. Dr. Handley’s database fails the reliability prong.



Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-1 10/06/23 Page 6 of 16

Dr. Handley was retained by Plaintiffs to analyze “voting patterns by race” to lay “the
foundation of two of the three elements of the ‘results test’ as outlined in Thornburg v. Gingles: a
racial bloc voting analysis . . . to determine whether the minority group is politically cohesive; and
... to determine if whites are voting sufficiently as a bloc to usually defeat the candidates preferred
by minority voters.” (Ex. 1 - Handley Report 3). The main statistical technique that Dr. Handley
relies on to do this is ecological inference RxC, which uses voter data points at the precinct level
to estimate voting patterns based upon race. (/d. at 4). Dr. Handley was required to aggregate a
significant amount of election precinct data to create a database on which to run her statistical
techniques. (/d. at 5; Ex. 2 - Handley Depo. Tr. 13:8-:19). As described herein, Dr. Handley’s
database is derived from unknown sources and relies upon a flawed allocation method that renders
her entire RPV analyses unreliable.

a. Dr. Handley’s database is derived from unknown data sources.

“As many courts have recognized, expert testimony based solely or primarily on the
opinions of other experts is inherently unreliable.” Hunt v. McNeil Consumer Healthcare, 297
F.R.D. 268, 275 (E.D. La. 2014) (citations omitted) (surveying and collecting cases in other
jurisdictions). While the modern view of Rule 703 of the Federal Rules of Evidence has generally
liberalized the ability of expert witnesses to base their testimony and reports on data and opinions
generated by third parties, courts repeatedly reaffirm the fundamental requirement that even the
data and opinions of third parties must be “of a type reasonably relied upon by experts in the
particular field.” See Nat'l Union Fire Ins. Co. of Pittsburgh, PA v. Smith Tank & Steel, Inc., No.
3:11-CV-00830, 2014 WL 12690177, at *5 (M.D. La. Nov. 6, 2014) (quoting Fed. R. Evid 703).
Along these lines, while experts may use assistants to collect underlying data upon which an expert

relies, those experts must be disclosed—especially if the persons who collected the data had to
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exercise some form of judgement in the assembly process. See Dura Automotive Sys. of Indiana,
Inc. v. CTS Corp., 285 F.3d 609, 611-12, 616 (7th Cir. 2002) (affirming district court’s sanctions
against plaintiff for failing to timely disclose expert witness “assistants” who actually performed
the groundwater modeling on which he relied); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(B)(ii) (requiring
that an expert’s written report contain, among other things, “the facts or data considered by the
witness in forming them”).

Dr. Handley did not disclose who created the underlying database that she used for all of
her RPV analyses in any of her expert reports. And though Dr. Handley did disclose that certain
data points were obtained “from the Secretary of State website or from OpenElections,” Dr.
Handley could not articulate which data points came from which sources during her September
26, 2023 deposition. (Ex. 2 — Handley Depo. Tr. 13:21-17:1). Dr. Handley’s deposition testimony
also revealed two previously undisclosed sources assisted her with compiling her database: the
Voting and Elections Science Team assisted with shapefiles and the “data analytics department at
[the] ACLU” assisted with aggregating all of the data sources together to form the database.* (/d.
at 18:8—:10). Dr. Handley could not name the specific persons in the ACLU analytics department
who helped her compile the database and, even if she could have, counsel for Plaintiffs objected
to the specifics of Dr. Handley’s conversations with the ACLU analytics department, saying it was
“all done under the direction of counsel” and thus was privileged. (/d. at 19:16-20:18).

Dr. Handley’s reliance on undisclosed persons to compile her database is unreasonable
under the circumstances of this case. As shown infra, a simple review of the backup data for just

one precinct in one election shows that the allocation method applied by the ACLU data analytics

4 These two vague disclosures on September 26, 2023 amount to untimely expert disclosures under Rule
26(a)(B)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the scheduling order in this case, which required
all experts for all parties to be disclosed by August 15, 2023 at the latest, Rec. Doc. 110.

7
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department created impossible results.’ Dr. Handley testified unequivocally that this allocation
method formed the basis for the database that her entire RPV analysis relies upon. (/d. at 13:9-
:19, 161:9-:21). While relying on others to assemble data is not a fatal flaw in and of itself, the
reliance on undisclosed persons with unknown credentials to process data is unreliable when the
results of the data compilation clearly show that the number of votes allocated to candidates in
precincts is extremely overestimated and/or underestimated in comparison to the actual number of
voters who turned out to vote at those precincts. (/d. at 13:21-15:15; Ex. 1 - Handley Report 5).
See Dura Automotive Sys. of Indiana, Inc., 285 F.2d at 613-14.
b. Dr. Handley’s allocation of early and absentee votes was biased.

In the context of measuring racially polarized voting specifically, while ‘“absolute
perfection in the base statistical data is not to be expected, a trial court should not ignore the
imperfections of the data used nor the limitations of statistical analysis.” Overton v. City of Austin,
871 F.2d 529, 539 (5th Cir. 1989) (per curiam). In Overton, the United States Court of Appeals
for the Fifth Circuit affirmed a trial court’s determination that an expert’s RPV analysis was
unreliable and “seriously flawed.” Id. Specifically, the expert (1) “used different measures to
determine Black and Mexican—American voting strength[;]” (2) “failed to take into account the
difference in population sizes of voting precincts[;]” (3) “[h]is analysis resulted in impossible
results [in some instances]....[;]” and (4) “he completely failed to establish a confidence level for
the results of his regression analysis.” Id. at 537. Many of the same deficiencies in the expert’s

analysis in Overton are present in Dr. Handley’s analysis here. Namely, Dr. Handley’s allocation

5 The metadata for Dr. Handley’s backup called “caddo_precincts™ spreadsheet shows that ACLU data
analyst Devin McCarthy created the spreadsheet. A true and correct copy of the metadata view of Dr.
Handley’s caddo_precincts spreadsheet is attached hereto as Exhibit 3. Arguably the faulty allocation
method could be entirely designed and implemented by Mr. McCarthy as he appears to control the precinct-
level data.
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method for early and absentee voters failed to accurately take into account the different population
sizes of voting precincts, which led to impossible results.®

In Louisiana, approximately 30% of voters voted early and absentee in statewide elections
since 2012. For example, in the November 2020 elections, 45.6% of the total votes cast were early
or absentee. (See Ex. 4 — Solanky Report’ 4 20). Similarly, 33.7% of the overall votes cast in the
November 2019 and 26.9% of the overall votes cast in the November 2022 elections were early
and absentee. (Ex. 4 — Solanky Report 13, Table 5). Because the Louisiana Secretary of State
website only reports candidate-specific early and absentee votes at the parish-wide level, Dr.
Handley had to disaggregate the data down to the precinct level to perform her RPV analysis. To
do this, Dr. Handley used a non-peer reviewed allocation method to assign the early and absentee
votes to particular precincts within a parish “proportionally based on the votes received by each of
the candidates on Election Day” in each area she studied. (Ex. 1 — Handley Report 6, n. 8; Ex. 2 —
Handley Depo. Tr. 161:9-162:3).

Dr. Handley’s allocation method did not cap the number of early or absentee votes assigned
to each precinct by the total number of voters who turned out in a particular election. As a result,
her allocation method created impossible results where the total votes for certain candidates were
significantly overestimated in some precincts while significantly underestimated in others. By
failing to cap the votes allocated to precincts to the actual voter turnout, the underlying database

Dr. Handley used to run her RPV analysis is unreliable.

6 Like the excluded expert in Overton, Dr. Handley also failed to provide confidence intervals for her
ecological regression analysis or her EI 2x2 analysis. Based on the binding precedent of Overton, the Court
at a minimum should issue an order excluding testimony or reliance on these methodologies.

7 Attached as Exhibit 4 is Dr. Solanky’s July 28, 2023 Expert Report in this case. Citations to this report

E3]

will be designated as “Ex. 4 — Solanky Report ™.
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Dr. Solanky summarized how Dr. Handley’s allocation method introduced bias in her

analysis of the 2020 presidential election in Caddo Parish in his Rebuttal Report, by providing the

following table:
Parish Precinct | Total Candidate | Total Voter | More Votes than Voters?
Votes Turnout

Caddo Pansh l 199.73 182 Yes, 17.73 Voles Surplus
Caddo Panish 2 800.86 048 No, 147.14 Votes Fewer
Caddo Pansh 3 507.32 471 Yes, 36.32 Votes Surplus
Caddo Panish 4 022.47 868 Yes, 54.47 Votes Surplus
Caddo Pansh 5 1584.25 1427 Yes, 157.26 Votes Surplus

(Ex. 4 — Solanky Rebuttal Report® q 8, Table 3). As shown above, Dr. Handley’s data, which she
confirmed she relied upon during her deposition, reported 191 votes for President Biden in Caddo
Precinct 1 for the 2020 Presidential election, where the entire voter turnout for the November 2020
election in that precinct was only 182 voters. (Ex. 2 — Handley Depo. Tr. 164:19-165:8, 169:10-
172:23,174:8-:17, 175:8-:17). And that one example is just the beginning. Indeed, when reviewing
Dr. Handley’s supporting data provided in her rebuttal report regarding Caddo Parrish, Dr. Solanky
concluded that Dr. Handley allocated more total candidate votes than the total voter turnout for §1
out of 145 precincts in Caddo Parish. (See Ex. 5 — Solanky Rebuttal Report § 8, Remark 5). The
remaining precincts, with the exception of Precinct 102 had votes deflated. This includes Caddo
Precinct 116, which had its voter turnout deflated by 300 votes. (/d. at Appendix 1). Only Caddo
Precinct 102, had a voter allocation within 1 vote difference of the total turnout. (/d.).’

When confronted with the stark fact that candidates should not receive more votes than

voters in the election, Dr. Handley commented simply that she was aware of this issue well before

8 Attached as Exhibit 5 is Dr. Solanky’s August 8, 2023, Expert Rebuttal Report in this case. Citations to
this report will be designated as “Ex. 5 — Solanky Rebuttal Report .

? In addition, Dr. Handley did not even report the votes for all candidates, omitting the 13th candidate and
the 37 votes he received parish wide.

10
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it was raised in Dr. Solanky’s reports. (Ex. 2 — Handley Depo Tr. 176:1-:7). To be clear, Dr.
Handley knew her allocation resulted in both severe overestimates and underestimates of support
for candidates, depending on the precinct, and (1) failed to disclose it; (2) failed to correct it.'°
(Id.). As observed by Dr. Solanky—and to which any reasonable person can deduce—because you
cannot have more votes cast in a precinct than the total number of voters who turned out and voted
in that precinct, Dr. Handley’s allocation of early and absentee votes was biased and resulted in an
unreliable analysis. (See Ex. 5 — Solanky Rebuttal Report q 8). Indeed, a reliable ecological
inference (“EI”) analysis of voting patterns by race would need the total votes of candidates and
the total turnout by race to be equal. (See id. at § 8, Remark 2, n. 12). Moreover, deflation of votes
in other precincts, caused by her over allocation in others, can create as much bias as the
surplus/inflation of votes. (See id. at § 8, Remark 4).

When confronted with this evidence, Dr. Handley testified that she examined the potential
bias and was confident that it did not impact her analysis, and any issues were limited solely to the
November 2020 presidential election where 45% of Louisianans voted early.!! (Ex. 2 — Handley
Depo. Tr. 179:8-180:7). But, Defendants, and this Court, apparently must take Dr. Handley’s word

that her allocation caused no bias, since she did not include any bias analysis with her properly

submitted reports.'> Moreover, Dr. Handley’s conclusion that any potential bias must be limited

10n her deposition, Dr. Handley attempted to explain away this flaw in her database, stating that she did
not “use the number of votes” in her analysis, she used “proportions.” However, this argument wholly
misses the point. By overestimating and underestimating the votes candidates received in precincts, Dr.
Handley created a database that relied upon an impossible presumption. The amount of total candidate votes
cannot exceed the total number of voter turnout in any reliable EI analysis. (See Ex. 5 - Solanky Rebuttal
Report § 8, Remark 2, n. 12). This renders any “proportion” unreliable.

"The fact that Dr. Handley knew that her allocation method caused issues with the 2020 elections, and she
continued to rely upon not one, but two elections from the November 2020 election day without notation is
misleading at best, and unscientific at worst. In the event that the Court declines to grant this motion in its
entirety, the Court in the alternative should exclude evidence based on the November 2020 elections, which
Dr. Handley admitted were problematic.(Ex. 2 - Handley Depo. Tr. 34:20-:24).

12 Several days after her deposition, and approximately 45 minutes prior to the midnight close of expert
discovery on Friday, September 29, 2023, Plaintiffs served a second “supplemental” expert report of Dr.

11
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to the 2020 presidential election is unsupported. In fact, this assertion is entirely contradicted by
Dr. Handley’s own backup data on the 2022 U.S. Senate election which revealed that Dr. Handley
allocated a higher number of voters per precinct than the voter turnout in over 50% of precincts,
deflating a corresponding number of precincts. (Ex. 5 — Solanky Rebuttal Report § 11). When
calculating the bias rate for both the 2020 presidential and 2022 U.S. Senate elections, Dr. Solanky
found that the bias rate was approximately 80% for both elections. (/d. at | 8, ] 12).

While the impossible over and under-estimates of votes per precinct alone are enough to
exclude Dr. Handley’s analysis, Overton, 871 F.2d at 539, the allocation method reinforces Dr.
Handley’s assumption that all precincts within a parish vote homogenously. But such an
assumption is not true. For example, Dr. Solanky found that “white voters vote for a democrat
candidate in significantly larger percentages for Shreveport city-limit precincts compared to non-
Shreveport precincts in Caddo parish.” (See Ex. 4 — Solanky Report § 34). Dr. Solanky also found
that “black voters vote for republican candidates in much larger percentages for non Shreveport
precincts compared to Shreveport city-limit precincts in Caddo Parish.” (See id. at q 33).

Thus, given the differences in voting patterns based on precincts in Caddo Parish, the
performance of districts within Caddo Parish or containing portions of Caddo Parish could be
disproportionally impacted. This is especially true, when the margin of black voters in a majority
district, is razor thin, as in many of Mr. Cooper’s illustrative districts. But, Dr. Handley admits she

did not examine this issue. (Ex. 2- Handley Depo. Tr. 84:9—14). In other words—Dr. Handley did

Handley. Defendants object to this report as untimely and improper. In any event, the second supplemental
report does not remedy the issues with Dr. Handley’s allocation method, or explain it, with any degree of
scientific certainty. Dr. Handley does not provide any citations to suggest that her allocation method has
been peer reviewed or accepted in the field, and her explanation fails to address the issues with her database
as a whole.

12
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nothing to test whether the assumptions she made about voter patterns were supported, and whether
her allocation method supported her assumptions or were defensible.

It is clear that Dr. Handley’s allocation is riddled with both mathematical errors, and errors
of common sense which allowed votes for candidates to be drastically over or under reported per
precinct. This, coupled with Dr. Handley’s untested assumption that voters behave the same parish
wide, render her EI analysis unreliable, because it is based on erroneous information or
assumptions that have no basis in the record. See Moore, 547 Fed. Appx at 515-16 (excluding
opinion based on erroneous evidence); Pax, 555 F.3d at 389 (excluding expert testimony where
the expert made assumptions that had no basis in the record, even though it was not inconsistent
with other evidence); EEOC v. Freeman, 778 F.3d at 470 (analyses that contain “faulty methods
and lack of investigation” must be excluded); Dart, 253 Fed. Appx. at 398-99 (basic mathematical
errors and methodological flaws render expert opinions unreliable). Because Dr. Handley applied
these allocation methods in all areas she studied, and she relied upon this data to make her findings,
she should be excluded from testifying and her reports should be stricken.

III.  Dr. Handley’s effectiveness scores lack relevance.

“Determining what minority population percentage will satisfy [the Voting Rights Act] is
a difficult task requiring, in the view of the Department of Justice, a ‘functional analysis of the
electoral behavior within the particular ... election district.”” Bethune-Hill v. Virginia State Bd. of
Elections, 580 U.S. 178, 194 (2017); see also Alabama Legislative Black Caucus v. Alabama, 575
U.S. 254, 275-76, 135 S. Ct. 1257, 1272-73, 191 L. Ed. 2d 314 (2015) (citing 76 Fed. Reg. 7471
(2011)) (reaffirming the need for a district-specific functional analysis in reviewing challenges to
a proposed electoral map). More specifically, the correct analysis to satisfy the third Gingles prong

as the court in Covington v. North Carolina observed, is a “district effectiveness analysis” which

13
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is “used to determine the minority voting-age population level at which a district becomes effective
in providing a realistic opportunity for voters of that minority group to elect candidates of their
choice.” 316 F.R.D. at 169, n.46 (alteration and quotation marks omitted) affirmed North Carolina
v. Covington, 581 U.S. 1015, 137 S. Ct. 2211, 198 L. Ed. 2d 655 (2017).

Dr. Handley’s RPV analysis fails to determine what minority voting age population
percentage will allow the district to become effective. Instead, Dr. Handley produced only
“effectiveness” scores where she simply opines whether the district as drawn would be effective
or not. (Ex. 2 —Handley Depo Tr. 79:20-84:21). There is no corresponding analysis of the threshold
level of BVAP required for when the district provides a realistic opportunity for black voters to
elect their candidate of choice.'> Moreover, Dr. Handley provided no full backup data with
corresponding EI calculations of her “effectiveness score” work. (/d. at 84:2-:21). This is because
Dr. Handley only produced EI estimates for parishes combined for the seven regions of the state
that she studied in her report.'*

But the combination of looking at voting patterns parish wide, and indeed, combining
whole parishes together, regardless of what portions of parishes are combined in districts, only
bakes in the assumption (and corresponding bias) that Dr. Handley makes that voters in each
precinct in a parish vote similarly. As demonstrated by Dr. Solanky’s analysis of 12 parishes in
his report, this is an incorrect assumption, as there is significant variation from parish to parish of

the percentage of white and black voters voting for a democrat or republican candidate. (See Ex.

13 Dr. Handley’s decision not to perform this analysis is especially curious given that she was one of the
individuals who pioneered this methodology. See, e.g., Bernard Grofman, Lisa Handley & David Lublin,
Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual Framework and Some Empirical Evidence, 79 N.C. L.
Rev. 1384 (2001).

!4 In her deposition, Dr. Handley was unaware that Plaintiffs had challenged the entire statewide legislative
plan for Louisiana, and instead thought Plaintiffs were only challenging certain regions. (Compare Ex. 2 —
Handley Depo. Tr. 145:20-146:13 with Rec. Doc. 14 p 58).

14
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4 — Solanky Report 99 23-31). This sort of natural variation between urban and rural voters, or
voters separated by natural geography like the Mississippi River, is precisely the reason that the
Supreme Court has cautioned Plaintiffs that a district-specific analysis is necessary. See Thornburg
v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 59, n.28 (1986). (“[w]hen considering several separate vote dilution claims
in a single case, courts must not rely on data aggregated from all the challenged districts in
concluding that racially polarized voting exists in each district.”); Bethune-Hill, 580 U.S. at 194.
Here, Dr. Handley simply aggregated the data from the challenged districts in various regions in
spite of the Supreme Court’s warnings that a district-specific analysis is necessary. This choice,
while curious, was Plaintiffs’ own choice, as Dr. Handley admits that she studied only the regions
dictated to her by Plaintiffs’ counsel. (Ex. 2 — Handley Depo. Tr. 146:10-146:13). However, as
Gingles warns, the Court may not rely upon this aggregated method, rendering Dr. Handley’s work
irrelevant to the analysis at hand.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Dr. Handley’s testimony and reports in this case should be
excluded in their entirety.

Respectfully submitted, this the 6th day of October, 2023.

Jeff Landry /s/ Phillip J. Strach
Louisiana Attorney General Phillip J. Strach*

Lead Counsel
/s/ Jeffrev M. Wale Thomas A. Farr*
Elizabeth B. Murrill (LSBA No. 20685) John E. Branch, I1I*
Solicitor General Alyssa M. Riggins*
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Carey Tom Jones (LSBA No. 07474) SCARBOROUGH LLP
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I. Introduction

Summary Conclusion. Voting in the seven areas of Louisiana that I studied for this project
is racially polarized. This polarization impedes the ability of Black voters to elect candidates of
their choice unless districts are drawn that provide Black voters with an opportunity to elect their
preferred candidates to the state legislature. As demonstrated by illustrative state house and state
senate plans (Illustrative State House Plan and Illustrative State Senate Plan; collectively,
Illustrative Plans), the enacted state legislative plans (Enacted State House Plan and Enacted State
Senate Plan; collectively, Enacted Plans) fail to offer Black voters an opportunity to elect their
preferred candidates in areas of the state where voting is racially polarized and where a majority
Black district or additional majority Black districts could have been created. The failure of the
Enacted Plans to provide more Black opportunity districts dilutes the opportunity of Black voters
to participate in the electoral process and to elect candidates of their choice to the Louisiana State
House of Representatives and State Senate.

Scope of Project. 1 was retained by plaintiffs in this case as an expert to conduct an
analysis of voting patterns by race in several areas in the State of Louisiana to determine whether
voting in these areas is racially polarized.! In addition, I was asked to assess the ability of Black
voters to elect their candidates of choice in legislative districts in those same areas in the Enacted
Plans compared to the Illustrative Plans drawn by plaintiffs’ expert demographer, Bill Cooper, in
this litigation. Much of this report is the same content as provided in the initial report I filed in this
case last year before the stay in the proceeding. (Preliminary Report on the Newly Enacted
Louisiana State House and Senate Plans, July 2022).

I1. Professional Background and Experience

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

'Tam being compensated at a rate of $300 an hour for work on this project.

2 A large portion of the data for this project was compiled for Press Robinson v. Kyle Ardoin, and the
description of the data and methodology in this report (and my earlier report, Preliminary Report on the
Newly Enacted Louisiana State House and Senate Plans) derives from the expert report I filed in that case.
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Michigan), the U.S. Department of Justice, national civil rights organizations, and such
international organizations as the United Nations.

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.

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.

II1. Analyzing Voting Patterns by Race

An analysis of voting patterns by race serves as the foundation of two of the three elements
of the “results test” as outlined in Thornburg v. Gingles: a racial bloc voting analysis is needed to
determine whether the minority group is politically cohesive; and the analysis is required to
determine if whites are voting sufficiently as a bloc to usually defeat the candidates preferred by
minority voters. The voting patterns of white and minority voters must be estimated using
statistical techniques because direct information about the race of the voters is not, of course,
available on the ballots cast.

To carry out an analysis of voting patterns by race, an aggregate level database must be
constructed because individual level data is not available. The aggregate data relied on is usually
election precinct data. Information relating to the demographic composition and election results
in the precincts is collected, merged, and statistically analyzed to determine if there is a
relationship between the racial composition of the precincts and support for specific candidates

across the precincts.
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Standard Statistical Techniques. Three standard statistical techniques have been
developed over time to estimate vote choices by race: homogeneous precinct analysis, ecological
regression, and ecological inference.? Two of these analytic procedures—homogeneous precinct
analysis and ecological regression—were employed by the plaintiffs’ expert in Thornburg v.
Gingles, have the benefit of the Supreme Court’s approval in that case, and have been used in
most subsequent voting rights cases. The third technique, ecological inference, was developed
after the Gingles decision and was designed, in part, to address some of the disadvantages
associated with ecological regression analysis. Ecological inference analysis has been introduced
and accepted in numerous district court proceedings.

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 or ethnically
homogeneous. The general practice is to label a precinct as homogeneous if at least 90 percent of
the voters or voting age population is composed of a single race. (In Louisiana, where turnout
data by race is available, a homogenous precinct is defined as a precinct in which 90 percent or
more of the voters were Black or White.) In fact, the homogeneous results reported are not
estimates—they are the actual precinct results. However, most voters in Louisiana do not reside
in homogeneous precincts, and voters who reside in homogeneous precincts may not be
representative of voters who live in more racially diverse precincts. For this reason, I refer to
these percentages as estimates.

The second statistical technique employed, ecological regression (ER), uses information
from all precincts, not simply the homogeneous ones, to derive estimates of the voting behavior
of minorities and whites. If there is a strong linear relationship across precincts between the
percentage of minorities and the percentage of votes cast for a given candidate, this relationship
can be used to estimate the percent of minority and white voters supporting the candidate.

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

3 For a detailed explanation of homogeneous precinct analysis and ecological regression, see Bernard
Grofman, Lisa Handley, and Richard Niemi, Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting Equality
(Cambridge University Press, 1992). See Gary King, 4 Solution to the Ecological Inference Problem
(Princeton University Press, 1997) for a more detailed explanation of ecological inference.
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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 than ecological regression.*
Unlike ecological regression, which can produce percentage estimates of less than 0 or more than
100 percent, ecological inference was designed to produce only estimates that fall within the
possible limits. However, EI does not guarantee that the estimates for all of the candidates add to
100 percent for each of the racial groups examined.

In conducting my analysis of voting patterns by race in recent elections in Louisiana, I
also used a more recently developed version of ecological inference, which I have labeled “EI
RxC” in the summary tables. One advantage of EI RxC is that it produces generally accepted
confidence intervals for the estimates of minority and white voters supporting each of the
candidates. I have included these confidence intervals in the summary tables in the Appendices.

Database To analyze voting patterns by race using aggregate level information, a database
that combines election results with demographic information is required. This database is almost
always constructed using election precincts as the unit of analysis. The demographic composition
of the precincts is based on voter registration or turnout by race if this information is available.
Where this is not available, voting age population or citizen voting age population is used.
Louisiana collects voter registration data by race (registering voters self-identify their race), and
tallies and provides precinct turnout by race data. The 2015-2022 election results and turnout by
race data, for all precincts and election cycles, are publicly available on the Louisiana Secretary of
State’s website.

To build the Louisiana dataset for the purpose of the racial bloc voting analysis, precinct-
level election returns and turnout counts by race from the Louisiana Secretary of State’s office

were collected.’ In addition, in order to associate this data with census population data, precinct-

4 The following is an example of how the method of bounds works: if a given precinct has 100 voters, of
whom 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.)

3 Election returns were obtained either directly from the Secretary of State website or from OpenElections,
an organization that collects election returns and formats them in a consistent manner across all states.
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level shapefiles for the relevant years were acquired.® The 2020 census-block shapefiles, and total
and voting age populations by race and ethnicity, were obtained from the Census FTP portal.’
Early and absentee votes are reported only at the parish level in Louisiana—they are not
allocated back to the precinct where the voter resides. Rather than simply ignore these votes, they
have been allocated to the parish precincts proportionally based on the votes received by each of
the candidates on Election Day.®
Elections analyzed All recent statewide election contests that included Black candidates

were analyzed.® These elections are listed in Table 1, below. '

Table 1: Louisiana Statewide Elections Analyzed

Election Cycle Office Black Candidate(s)
November 2022 U.S. Senator Gary Chambers, Jr.
November 2020 U.S. President/Vice President Kamala Harris
U.S. Senator Adrian Perkins
Derrick Edwards
November 2019 Secretary of State Gwen Collins-Greenup
October 2019 Lieutenant Governor Willie Jones

6 The precinct shapefiles were obtained either directly from the Secretary of State website or from the
Voting and Election Science Team (VEST) website.

"To conduct the effectiveness analysis, the election returns for the 2015-2022 election cycles were
disaggregated down to the level of the 2020 census block on the basis of the proportion of the voting age
population that each block comprised of the precinct. This necessitated associating block-level census data
with the precincts. This was accomplished using the precinct shapefiles.

8 An example of the allocation process is as follows: Candidate X received 80% of her Election Day
parish-wide vote in two-precinct Parish Z from Precinct A and 20% from Precinct B. Therefore, 80% of
her early and absentee votes are allocated to Precinct A and 20% to Precinct B.

? Courts consider election contests that include minority candidates more probative than contests that
include only white candidates for determining if voting is racially polarized. This is because it is not
sufficient for minority 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 minority candidates are the preferred
candidates of minority voters.

'0Tn one of the elections analyzed—the November 2020 election for U.S. President—it was the running
mate, Kamala Harris, who is Black.
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Black Candidate(s)

Ike Jackson

Treasurer Derrick Edwards

Secretary of State Gwen Collins-Greenup
December 2018 Secretary of State Gwen Collins-Greenup
November 2018 Secretary of State Gwen Collins-Greenup
November 2017 Treasurer Derrick Edwards
October 2017 Treasurer Derrick Edwards
November 2015 Lieutenant Governor Kip Holden
October 2015 Lieutenant Governor Kip Holden

Attorney General Ike Jackson

Geri Broussard Baloney
Secretary of State Chris Tyson

In addition to these 16 statewide contests, recent (2015-2022) bi-racial state legislative
election contests in state house and senate districts that fell within the areas of interest were also
analyzed.

Geographic areas analyzed 1 examined voting patterns and the opportunities for Black
voters to elect their candidates of choice in seven geographic areas (“areas of interest”) in the State
of Louisiana. These areas of interest are the seven areas of the State where the Illustrative Plans
create more majority Black voting age population (BVAP) districts than the Enacted Plans. As my
analysis demonstrates, these additional majority BVAP districts offer Black voters opportunities to

elect their candidates of choice that the Enacted Plans fail to provide.'!

T have used the approach of creating specific geographic areas of interest to evaluate voting patterns and
the opportunities for Black voters to elect their candidates of choice in another recent redistricting case,
and my analysis was relied upon and accepted by the Court. See Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity, Inc. v.
Raffensperger, No. 1:21-cv-05337-SCJ, 587 F. Supp. 3d 1222 (N.D. Ga. Feb. 28, 2022).
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The areas of interest are defined as the parishes in which the additional majority
BVAP districts drawn in the Illustrative Plan are located.'? For example, the Illustrative
State Senate Plan creates a majority BVAP district, District 19, in Southeast Louisiana, and
the Enacted State Senate Plan does not include a majority BVAP district in this area.
Illustrative State Senate District 19 falls in Jefferson Parish and St. Charles Parish, and
therefore I have designated these two parishes as Area of Interest 2. Table 2 lists the areas
of interest, the parishes within each area of interest, and the additional majority BVAP
illustrative state house and senate districts that are located within the area. In addition,
because one area of interest includes both additional state senate and state house districts, I
have provided state senate and house cluster names for these areas to facilitate the

consideration of the state house and state senate plans separately.

12 The Enacted State House Plan included a majority BVAP state house district that is not a majority
BVAP district in the Illustrative State House Plan: District 62. Enacted District 62 is located in East
Baton Rouge and East Feliciana. Therefore, although there are no new Illustrative Districts that fall in
East Feliciana, I have included East Feliciana in Area of Interest 7.
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Table 2: Areas of Interest and the Additional Illustrative Majority BVAP Districts

Area of Interest Parishes Additional Illustrative | Additional Illustrative
State Senate District State House District
Area 1: Northwest Bossier 38 1
Louisiana Caddo
(State Senate Cluster 1) | (State House Cluster 3)
Area 2: Southeast Jefferson 19
Louisiana St. Charles
(State Senate Cluster 2)
Area 3: East Central | East Baton Rouge 17
Louisiana West Baton Rouge
Iberville (State Senate Cluster 3)
Point Coupee
Area 4: Western De Soto 23
Louisiana Natchitoches
Red River (State House Cluster 1)
Area 5: Southwest Calcasieu 38
Louisiana
(State House Cluster 2)
Area 6: South Ascension 60
Central Louisiana Iberville
(State House Cluster 4)
Area 7: East Central | East Baton Rouge 68
Louisiana East Feliciana 69
(State House Cluster 5)

IV. Voting Is Racially Polarized in the Areas of Interest

Voting Patterns in the Areas of Interest Voting is consistently racially polarized in the

seven areas of interest that I examined. Summary tables reporting estimates of Black and White

voters supporting each of the candidates in the 16 statewide elections examined can be found in

Appendix A (A1-A7). In the seven areas, Black and White voters supported different candidates in

nearly every election contest analyzed, with Black voters cohesive in support of their preferred

candidates and the White voters bloc voting against these candidates. Table 3 provides summary

averages of the percentage of Black and White support for the Black-preferred candidates in all 16

elections and in the eight elections with only two major candidates. This average is reported for

each geographic area and for all seven of the areas together.
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Table 3: Average Black and White Support for Candidates Preferred by Black Voters

All statewide election contests (16) Two-candidate contests (8)
Area Black vote for White vote for Black vote for White vote for
Black-preferred | Black-preferred | Black-preferred | Black-preferred
candidate candidate candidate candidate
1 82.3 9.6 91.9 12.2
2 83.0 11.8 93.6 15.2
3 82.3 15.4 92.5 19.6
4 82.3 9.7 94.0 12.6
5 84.2 11.3 94.7 15.0
6 82.3 11.4 92.8 14.3
7 82.5 16.2 92.5 20.1
Average 82.7 12.2 93.2 15.6

The average percentage of Black voter support for their preferred candidates
(“Black-preferred candidates’) was 82.7% across all 16 contests in the seven areas
combined. !> When contests with only two candidates are considered, the level of cohesion
was even higher, with Black voters’ support averaging 93.2% for the Black-preferred
candidates across these eight two-candidate contests. The average percentage of White
voter support for the Black-preferred candidate, on the other hand, was 12.2% across the 16

contests and rose to only 15.6% when contests with only two candidates are considered.

13 In all 16 of the contests analyzed, the Black candidate or, if there was more than one Black candidate,
one of the Black candidates, was the candidate of choice of Black voters. This means that in the two-
candidate contests the candidate of choice of Black voters received more than 50% of the vote. However,
in the eight (out of the 16 elections) where more than two candidates competed, the candidate of choice of
Black voters may have received only a plurality of the Black vote. I averaged the percentage of the vote
received by the candidate of choice of Black voters in all 16 contests and in the eight contests with only
two candidates. Although the Black-preferred candidate was always a Black candidate in the statewide
elections, not all Black candidates who ran statewide were the candidates of choice and hence have not
been included in the averages.

10
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Voting Patterns in State Legislative Elections in the Areas of Interest In addition to
examining recent statewide elections in the areas of interest, I also analyzed recent (2015-2022)
state legislative elections, including special state legislative elections, in these areas. These election
contests are “endogenous” in that they are for the office at issue (seats in the state legislature), but
they do not necessarily cover the same geographic area as the proposed districts—the state
legislative contests analyzed were held in the districts as they were drawn in 2011. I analyzed all
bi-racial state house and senate contests in which the 2011 districts were wholly or partially
contained in the areas of interest.'*

My examination of voting patterns in recent bi-racial state legislative elections yielded
similar results to the area of interest analyses. The estimates of Black and White voting patterns for
these state legislative contests can be found in Appendix B. Ten of the 11 state senate elections
(90.9%) analyzed were racially polarized (dppendix BI)."® The candidate preferred by Black
voters won in all of the election contests in the majority BVAP district contests examined (either in
the primary or a subsequent runoff election) but lost two of the three contests in non-majority
BVAP districts analyzed. The only Black-preferred candidate that was successful in a non-majority
BV AP district in the contests examined was a White candidate, John Milkovich, in State Senate
District 38 in 2015. (In the 2019 election contest in this district, the Black candidate supported by
Black voters was defeated.)

The ten bi-racial state house contests analyzed were all racially polarized (Appendix B2).
Black candidates were successful in the three contests in the majority BVAP districts examined.
The candidates preferred by Black voters lost, either in the primary or the runoff, in all of non-
majority BVAP districts except one. The exception was the October 2019 contest in District 62, in

which the winner of the runoff, Roy Daryl Adams, was the candidate of choice of Black voters.

14 More specifically, any recent bi-racial contest in a 201 Istate legislative district in which at least 60% of
the district fell within the area of interest was analyzed. In addition, recent bi-racial contests in any 2011
state legislative district that overlaps with one of the additional illustrative BVAP districts (listed in Table
2) were analyzed. This approach provided me with a sufficient number of elections to enable me to draw
reliable conclusions, and is sufficiently limited to the geographic areas where the Illustrative plan creates
new opportunity districts.

15 The election contest that was not polarized was the October 2015 election in State Senate District 2 (a
majority BVAP district), in which then-incumbent Troy Brown, was supported by a majority of Black and
White voters.

11
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V. The Enacted Plans Provide Fewer Opportunity Districts than the Illustrative Plans

Because voting is consistently and markedly racially polarized in the Louisiana areas of
interest I examined, Black voters should be offered opportunities to elect their candidates of
choice in these areas. The Illustrative Plans provide more opportunities for Black voters to
participate in the electoral process and elect their preferred candidates than the Enacted Plans in
these areas. I have concluded this on the basis of a district-specific, functional analysis of the two
sets of plans in the seven areas of interest. To make this determination, I relied not only upon the
demographic composition of the proposed districts but on the voting patterns in the area and
whether the candidates preferred by Black voters are likely to usually win in the proposed
districts—this is what is meant by “functional.”

Because no state legislative elections have occurred since the new districts were adopted,
an alternative method must be used to assess the opportunity of Black voters to elect their
preferred candidates in these areas. Election results recompiled to conform to the boundaries of
the proposed districts can be used to ascertain whether the candidates preferred by Black voters
(as determined by the racial bloc voting analysis) would win in these districts. The best election
contests to use for a functional analysis are recent elections that included a Black candidate
supported by Black voters, but not by White voters. In this case, all 16 of the statewide election
contests I analyzed met these criteria.'¢

The election results for all 16 recent statewide elections that included Black candidates
were recompiled to conform to the state legislative district boundaries in the Enacted and
[lustrative Plans. These recompiled results were then used to construct two indices, or
“effectiveness scores.” The first score (Effectiveness Score #1) indicates the percentage of
election contests (out of the total 16 statewide contests) that the Black-preferred candidate would
have won or advanced to a runoff in the district. The second score (Effectiveness Score #2)
reports the percentage of two-candidate elections (out of the eight two-candidate contests) that

the Black-preferred candidate would have won in the district.!” The difference between the two

16 State legislative contests cannot be used for the purpose of recompiling election results because these
elections occurred in districts that do not encompass an area large enough to cover the newly enacted or
proposed districts in their entirety.

17 The eight contests included in Effectiveness Score #2 are: the November 2020 presidential race, the
October 2019 elections for Lieutenant Governor and Attorney General, the November 2018 and 2019
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scores makes it clear that, while the Black-preferred candidate may advance to the runoff in
some instances, winning the runoff is much more challenging.

Comparing Districts in the Illustrative and Enacted Plans There are 11 majority BVAP
state senate districts in the Enacted State Senate Plan and 14 in the Illustrative State Senate Plan.
In the State House Plan, there are 29 BV AP districts in the Enacted Plan and 35 in the Illustrative
Plan. Each of the areas of interest includes at least one additional majority BVAP illustrative
district when compared to the number of majority BVAP enacted districts. I created eight
different clusters within the areas of interest to evaluate the relevant differences between the
Enacted State Senate and State House Plans and the Illustrative State Senate and State House
Plans. Each of the three state senate clusters contain an additional state senate BVAP district in
the Illustrative Plan. The five state house clusters also include one additional majority BVAP
district, except State House Cluster 5, which has two additional majority BVAP districts in the
[llustrative Plan than in the Enacted Plan. (See Table 2 for a list of the additional districts in the
[lustrative Plans.)

In order to analyze the opportunities of Black voters to elect their candidates of choice in
these clusters, I identified all of the proposed illustrative and enacted districts that were wholly or
partially contained within the clusters. More specifically, for an enacted or illustrative district to be
included in a state house or senate parish cluster, at least 60% of the district had to overlap with the
parishes in the cluster. The 60% threshold was arrived at simply to ensure approximately the same
number of enacted and illustrative districts in the areas of interest. The only exception to the 60%
requirement is State House Cluster 1. In this cluster, a majority Black district centered in the city of
Natchitoches in the 2011 State House Plan was cracked across several districts (primarily Districts
7,22, and 25) in the Enacted Plan—with none of the succeeding districts falling more than 60%
within the parish cluster—and no majority Black district was drawn to replace it in this area. The
lustrative State House Plan, however, maintains this majority Black district (Illustrative State
House District 23). The eight state senate and house clusters, the parishes in which these districts

are encompassed, and illustrative and enacted state legislative districts included in each cluster, are

runoffs for Secretary of State, the November 2017 runoff for State Treasurer, the October 2015 election
for Secretary of State, and the November 2015 election for Lieutenant Governor. Although the 2020
presidential election included a number of minor candidates, one of the two major party candidates
received at least 50% of the vote in all of the illustrative and enacted districts examined.

13
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listed in Tables 4a (State Senate Clusters) and 4b (State House Clusters). The majority BVAP

districts in each cluster are bolded.

Table 4a: State Senate Clusters

Area of Parishes IlNlustrative Districts Enacted Districts
Interest
State Senate Bossier 36 36
Cluster 1 Caddo 38 38
39 39
State Senate Jefferson 8 8
Cluster 2 St. Charles 9 9
10 10
19 19
State Senate East Baton Rouge 14 6
Cluster 3 West Baton Rouge 15 14
Iberville 16 15
Point Coupee 17 16
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Table 4b: State House Clusters

Area of Parishes Illustrative Districts | Enacted Districts
Interest
State House De Soto 23 7
Cluster 1 Natchitoches 22
Red River 25
State House Calcasieu 33 33
Cluster 2 34 34
35 35
36 36
38
State House Bossier 1 1
Cluster 3 Caddo 2 2
3 3
4 4
6 5
8 6
9 8
22 9
State House Ascension 59 59
Cluster 4 Iberville 60 60
88 88
State House East Baton Rouge 61 61
Cluster 5 East Feliciana 62 62
63 63
65 65
66 66
67 67
68 68
69 69
70 70
101 101
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I produced effectiveness scores for all of the districts listed in Tables 4a and 4b. All
of the majority BVAP districts in these clusters—in both the Illustrative and Enacted
Plans—produced effectiveness scores indicating that the proposed districts would offer
Black voters an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice to the state legislature. None
of the districts with less than 50% BV AP, on the other hand, had scores sufficiently high to
merit being classified as effective districts.'®

Analysis of Individual Clusters In all eight clusters (encompassing the seven areas of
interest), voting is racially polarized, and the Enacted Plans offered fewer effective Black
opportunity districts than the Illustrative Plans. The following provides a brief summary of the
voting patterns in each specific area, the effectiveness scores of the illustrative and enacted
districts in the cluster(s) in the area (see Tables 4a and 4b for a list of the districts analyzed in
each cluster), and maps of the illustrative and enacted districts in the area.

State Senate Cluster 1: Bossier and Caddo Parishes Voting is racially polarized in this
cluster (area of interest 1). In all 16 of the statewide elections analyzed, Black and White voters
supported different candidates. The Enacted State Senate Plan provides one effective majority
BVAP district in this area (District 39). The Illustrative Plan offers two majority Black BVAP
districts: District 38, which has effectiveness scores equal to those of Enacted District 39, and a
second majority BVAP district, District 39, which also offers Black voters an opportunity to elect
their candidates of choice as the Black-preferred Black candidate wins more than 50% of the

contests examined and is therefore what I define as an effective district.

18 There are an equal number of majority BVAP districts in the Enacted and Illustrative State House Plans
(20) and the State Senate Plans (8) that have not been included in these clusters and therefore were not
analyzed. However, I did examine all state house and senate districts with BVAPs between 35% and
49.9% in the Enacted and Illustrative Plans and found only one effective Black opportunity district in this
range in the two plans. Proposed State House District 91 in both the Illustrative and Enacted State House
Plans (the district boundaries are identical in the two plans) is not majority BVAP in composition but has
a sizeable BVAP (40.7%) and is an effective Black opportunity district according to the effectiveness
scores. While not a majority Black district, this district is a majority minority district, with a Hispanic
VAP of 8.1% and an Asian VAP of 3.0%. The non-Hispanic White VAP is 47.5%.

16
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Comparison Table: State Senate Cluster 1

INlustrative Effectiveness Effectiveness Enacted Effectiveness Effectiveness

District Score #1 Score #2 District Score #1 Score #2
36 0.0% 0.0% 36 0.0% 0.0%
38 100.0% 100.0% 38 18.8% 0.0%
39 81.3% 62.5% 39 100.0% 100.0%
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State Senate Cluster 2: Jefferson and St. Charles Parishes Voting is racially polarized in
this cluster (area of interest 2)—in all 16 of the statewide elections analyzed, Black and White
voters supported different candidates. The Enacted State Senate Plan offers no majority BVAP
districts in this area. The Illustrative Plan offers one majority BVAP district: District 19, which has
effectiveness scores of 100%—the Black-preferred candidate carried the district in all of the
elections examined. (If the Black-preferred candidate did not win outright, the Black-preferred

candidate ultimately prevailed in the runoff.)

Comparison Table: State Senate Cluster 2

Illustrative Effectiveness Effectiveness Enacted Effectiveness Effectiveness

District Score #1 Score #2 District Score #1 Score #2
8 6.3% 0.0% 8 18.8% 0.0%
9 12.5% 0.0% 9 12.5% 0.0%
10 0.0% 0.0% 10 0.0% 0.0%
19 100.0% 100.0% 19 18.8% 0.0%
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State Senate Cluster 3: East and West Baton Rouge, Iberville, and Point Coupee
Parishes Voting is racially polarized in this cluster (area of interest 3)—in 15 of the 16 of the

statewide elections analyzed, Black and White voters clearly supported different candidates. Only

in the October 2015 primary election for Lieutenant Governor did a plurality, or close to a plurality

of White voters, support Kip Holder, the Black-preferred candidate. However, in the runoff, a
majority of the White voters supported the single White candidate running, while Black voter

support for Holden remained extremely high. The Enacted State Senate Plan provides two effective

majority BVAP district in this area (Districts 14 and 15). The Illustrative Plan offers three majority

BVAP districts: Districts 14, 15, and 17. The effectiveness scores of District 14 in both plans are
equivalent — the Black-preferred candidate won all the examined elections. Districts 15 and 17 in

the Illustrative Plan have lower effectiveness scores but still are effective.

Comparison Table: State Senate Cluster 3

Illustrative Effectiveness Effectiveness Enacted Effectiveness Effectiveness

District Score #1 Score #2 District Score #1 Score #2
14 100.0% 100.0% 6 6.3% 0.0%
15 93.8% 87.5% 14 100.0% 100.0%
16 12.5% 12.5% 15 100.0% 100.0%
17 81.3% 75.0% 16 12.5% 12.5%
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State House Cluster 1: DeSoto, Natchitoches, and Red River Parishes Voting is racially
polarized in this cluster (area of interest 4). In all 16 of the statewide elections analyzed, Black and
White voters supported different candidates. The Enacted State House Plan does away with the
2011 majority BVAP district in this area (District 23) and does not replace it with another majority
BVARP district in this area.!” The Illustrative Plan maintains the majority BVAP district, District
23, in this area. This district provides Black voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of

choice, with effectiveness scores of 87.5% for both Score #1 and Score #2.

Comparison Table: State House Cluster 1

Effectiveness Effectiveness Enacted Effectiveness Effectiveness

Illu§ trzftlve Score #1 Score #2 District Score #1 Score #2
District
23 87.5% 87.5% 7 18.8% 0.0%
22 0.0% 0.0%
25 0.0% 0.0%

19 House District 23 in the Enacted Plan has been relocated in Orleans Parish and is a majority BVAP
district. (The Illustrative Plan offers a comparable majority BVAP district in Orleans but labels it with a
different district number.)
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State House Cluster 2: Calcasieu Parish Voting is racially polarized in this cluster (area

of interest 5)—in all 16 of the statewide elections analyzed, Black and White voters supported

different candidates. The Enacted State Senate Plan provides one effective majority BVAP district

in this area (District 34) and the Illustrative Plan offers two majority BVAP districts: Districts 34
and 38. Effectiveness Score #2 in the majority BVAP district in the Enacted Plan and the two

majority BVAP districts in the Illustrative Plan are 100% in all instances.

Comparison Table: State House Cluster 2

Illustrative Effectiveness Effectiveness Enacted Effectiveness Effectiveness

District Score #1 Score #2 District Score #1 Score #2
33 0.0% 0.0% 33 0.0% 0.0%
34 93.8% 100.0% 34 100.0% 100.0%
35 0.0% 0.0% 35 0.0% 0.0%
36 0.0% 0.0% 36 0.0% 0.0%
38 93.8% 100.0%
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State House Cluster 3: Bossier and Caddo Parishes Voting is racially polarized in this
cluster (area of interest 1). In all 16 of the statewide elections analyzed, Black and White voters
supported different candidates. The Enacted State House Plan provides three effective majority
BVAP district in this area (Districts 2, 3, and 4). The Illustrative Plan offers one additional
majority BVAP district for a total of four BVAP districts (Districts 1, 2, 3, and 4). Illustrative
Districts 2 and 4, like Enacted Districts 2, 3, and 4, score 100% on Scores #1 and #2. Illustrative
District 1 and 3 score less than 100% but still offer Black voters an opportunity to elect their

candidates of choice.

Comparison Table: State House Cluster 3

Illustrative Effectiveness Effectiveness Enacted Effectiveness Effectiveness

District Score #1 Score #2 District Score #1 Score #2
1 81.3% 62.5% 1 6.3% 0.0%
2 100.0% 100.0% 2 100.0% 100.0%
3 87.5% 75.0% 3 100.0% 100.0%
4 100.0% 100.0% 4 100.0% 100.0%
6 6.3% 0.0% 5 0.0% 0.0%
8 0.0% 0.0% 6 6.3% 0.0%
9 0.0% 0.0% 8 0.0% 0.0%
22 0.0% 0.0% 9 0.0% 0.0%
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State House Cluster 4: Ascension and Iberville Parishes Voting is racially polarized in
this cluster (area of interest 6). In all 16 statewide elections analyzed, Black and White voters
supported different candidates. The Enacted State House Plan offers no majority BVAP districts
in this area. The Illustrative Plan offers one majority BVAP district, District 60, which has

effectiveness scores of 100%.

Comparison Table: State House Cluster 4

INlustrative Effectiveness Effectiveness Enacted Effectiveness Effectiveness

District Score #1 Score #2 District Score #1 Score #2
59 0.0% 0.0% 59 6.3% 0.0%
60 100.0% 100.0% 60 43.8% 25.0%
88 6.3% 0.0% 88 6.3% 0.0%
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State House Cluster 5: East Baton Rouge and East Feliciana Parishes Voting is
racially polarized in this cluster (area of interest 7). In 15 of the 16 statewide elections analyzed,
Black and White voters supported different candidates. Only in the October 2015 primary
election for Lieutenant Governor did a plurality, or close to a plurality of White voters, support
Kip Holder, the Black-preferred candidate. However, in the runoff, White voters coalesced
around the single White candidate running, while Black voter support for Holden remained
extremely high. The Enacted State House Plan offers five majority BVAP districts in this area;
the Illustrative Plan offers seven majority BVAP districts. All of the majority BVAP districts in

both plans provide Black voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice.

Comparison Table: State House Cluster 5

INlustrative Effectiveness Effectiveness Enacted Effectiveness Effectiveness

District Score #1 Score #2 District Score #1 Score #2
61 100.0% 100.0% 61 100.0% 100.0%
62 31.3% 12.5% 62 93.8% 87.5%
63 93.8% 87.5% 63 100.0% 100.0%
65 93.8% 87.5% 65 6.3% 0.0%
66 6.3% 0.0% 66 6.3% 0.0%
67 100.0% 100.0% 67 100.0% 100.0%
68 93.8% 87.5% 68 18.8% 12.5%
69 75.0% 62.5% 69 6.3% 0.0%
70 12.5% 12.5% 70 18.8% 12.5%
101 100.0% 100.0% 101 100.0% 100.0%
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VII. Conclusion

My analysis of voting patterns by race found that the Black community in the seven areas
of Louisiana that I examined is cohesive in supporting their preferred candidates and that White
voters consistently bloc vote to defeat these candidates. Racially polarized voting substantially
impedes the ability of Black voters to elect candidates of their choice to the Louisiana state
legislature in these areas unless districts are drawn to provide Black voters with this opportunity.
The Enacted State Senate and House Plans dilute the voting strength of Black voters in Louisiana
by failing to create additional districts in these areas that offer Black voters an opportunity to elect

their candidates of choice to the state legislature.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed June 30, 2022.

Kkl

Lisa Handley, Ph.D.
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Area of Interest 1
Bossier, Caddo

2022 November
U.S. Senator
John Kennedy
Gary Chambers, Jr
Luke Mixon
Others

2020 November
U.S. President
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Trump/Pence
Others
U.S. Senator
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Derrick Edwards
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2019 October
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Ike Jackson
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Secretary of State
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Estimates for White Voters

95%

confidence

interval El 2x2 ER
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

Appendix A1

Area of Interest 1 95% 95%

Bossier, Caddo confidence confidence

Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP

Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 947 86.2,95.9 94.9 95.6 925 92 83,144 6.2 6.0 13.9
John Schroder R W 26 1.6,11.1 1.6 0.8 4.1 88.9 84.0,89.6 89.2 89.1 81.5
Teresa Kenny W 27 22,33 3.7 4.2 34 19 15,25 4.7 50 46

2019 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 96.9 96.0,97.8 974 98.8 94.5 10.1 8.8,11.9 9.3 94 17.1
Kyle Ardoin R W 31 22,40 2.6 1.2 55 89.9 88.1,91.2 90.7 90.6 82.9

2018 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 55.8 54.9,56.8 574 57.2 545 30 23,38 1.7 2.0 59
Renee Fontenot Free D W 356 34.7,365 36.6 36.3 34.3 86 79093 74 7.6 11.0
Julie Stokes R W 08 0.6,1.0 0.7 0.6 1.0 6.7 6.2,7.0 7.1 7.1 7.0
Kyle Ardoin R W 14 10,18 1.1 0.5 2.2 253 247,257 25.8 26.1 23.8
Rick Edmonds R W 09 06,13 0.5 0.0 1.7 31.8 312,323 32.2 31.1 28.4
Thomas Kennedy Il R W 1.9 15,23 1.8 1.6 2.3 140 13.4,145 14.5 14.5 13.6
Others 3.6 3.021 3.5 3.8 4.0 10.7 10.0,11.3 11.2 115 10.3

2018 December
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 96.3 95.5,97.1 9.4 98.5 93.3 13.9 128,151 13.4 11.4 19.4
Kyle Ardoin R W 3.7 29,45 3.6 15 6.7 86.1 84.9,87.2 86.6 88.6 80.6

2017 October

Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 89.0 87.2,90.5 89.2 90.1 86.2 78 70,86 7.2 7.0 10.6
Angele Davis R W 42 31,54 4.1 3.2 5.2 282 27.2,29.0 28.4 28.5 27.2
Neil Riser R W 3.3 24,44 3.8 35 4.6 26.6 258,274 26.6 25.6 26.5
John Schroder R W 16 11,23 1.4 1.0 2.3 31.8 31.0,326 32.3 33.0 29.9
Others 19 13,26 1.8 2.1 1.6 57 5.1,6.2 6.2 59 5.7
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Area of Interest 1
Bossier, Caddo

2017 November
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards
John Schroder

2015 October

Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden
Billy Nungesser
John Young
Elbert Guillory
Attorney General
lke Jackson
Geri Broussard Baloney
Buddy Caldwell
Jeff Landry
Marty Maley
Secretary of State
Chris Tyson
Tom Schedler

2015 November
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden
Billy Nungesser

Party Race EIRxC

X O X0 02000 X X0 200 X O

X O
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SEE=TOTW W==w

= w

97.4
2.6

80.9
25
14.7
1.9

31.4
448
21.2
1.9
0.6

88.6
114

98.1
1.9

Estimates for Black Voters

95%

confidence

interval El 2x2 ER
96.4, 98.3 95.5 1014
17,36 45 -1.4
79.8,81.9 81.6 815
19,32 2.2 1.7
13.7,15.6 145 144
14,25 2.1 2.4
30.4,32.3 3.7 32.1
39.9,46.2 46.7 457
20.1,23.6 20.5 20.6
14,45 14 1.1
04,08 0.5 0.5
87.4,89.8 89.6 89.5
10.2,12.7 10.3 104
97.4,98.6 98.6 99.7
14,26 1.2 0.4

HP

971
29

77.5
3.5
16.3
2.7

30.1
44.0
221
3.1
0.7

85.3
14.7

95.4
46

EIRxC

10.8
89.2

10.0
36.9
42.9
10.1

1.5
5.1
45.7
456
2.1

11.9
88.1

15.6
84.4
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Estimates for White Voters

95%

confidence

interval El 2x2 ER
9.8,11.8 11.6 9.9
88.2,90.2 88.5 90.1
9.3,10.8 8.0 8.8
36.2,37.6 375 371
42.2,43.6 427 427
0.9,10.8 11.3 115
1.0,2.2 15 1.7
4469 4.1 43
445,46.5 455 457
447, 46.3 46.1 454
17,29 2.8 29
11.1,12.8 114 12.1
87.3,88.9 88.6 87.8
14.6,16.7 14.0 14.8
83.3,85.4 86.0 85.2

HP

14.3
85.7

13.5
36.2
40.3
9.9

3.3
7.3
442
426
26

16.4
83.6

21.7
78.3
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix A2
Area of Interest 2 95% 95%
Jefferson, St Charles confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP

2022 November
U.S. Senator
John Kennedy R W 40 28,52 1.4 0.3 3.9 78.9 779,79.7 80.8 79.6 744
Gary Chambers, Jr D B 506 49.2,52.1 52.8 519 48.0 49 42,57 3.8 3.8 6.6
Luke Mixon D W 221 207,234 215 21.4 21.0 129 12.1,13.6 12.6 13.1 13.8
Others 233 221,246 254 26.4 27.2 34 28,40 3.7 3.5 5.1

2020 November
U.S. President
Biden/Harris D WB| 895 706,956 98.7 101.1 96.1 220 191,319 15.4 16.3 21.5
Trump/Pence R WW] 94 35274 1.1 2.1 2.7 77.2 67.1,80.0 82.7 81.7 76.6
Others 1.1 08,19 1.1 1.1 1.2 08 07,11 2.0 2.0 1.9
U.S. Senator
Adrian Perkins D B 504 49.0,51.8 50.3 51.8 574 98 9.0,10.5 74 6.1 10.9
Derrick Edwards D B 326 312,340 37.0 34.9 27.8 27 21,36 2.7 3.3 4.2
Bill Cassidy R W 31 20,43 1.2 2.5 34 834 825,842 85.5 84.7 80.1
Others 139 12.8,15.1 16.2 15.8 11.3 41 34,47 53 6.0 4.9

2019 October

Lieutenant Governor
Willie Jones D B 87.0 85.3,88.6 90.3 90.7 86.9 85 75,96 74 74 13.0
Billy Nungesser R W 13.0 114,147 9.6 9.2 13.1 915 904,925 92.6 92.7 87.0
Attorney General
lke Jackson D B 91.3 89.8,92.7 94.6 94.9 91.6 120 11.2,13,0 11.0 11.7 17.0
Jeff Landry R W 87 73,102 54 5.1 8.4 88.0 87.0,88.8 89.0 88.3 83.0
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 922 91.0,93.2 95.2 95.7 915 124 11.6,13.2 9.8 10.3 15.4
Kyle Ardoin R W 25 18,32 1.3 14 3.2 514 50.7,52.0 51.9 51.6 50.0
Thomas Kennedy |lI R W 3.0 22,40 2.5 2.9 3.1 289 28.1,29.7 30.3 30.1 27.3
Amanda Smith R W 24 17,31 2.7 2.7 2.2 73 68,78 7.9 8.0 7.2
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix A2
Area of Interest 2 95% 95%
Jefferson, St Charles confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 947 93.6,95.7 97.0 98.2 93.7 126 11.7,13.8 10.3 10.8 15.8
John Schroder R W 18 11,25 1.3 2.7 2.7 822 81.2,83.1 83.6 82.8 78.7
Teresa Kenny W 36 27,45 41 45 3.7 51 44,58 6.2 6.4 55
2019 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 959 94.5,97.1 98.3 99.6 95.3 18.2 17.0,19.5 16.6 17.4 21.7
Kyle Ardoin R W 41 29,55 1.8 04 47 81.8 80.5,83.0 83.4 82.6 78.3
2018 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 62.3 61.3,634 65.8 65.3 61.4 49 44,55 3.1 29 6.5
Renee Fontenot Free D W 250 23.9,26.1 271 26.8 22.0 82 76,89 8.3 85 8.9
Julie Stokes R W 3.7 32,43 3.2 -0.6 8.5 35.9 353,365 36.4 36.8 37.3
Kyle Ardoin R W 27 21,33 1.7 2.8 2.2 170 165,174 17.5 16.9 15.0
Rick Edmonds R W 1.3 10,17 1.0 0.6 1.5 87 83,91 9.2 9.0 9.0
Thomas Kennedy |lI R W 1.5 1.0,2.1 1.3 2.0 1.5 1.3 10.8,11.7 12.1 119 10.4
Others 34 28,41 2.7 3.2 3.0 14.0 135,144 14.3 14.2 12.8
2018 December
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 97.3 96.5,98.0 984 102.7 952 16.0 15.2,16.9 15.7 15.7 18.7
Kyle Ardoin R W 27 20,35 1.6 2.8 4.8 84.0 83.2,84.8 84.3 84.3 81.3
2017 October
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 90.0 872,919 92.7 92.2 85.0 1.1 104,119 8.3 9.3 12.8
Angele Davis R W 42 30,56 53 4.8 7.6 19.7 188,204 20.1 20.1 19.3
Neil Riser R W 15 10,22 0.8 04 1.2 13.6  13.0, 14.1 14.0 14.3 14.4
John Schroder R W 27 18,38 3.6 1.0 4.5 50.7 499,515 50.9 50.0 48.0
Others 1.7 11,25 1.7 24 1.6 49 43,55 6.3 6.2 55
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix A2
Area of Interest 2 95% 95%
Jefferson, St Charles confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP
2017 November
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 97.2 96.1,98.1 98.3 1028  96.5 17.3 16.3,18.3 15.9 16.1 20.0
John Schroder R W 28 1.939 1.7 2.9 3.5 82.8 81.7,83.7 84.1 83.9 80.0
2015 October
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 770 754,783 78.5 78.9 76.2 54 47,63 3.6 3.0 7.6
Billy Nungesser R W 74 6.0,89 4.8 8.7 5.0 39.0 38.0,39.8 40.3 38.7 33.9
John Young R W 141 127,154 11.8 10.4 17.4 53.0 52.1,54.0 54.3 54.6 54.9
Elbert Guillory R B 16  1.2,2.1 2.1 2.1 1.5 26 23,30 3.7 3.6 3.6
Attorney General
lke Jackson D B 27.3 263,285 28.6 27.3 22.0 14 09,18 1.3 1.5 2.7
Geri Broussard Baloney D B 61.3 56.0,62.9 63.1 64.0 66.2 58 50,64 3.9 3.6 71
Buddy Caldwell R W 75 62,104 6.8 7.0 7.0 456 44.8,46.3 46.9 46.9 442
Jeff Landry R W 3.0 22,42 1.6 0.8 3.5 438 431,444 447 44.0 421
Marty Maley R W 08 0.6,1.1 0.9 0.9 1.0 34 30,38 4.1 4.0 3.9
Secretary of State
Chris Tyson D B 96.9 959,978 98.0 1005 946 13.2 12.2,14.2 11.5 119 16.0
Tom Schedler R W 31 22,41 2.4 04 54 86.8 85.8,87.8 88.6 88.1 84.0
2015 November
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 94.0 923,958 95.6 95.5 93.6 14.7 13.6,16.0 12.3 12.4 17.9
Billy Nungesser R W 6.0 42,78 4.5 4.5 6.4 85.3 84.0,86.4 87.8 87.6 82.1
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Appendix A3 Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

Area of Interest 3
East Baton Rouge, West 95% 95%
Baton Rouge, Iberville, confidence confidence

Pointe Coupee  party Race EIRXC interval El2x2 ER HP  EIRXC interval El2x2 ER HP

2022 November
U.S. Senator
John Kennedy R W 42 36,47 2.6 24 5.2 794 789,799 79.6 79.2 74.3
Gary Chambers, Jr D B 65.0 64.1,65.9 66.1 66.5 61.7 56 49,64 3.9 44 6.8
Luke Mixon D W | 222 214,230 224 21.6 245 131 124,137 12.7 12.2 15.0
Others 86 81,92 9.3 9.5 8.6 19 1524 3.9 4.3 3.9

2020 November
U.S. President
Biden/Harris D WB| 888 76.9 941 97.3 98.6 94.2 248 19.7,33.6 14.5 13.8 18.7
Trump/Pence R WW] 102 5.0,220 1.4 0.2 43 745 65.6,79.6 83.1 84.2 79.5
Others 1.0 08,12 1.3 1.6 1.5 06 05,08 2.3 2.0 1.8
U.S. Senator
Adrian Perkins D B 491 483,499 504 49.8 48.7 93 86,108 8.2 7.5 10.9
Derrick Edwards D B 29.7 29.1,30.4 30.5 30.8 28.3 20 16,25 1.4 1.5 2.9
Bill Cassidy R W 58 54,64 3.9 2.9 7.0 86.2 85.1,86.7 86.6 86.9 81.7
Others 15.3 14.7,15.9 16.2 16.5 16.0 25 20,31 3.7 4.0 4.5

2019 October

Lieutenant Governor
Willie Jones D B 83.2 823,840 84.9 85.6 81.3 105 9.7,11.3 10.2 10.8 16.2
Billy Nungesser R W 16.8 16.0,17.7 15.1 14.5 18.7 89.6 88.7,90.3 89.8 89.3 83.8
Attorney General
lke Jackson D B 894 88.6,90.2 91.0 91.7 87.7 134 128,143 12.9 13.1 19.2
Jeff Landry R W 106 9.8,114 8.9 8.3 12.3 86.6 85.7,87.2 87.0 86.9 80.8
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 90.1 88.4,909 915 91.8 88.3 13.1 123,149 11.2 11.2 16.9
Kyle Ardoin R W 47 4.1,6.1 34 2.6 6.2 69.0 68.1,69.6 69.4 69.4 65.5
Thomas Kennedy |lI R W 35 30,40 3.0 34 3.3 141 135,145 14.4 14.4 12.9
Amanda Smith R W 1.7 14,21 2.1 2.2 2.2 38 32,44 53 5.0 4.7
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Area of Interest 3

East Baton Rouge, West
Baton Rouge, Iberville,

Pointe Coupee

Treasurer
Derrick Edwards
John Schroder
Teresa Kenny

2019 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Kyle Ardoin

2018 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Renee Fontenot Free
Julie Stokes
Kyle Ardoin
Rick Edmonds
Thomas Kennedy |lI
Others

2018 December
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Kyle Ardoin

2017 October

Treasurer
Derrick Edwards
Angele Davis
Neil Riser
John Schroder
Others
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Estimates for Black Voters

95%
confidence
interval

90.7,94.5
28,6.7
23,31

94.8, 96.1
39,52

58.3,59.9
29.0,30.4
1.1,1.7
31,39
14,20
12,18
27,35

95.4,96.8
32,46

84.7,87.4
46,68
23,39
20,35
1.9,3.0

El 2x2

941
2.0
3.9

96.6
34

61.2
30.2
1.2
29
14
1.2
3.2

96.7
3.3

87.4
49
2.1
25
1.5

ER

94.8
0.9
4.2

97.8
2.2

60.2
30.6
1.1
2.9
0.4
1.5
3.5

98.1
1.9

89.7
4.2
2.5
1.3
24

HP

91.7
4.4
3.8

94.5
5.5

56.9
30.7
1.6
4.1
2.1
1.3
3.2

94.3
5.7

85.6
6.6
34
2.2
2.2

EIRxC

14.2
83.1
2.7

16.3
83.7

3.5
13.4
14.6
31.7
23.3
6.1
74

18.5
81.5

11.0
44.5
14.7
24.9
4.8

Estimates for White Voters

95%
confidence
interval

13.4,16.4
81.1,83.8
2.3,3.1

15.6, 17.1
82.9,84.4

27,43
12.6,13.9
14.0,15.0
31.3,32.2
22.8,23.7
5.8,6.4
6.8,8.0

17.7,19.3
80.7,82.3

10.4,11.9
43.7,45.2
14.1,15.2
243,254
43,53

El 2x2

10.4
84.0
5.8

15.8
84.3

26
11.9
14.9
32.1
23.8

6.5

7.8

17.7
82.3

9.6
44.9
15.5
25.0

5.1

ER

11.0
83.2
5.8

15.0
85.1

29
13.5
14.1
33.6
21.8

6.8

7.3

17.3
82.8

9.7
424
13.8
28.5

55

HP

173
77.3
5.4

23.2
76.8

5.7
13.2
13.6
31.3
22.3

6.4

76

23.3
76.7

14.7
43.5
14.4
22.6
4.8
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Appendix A3 Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Area of Interest 3
East Baton Rouge, West 95% 95%
Baton Rouge, Iberville, confidence confidence
Pointe Coupee  party Race EIRXC interval El2x2 ER HP  EIRXC interval El2x2 ER HP
2017 November
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 97.7 96.9,98.4 97.7 1005 96.2 184 17.6,19.2 18.1 16.4 22.9
John Schroder R W 23 17,31 2.2 0.5 3.8 81.6 80.8,824 81.9 83.7 771
2015 October
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 939 932,944 94.5 95.0 92.3 314 308,322 29.3 29.9 35.1
Billy Nungesser R W 20 16,24 1.6 1.6 2.6 31.0 305,315 31.7 31.8 28.1
John Young R W 20 16,24 1.6 1.0 2.5 30.5 29.9,31.0 31.1 304 29.0
Elbert Guillory R B 21 18,25 2.3 24 2.5 71 66,76 8.1 7.8 7.8
Attorney General
lke Jackson D B 39.5 388,402 40.5 41.0 36.8 24 1929 15 2.3 4.0
Geri Broussard Baloney D B 352 345,360 35.8 34.7 345 6.1 53,70 6.0 6.5 8.1
Buddy Caldwell R W 200 193209 19.4 19.3 22.8 544 53.7,55.1 54.6 53.7 53.2
Jeff Landry R W 25 21,30 2.2 2.3 3.0 30.7 30.0,31.3 31.3 30.3 28.3
Marty Maley R W 27 23,31 2.8 2.8 2.9 6.3 5968 6.7 7.2 6.5
Secretary of State
Chris Tyson D B 93.2 923,939 944 94.3 92.2 14.0 13.2,14.9 13.1 15.9 20.0
Tom Schedler R W 69 6.1,76 5.6 5.7 7.8 86.0 85.1,86.8 86.9 84.1 80.0
2015 November
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 96.3 95.5,97.1 96.5 97.1 94.6 405 394,418 38.3 40.3 45.6
Billy Nungesser R W 3.7 29,45 3.5 2.9 54 59.5 58.2,60.6 61.7 59.7 54.4




Appendix A4
Area of Interest 4
De Soto, Natchitoches,
Red River

2022 November
U.S. Senator
John Kennedy
Gary Chambers, Jr
Luke Mixon
Others

2020 November
U.S. President
Biden/Harris
Trump/Pence
Others
U.S. Senator
Adrian Perkins
Derrick Edwards
Bill Cassidy
Others

2019 October

Lieutenant Governor
Willie Jones
Billy Nungesser
Attorney General
Ike Jackson
Jeff Landry
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Kyle Ardoin
Thomas Kennedy |lI
Amanda Smith

Party Race EIRxC
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4.1
43.8
29.1
23.0

87.7
10.6
1.7

66.3
15.5
3.3
15.0

95.9
4.1

91.0
9.0

91.5
1.9
43
2.3

Estimates for Black Voters

95%

confidence

interval El 2x2 ER

28,59 6.1 0.2

41.2,46.2 432 46.8
26.7,315 324 27.6
211,248 22.6 255
73.4,93.0 95.0 102.4
54,249 1.8 -4.9

12,24 2.2 2.4

64.0, 68.4 68.9 69.9
13.7,17.2 18.6 16.1

21,46 3.2 2.7

13.2,16.9 171 16.8
94.1,97.2 95.0 100.4
28,59 5.0 -0.5

88.7,93.1 90.8 934
6.9,11.3 9.1 6.6

89.6, 93.1 91.7 949
1.0,3.0 14 -0.6

3.1,6.2 44 35

16,3.3 2.3 2.0

HP

8.1
40.5
33.9
17.5

92.2
55
2.3

60.1
15.8
7.5
16.6

90.6
9.4

85.3
14.7

85.8
3.9
6.4
3.9

EIRxC

914
3.2
34
2.0

15.4
83.7
0.8

4.0
1.9
90.1
4.0

76
924

74
92.6

8.1
52.0
31.9

8.0
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Estimates for White Voters

95%

confidence

interval El 2x2 ER
90.4,92.3 90.8 94.2
22,42 3.7 14
25,45 3.0 3.0
1.3,2.7 1.9 15
11.2,24.9 8.9 5.6
74.3,88.0 90.1 93.5
0.1,1.2 1.0 1.0
27,53 3.2 29
1.1,2.8 0.7 1.6
89.1,91.1 90.2 91.7
29,52 3.6 37
6.3,9.0 77 7.0
91.0,93.7 92.3 93.1
6.0,9.0 7.4 7.2
91.0,94.0 926 92.8
6.8,9.6 7.3 7.0
50.7, 53.1 52.8 50.3
30.6, 33.2 32.6 33.7
71,88 8.6 8.9

HP

89.1
3.7
3.8
34

9.1
90.0
0.9

4.5
1.9
88.9
4.7

9.6
90.4

8.8
91.2

8.8
50.9
31.5

8.8



Appendix A4

Area of Interest 4

De Soto, Natchitoches,

Red River

Treasurer
Derrick Edwards
John Schroder
Teresa Kenny

2019 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Kyle Ardoin

2018 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Renee Fontenot Free
Julie Stokes
Kyle Ardoin
Rick Edmonds
Thomas Kennedy |lI
Others

2018 December
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Kyle Ardoin

2017 October

Treasurer
Derrick Edwards
Angele Davis
Neil Riser
John Schroder
Others
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Estimates for Black Voters

95%

confidence

interval

91.5,95.3
11,34
31,58

95.2,97.8
22,48

50.0, 54.4
31.8, 36.1
32,54
21,41
09,20
1.5,3.2
1.9,3.9

93.8,97.6
24,62

86.4, 92.1
1.8,4.9
1.7,4.6
1.3,3.7
1.2,3.1

El 2x2

941
2.0
5.1

95.5
46

95.3
37.7
5.6
3.1
0.8
24
3.2

93.8
6.1

89.7
1.7
1.2
1.6
0.5

ER

98.3
-3.7
5.5

103.8
-3.9

52.3
37.3
5.0
1.5
-1.5
2.2
3.7

102.9
2.9

98.0
0.3
0.8
1.4
0.2

HP

89.8
5.7
4.5

92.6
74

43.7
32.6
8.6
5.0
2.6
3.7
3.7

91.8
8.2

88.7
3.7
3.3
2.0
2.2

EIRxC

9.9
87.0
3.1

1.7
88.3

4.6
54
7.3
29.1
23.8
17.7
12.1

11.0
89.0

9.0
29.2
23.6
32.7

5.6

Estimates for White Voters

95%
confidence
interval

8.5,11.6
85.6, 88.2
22,41

10.3, 13.2
86.8, 89.7

34,58
4.1,6.6
6.5, 8.1
28.1,30.1
23.1,24.6
16.8, 18.4
11.3,13.0

94,127
87.3,90.6

74,10.7
27.7,30.7
22.1,25.0
31.1,34.2
47,64

El 2x2

7.8
87.7
4.2

113
88.6

2.3
3.7
6.8
29.1
24.8
17.7
12.4

12.4
87.7

9.8
30.0
24.5
33.4

6.3

ER

7.6
87.9
4.4

7.8
92.1

3.8
46
6.4
30.7
23.8
18.0
12.8

9.2
90.8

5.4
30.7
24.8
32.8

6.4

HP

10.0
85.9
4.1

12.0
88.0

4.3
54
6.8
28.9
26.6
16.3
11.9

10.4
89.6

8.8
28.1
22.2
34.1

6.8
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Appendix Ad Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

Area of Interest 4
De Soto, Natchitoches, 95% 95%

Red River confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP

2017 November
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 96.2 93.8,98.0 91.1 105.9 95.9 13.7 11.7,15.7 16.5 104 12.7
John Schroder R W 38 20,6.2 8.7 -6.1 4.1 86.3 84.3,88.3 834 89.6 87.3

2015 October

Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 90.7 88.9,924 92.7 93.1 89.1 106 9.3,11.9 8.2 10.6 13.9
Billy Nungesser R W 26 17,39 24 1.9 3.9 332 320,343 34.1 33.6 32.0
John Young R W 42 2957 3.1 3.2 44 43.3 420,445 445 424 421
Elbert Guillory R B 25 16,35 3.7 2.0 25 12.9 12.0,13.8 13.6 13.3 12.0
Attorney General
Ike Jackson D B 32.3 30.6,34.0 331 32.3 28.0 1.9 1229 1.0 19 3.2
Geri Broussard Baloney D B 36.7 33.5,39.0 37.8 36.7 31.0 50 38,67 4.8 6.1 6.5
Buddy Caldwell R W 256 23.0,28.2 26.7 27.8 33.5 457 44.1,47.2 45.2 44 1 449
Jeff Landry R W 25 14,42 1.7 1.2 3.5 351 33.7,36.2 36.3 35.5 32.8
Marty Maley R W 3.0 20,41 24 2.0 3.9 12.3 11.4,13.2 12.8 12.4 12.6
Secretary of State
Chris Tyson D B 91.5 89.0,93.6 92.5 925 91.0 141 125,159 13.1 16.0 18.9
Tom Schedler R W 85 6.4,11.0 7.6 7.6 9.0 859 84.1,875 87.0 84.1 81.1

2015 November
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 97.2 955,984 98.1 98.1 94.7 19.7 181,214 17.8 17.7 21.1
Billy Nungesser R W 28 16,45 2.0 2.0 53 80.3 78.6,81.9 82.2 82.3 78.9
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Area of Interest 5
Calcasieu

2022 November
U.S. Senator
John Kennedy
Gary Chambers, Jr
Luke Mixon
Others

2020 November
U.S. President
Biden/Harris
Trump/Pence
Others
U.S. Senator
Adrian Perkins
Derrick Edwards
Bill Cassidy
Others

2019 October

Lieutenant Governor
Willie Jones
Billy Nungesser
Attorney General
Ike Jackson
Jeff Landry
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Kyle Ardoin
Thomas Kennedy |lI
Amanda Smith
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44
56.4
22.2
17.0

90.9
7.7
1.5

23.1
50.7
5.4
20.8

91.9
8.1

92.6
74

93.2
2.7
2.8
1.3

Estimates for Black Voters

95%

confidence

interval El 2x2 ER
32,57 25 -0.3
54.5,58.2 59.3 59.3
205,239 22.6 22.7
15.4,18.7 17.9 18.3
73.0,96.5 98.4 102.7
24,249 0.8 -5.0
09,22 2.3 2.3
216,246 25.4 245
49.0,52.4 52.4 53.0
42,66 33 0.6
19.2, 224 22.3 22.1
90.1,93.5 93.1 954
6.5,9.9 6.8 46
90.9, 94.1 94.0 96.5
5.9,9.1 59 35
918,944 94.7 97.1
20,37 1.7 -1.0
2.0,3.8 2.6 2.1
08,19 1.7 1.8

HP

7.8
54.4
20.8
17.0

93.8
45
1.7

23.3
47.5
8.0
21.2

88.2
11.8

88.7
11.3

89.3
47
4.1
1.9

EIRxC

86.4
2.5
6.3
4.8

15.5
84.0
0.5

2.5
3.7
86.3
76

8.7
91.3

9.8
90.2

10.3
57.7
26.5
5.5
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Estimates for White Voters

95%

confidence

interval El 2x2 ER
85.8,86.9 86.8 86.2
1.8,3.3 1.7 2.0
5.6,6.9 6.1 6.3
40,55 5.1 55
134,21.7 9.6 9.8
77.8,86.0 88.4 88.3
04,07 1.8 19
1.7,3.3 2.1 2.7
28,44 2.7 2.8
85.6, 86.8 87.1 86.4
6.8,8.3 7.4 8.0
78,98 75 7.7
90.2,92.2 925 92.3
9.0,10.8 8.7 8.7
89.2,91.0 91.3 91.3
9.6,11.0 8.1 8.0
57.0,58.4 58.3 57.6
25.7,27.1 271 27.5
49,6.0 6.5 6.9

HP

82.4
5.2
6.7
5.7

13.0
85.3
1.7

34
53
83.1
8.2

12.1
87.9

13.1
86.9

12.5
55.2
25.9
6.4
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix A5
Area of Interest 5 95% 95%
Calcasieu confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 943 927,956 954 98.7 90.6 1.3 105,121 9.1 9.3 13.5
John Schroder R W 24 16,38 1.0 -3.3 49 84.0 83.3,84.6 84.3 84.5 80.7
Teresa Kenny W 32 23,43 4.7 45 46 46 40,53 6.1 6.3 5.8
2019 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 954 94.0,96.6 96.9 100.2 921 126 11.8,13.7 11.8 11.6 16.1
Kyle Ardoin R W 46 34,60 3.0 0.3 7.9 874 86.3,88.2 88.2 88.5 83.9
2018 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 56.8 55.5,58.4 59.4 59.3 55.2 42 36,47 2.7 3.1 59
Renee Fontenot Free D W 353 33.8,36.6 374 36.9 33.0 96 9.0,10.2 8.6 84 94
Julie Stokes R W 09 06,14 1.2 0.5 1.3 13.3 128,137 13.5 13.2 13.0
Kyle Ardoin R W 1.3 08,19 1.1 -0.6 2.5 29.0 284,295 29.3 29.9 28.4
Rick Edmonds R W 1.1 06,16 1.2 0.2 1.8 19.1 185,19.6 19.4 18.9 18.4
Thomas Kennedy |lI R W 14 09,19 1.3 0.8 2.0 124 119,129 12.7 13.4 12.6
Others 32 25,40 3.2 3.3 4.2 125 11.9,13.0 12.7 13.1 12.3
2018 December
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 96.5 951,977 96.8 100.2 9441 13.1 120,144 12.6 119 15.4
Kyle Ardoin R W 35 23,49 3.2 0.2 59 86.9 85.6,88.0 87.4 88.1 84.6
2017 October
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 894 872,914 92.3 94.3 89.9 1.2 10.3,12.1 10.6 10.7 12.5
Angele Davis R W 52 35,71 5.1 4.5 55 39.8 38.7,40.8 39.9 374 38.6
Neil Riser R W 18 1.0,28 1.1 0.1 1.5 235 226,244 23.7 24.2 23.4
John Schroder R W 1.7 10,26 0.9 0.0 1.3 18.7 17.8,19.6 19.0 19.4 18.4
Others 20 12,29 0.6 1.1 1.9 6.9 63,75 7.2 8.2 7.1
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix A5
Area of Interest 5 95% 95%
Calcasieu confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP

2017 November
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 975 96.1,98.6 98.9 103.0 970 17.0 16.0, 18.1 15.9 175 19.0
John Schroder R W 25 14,39 0.9 -3.0 3.0 83.0 81.9,84.0 84.1 82.5 81.0

2015 October

Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 87.2 857,886 88.6 89.9 84.8 121 114,128 10.6 11.3 14.2
Billy Nungesser R W 27 1936 2.2 15 3.5 36.8 36.1,37.5 374 371 354
John Young R W 43 32,54 4.0 2.9 54 419 411,426 421 415 40.9
Elbert Guillory R B 59 4969 59 5.8 6.2 92 86,98 9.7 10.1 94
Attorney General
lke Jackson D B 26.7 252,282 274 27.4 235 28 23,33 2.5 3.3 3.7
Geri Broussard Baloney D B 612 55.8,63.3 63.4 63.2 62.7 6.0 53,73 4.8 50 7.8
Buddy Caldwell R W 71 59092 7.1 74 7.3 38.9 38.1,39.7 39.0 38.5 374
Jeff Landry R W 41 29,60 2.9 1.0 5.0 50.2 49.1,51.0 50.6 50.6 48.4
Marty Maley R W 1.0 06,14 1.1 0.9 1.4 21 17,25 2.6 2.6 2.6
Secretary of State
Chris Tyson D B 959 945,970 96.8 98.8 92.9 19.8 18.8,20.7 18.6 19.6 21.4
Tom Schedler R W 41 30,55 3.2 1.2 7.1 80.2 793,812 81.4 80.3 78.6

2015 November
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 97.0 95.7,98.0 98.0 100.2 943 235 224,245 22.5 23.7 25.8
Billy Nungesser R W 3.0 20,43 2.1 0.3 5.7 76.5 755,776 71.7 76.4 74.2
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix A6
Area of Interest 6 95% 95%
Ascension, Iberville confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP

2022 November
U.S. Senator
John Kennedy R W 50 3.6,6.6 4.8 2.3 9.8 85.8 85.0,86.6 86.3 87.3 84.8
Gary Chambers, Jr D B 63.2 609,654 65.7 65.1 60.7 29 1939 1.4 1.3 4.1
Luke Mixon D W 193 172,214 23.0 19.0 16.6 6.5 53,76 5.9 6.4 5.9
Others 126 10.9,14.3 13.9 13.7 12.9 47 38,57 4.9 5.0 5.2

2020 November
U.S. President
Biden/Harris D WRB| 866 644,947 97.1 1000 909 155 12.0,264 8.3 74 11.6
Trump/Pence R WW] 116 36,333 1.1 2.8 6.1 839 728,874 89.5 91.2 86.9
Others 18 13,24 34 2.7 2.9 06 04,09 1.1 1.3 1.5
U.S. Senator
Adrian Perkins D B 449 429,469 46.7 443 36.5 33 23,44 2.7 3.2 5.0
Derrick Edwards D B 328 308,345 34.8 34.6 32.2 23 16,31 1.4 1.5 3.2
Bill Cassidy R W 58 44,73 4.8 2.7 12.4 89.7 88.6,90.6 90.4 90.6 85.5
Others 16.6 14.9,18.3 17.9 18.3 18.9 47 38,57 4.9 47 6.3

2019 October

Lieutenant Governor
Willie Jones D B 88.2 85.9,90.11 88.5 89.0 84.5 55 44,69 5.0 5.3 9.3
Billy Nungesser R W 118 9.9,14.1 1.4 11.0 15.5 945 931,956 95.1 94.7 90.7
Attorney General
lke Jackson D B 92.1 90.0,93.7 915 94.4 88.5 72 6.088 6.5 59 9.6
Jeff Landry R W 7.9 6.3,10.0 8.5 5.7 115 928 91.2,94.0 93.5 94.1 90.4
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 88.1 86.3,89.8 89.9 89.9 85.0 95 84,106 6.7 6.8 10.6
Kyle Ardoin R W 39 27,52 2.7 1.6 5.7 65.8 64.9,66.6 66.6 68.2 61.7
Thomas Kennedy |lI R W 57 44,72 53 6.3 6.2 19.0 18.1,19.8 19.5 18.5 20.7
Amanda Smith R W 24 16,33 2.5 2.2 3.1 57 49,67 7.1 6.6 7.1
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix A6
Area of Interest 6 95% 95%
Ascension, Iberville confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 91.8 89.0,93.6 92.2 94.7 88.9 103 9.2,11.8 7.2 7.3 12.6
John Schroder R W 48 33,74 34 1.3 6.7 85.3 83.7,86.4 86.4 86.5 80.9
Teresa Kenny W 33 24,45 39 3.9 44 43 34,54 6.3 6.2 6.5
2019 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 954 93.4,96.7 95.6 97.4 91.0 116 10.2,13.2 10.4 10.4 15.6
Kyle Ardoin R W 47 33,66 4.3 2.6 9.0 884 86.8,89.8 89.7 89.6 84.4
2018 November
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 56.7 57.7,585 59.7 56.6 51.7 38 28,47 2.1 2.6 44
Renee Fontenot Free D W 316 298,335 35.2 33.6 30.9 80 71,88 5.8 7.0 8.6
Julie Stokes R W 14 0.8, 2.1 1.2 1.4 1.6 119 112,126 12.6 12.3 10.2
Kyle Ardoin R W 32 23,43 2.7 34 5.6 36.5 35.7,37.2 37.0 374 37.1
Rick Edmonds R W 16 10,22 1.0 0.9 3.2 21.8  21.0,225 22.4 23.3 20.9
Thomas Kennedy Il R W 23 16,31 2.3 24 29 91 85,96 94 9.0 9.7
Others 3.3 25,42 3.6 3.7 4.1 89 81,96 9.5 8.4 9.1
2018 December
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup D B 940 921,955 94.8 97.7 87.9 127 112,146 11.9 10.4 14.0
Kyle Ardoin R W 6.0 4579 5.2 2.2 12.1 87.3 854,888 88.2 89.5 86.0
2017 October
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 839 813,864 85.8 90.3 81.7 104 9.0,11.9 8.5 8.0 11.2
Angele Davis R W 84 6.3,105 7.5 6.7 11.0 37.0 355,385 37.5 36.3 36.4
Neil Riser R W 20 12,30 0.0 0.1 0.8 79 6.92838 9.3 8.6 8.2
John Schroder R W 32 21,47 2.4 15 34 394 38.0,40.8 40.3 415 38.7
Others 25 16,36 0.7 1.4 3.1 53 44,62 7.0 5.7 54
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix A6
Area of Interest 6 95% 95%
Ascension, Iberville confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP

2017 November
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 97.0 95.0,985 98.5 1028 976 129 112,146 1.7 11.4 14.2
John Schroder R W 3.0 15,50 1.5 2.9 2.4 871 854,888 88.3 88.6 85.8

2015 October

Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 93.7 91.0,95.3 95.8 96.1 93.0 26.6 255,279 23.4 235 27.8
Billy Nungesser R W 22 12,34 1.6 1.4 2.7 38.9 37.9,398 39.9 39.5 38.1
John Young R W 22 12,40 1.2 04 2.4 279 268,288 29.1 29.7 26.7
Elbert Guillory R B 20 13,29 1.9 2.1 1.9 6.6 58,74 7.6 7.2 74
Attorney General
lke Jackson D B 515 49.9,53.0 52.1 55.5 60.3 16 10,22 1.1 0.5 2.9
Geri Broussard Baloney D B 25.7 236,275 25.6 24 4 19.5 58 49,67 5.8 6.3 71
Buddy Caldwell R W 134 115,154 12.2 11.8 10.1 51.3 50.1,52.4 52.0 52.5 49.5
Jeff Landry R W 3.0 1943 2.1 24 3.5 346 335,356 35.7 35.1 34.5
Marty Maley R W 65 51,79 6.8 6.0 6.6 6.7 5975 7.2 6.7 6.0
Secretary of State
Chris Tyson D B 91.9 89.5,94.0 924 91.9 90.1 152 13.7,16.7 13.4 16.2 20.0
Tom Schedler R W 81 6.0,105 7.7 8.1 9.9 84.8 83.3,86.3 86.5 83.8 80.0

2015 November
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 975 959,986 99.0 100.7 976 33.7 324,353 31.2 33.1 354
Billy Nungesser R W 25 14,41 0.8 0.7 2.4 66.3 64.7,67.6 68.8 66.9 64.6
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Area of Interest 7

East Baton Rouge, East
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2022 November
U.S. Senator
John Kennedy
Gary Chambers, Jr
Luke Mixon
Others

2020 November
U.S. President
Biden/Harris
Trump/Pence
Others
U.S. Senator
Adrian Perkins
Derrick Edwards
Bill Cassidy
Others

2019 October

Lieutenant Governor
Willie Jones
Billy Nungesser
Attorney General
Ike Jackson
Jeff Landry
Secretary of State
Gwen Collins-Greenup
Kyle Ardoin
Thomas Kennedy |lI
Amanda Smith
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Estimates for Black Voters

95%
confidence
interval

32,44
64.2, 66.1
22.6,24.3
70,82

75.8,95.7
3.5,23.2
1,11

49.5,51.2
28.6, 30.1
5.0,6.2

14.0,15.3

81.2,83.2
16.8, 18.8

88.1,90.2
9.8,11.9

84.3,92.1
41,10.8
23,39
9,16

El 2x2

2.0
66.2
23.6

8.8

97.4
14
14

51.2
30.5
3.5
15.8

83.8
16.1

90.6
9.4

92.1
3.3
25
1.5

ER

1.7
66.3
23.1

9.0

98.6
0.0
1.4

51.3
30.5
24
15.8

84.6
15.4

91.1
8.9

92.6
24
2.8
2.0

HP

4.8
61.6
25.4

8.2

94.4
4.1
14

49.7
27.8
6.6
15.9

80.5
19.5

87.5
12.5

88.6
6.3
3.0
2.1

EIRxC

78.2
6.6
13.8
1.3

254
74.0
0.7

10.9
1.7
85.1
2.3

11.0
89.0

14.6
85.4

15.8
68.3
12.9
3.0

Estimates for White Voters

95%
confidence
interval

77.6,78.8
58,74
13.1,14.5
1.0,1.7

20.3, 36.2
63.1,79.1
5, .8

10.0,12.3
13,23
83.8, 85.9
1.7,2.8

10.2,12.0
88.0, 89.8

13.6,16.7
83.3, 86.4

14.6,21.2
63.9, 69.2
12.0,13.5
23,36

El 2x2

78.5
4.4
13.3
4.0

15.9
81.6
2.5

9.2
0.7
85.7
3.8

11.2
88.8

14.2
85.8

12.2
69.0
13.9
5.2

ER

77.2
4.8
13.4
45

15.8
81.9
24

9.0
1.3
85.2
46

13.2
86.7

16.2
83.8

14.2
66.8
14.0
5.1

HP

72.4
7.2
16.7
3.7

20.6
77.3
2.1

12.4
26
80.4
4.5

17.0
83.0

20.8
79.2

18.0
65.8
11.6
4.6
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Others

2018 December
Secretary of State
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2017 October
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Derrick Edwards
Angele Davis
Neil Riser
John Schroder
Others

D
R

X0 X0 202000

X O

X X0 200

Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ

B
w
w

=E====zw =w

= w

=E==zw

Party Race EIRxC

94.0
3.6
24

95.8
42

61.3
28.6
1.3
3.6
1.5
1.0
2.7

96.8
3.2

87.4
5.4
3.4
1.9
1.9
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Estimates for Black Voters

95%
confidence
interval

88.3,95.0
26,95
20,29

94.9,96.5
3.5,5.1

60.5, 62.2
27.8,29.4
1.0,1.7
31,40
12,18
6,14
22,32

95.9,97.6
24,41

85.7,88.9
43,6.7
27,43
1.3,2.7
1.3,2.5

El 2x2

94.9
1.6
3.7

97.7
3.0

62.2
29.5
1.2
3.0
1.2
1.0
2.8

97.4
2.6

89.2
46
3.1
1.6
2.2

ER

95.2
0.8
4.0

98.3
1.7

62.5
29.6
0.8
3.2
0.2
0.7
3.0

98.6
1.4

90.0
3.6
3.2
0.8
24

HP

91.9
43
3.8

94.7
5.3

57.5
30.7
1.7
4.0
2.0
1.1
3.0

95.0
5.0

85.7
6.5
3.9
2.1
1.8

EIRxC

14.9
83.0
2.2

17.6
82.4

4.7
12.5
15.0
30.1
24.8

5.2

7.7

19.5
80.5

114
46.9
15.8
22.0
3.9

Estimates for White Voters

95%
confidence
interval

14.0,19.0
78.8,83.8
1.8,2.6

16.5,19.0
81.0,83.5

4.0,5.6
11.8,13.2
14.3,15.6
29.5, 30.6
24.3,25.2
47,57
6.9,84

18.4,20.7
79.3,81.6

10.6, 12.2
46.0, 47.7
15.1,16.3
21.4,22.6
34,45

El 2x2

10.3
84.0
6.0

16.9
83.2

2.7
11.0
15.5
30.5
25.2

6.2

8.5

18.0
82.0

9.3
47.3
16.3
224

5.2

ER

12.2
81.7
6.1

17.3
82.7

43
11.1
15.0
29.7
23.3
8.0
8.5

19.9
80.1

9.6
48.9
15.3
211

5.0

HP

17.7
771
5.3

23.9
76.1

59
12.1
14.4
29.9
24.2

5.5

8.0

23.8
76.2

14.7
44.9
15.5
20.7
4.2
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Appendix A7 Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Area of Interest 7
East Baton Rouge, East 95% 95%
Feliciana confidence confidence
Party Race EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP
2017 November
Treasurer
Derrick Edwards D B 97.4 96.5,98.2 98.2 100.0 96.0 19.6 18.6,20.6 18.7 18.9 23.6
John Schroder R W 26 18,35 19 0.0 4.0 804 794,814 81.3 81.1 76.4
2015 October
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 93.7 929,945 94.4 94.7 92.0 32.0 30.9, 329 289 30.6 35.6
Billy Nungesser R W 22 17,27 1.7 1.6 2.8 30.0 29.3,30.6 30.9 30.6 271
John Young R W 19 15,24 1.6 1.2 2.6 311 30.3,31.7 31.9 30.6 29.5
Elbert Guillory R B 22 17,28 24 2.5 2.6 69 62,78 8.2 8.2 7.8
Attorney General
Ike Jackson D B 36.8 36.0,37.6 37.5 37.6 34.7 21 16,27 1.6 2.1 3.9
Geri Broussard Baloney D B 36.5 35.7,37.3 371 36.0 35.1 6.7 5975 6.2 74 8.3
Buddy Caldwell R W 221 212,229 21.2 21.8 24.5 545 53.7,55.2 54.6 53.7 53.7
Jeff Landry R W 24 20,30 2.1 2.3 3.1 314 30.8,32.1 31.9 311 28.1
Marty Maley R W 22 18,26 2.3 2.4 2.7 52 46,57 6.0 58 6.0
Secretary of State
Chris Tyson D B 941 93.2,95.0 95.4 96.0 92.7 13.3 124,143 12.1 14.4 19.6
Tom Schedler R W 59 50,68 45 3.9 7.3 86.7 85.7,87.6 879 85.6 80.4
2015 November
Lieutenant Governor
Kip Holden D B 953 94.3,96.2 96.0 96.4 941 399 386,412 37.9 39.1 46.1
Billy Nungesser R W 47 38,57 4.0 3.5 59 60.1 58.8,61.4 62.1 61.0 53.9




Appendix B1

Louisiana State Senate

Elections

2015 October
St Senate District 2
Troy Brown
Eric Weil
Chris Delpit
St Senate District 7
Troy Carter
Jeffrey Arnold
Leslie Ellison
Roy Glapion
St Senate District 38
Richard Burford
John Milkovich
Cloyce Clark
Jemayel Warren

2015 November
St Senate District 7
Troy Carter
Jeffrey Arnold

2017 April
St Senate District 2
Warren Harang
Edward Price
Elton Aubert
Wayne Brigalia
Albert Burl
Others
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Party Race Vote

O X O vlvlvlw) U3 o

(W)

O X0 000

=w W=S=S=S UDw=w W=w

=W w=

72.0
15.7
12.3

37.4
33.3
15.0
14.3

35.2
33.3
216
9.9

56.8
43.2

26.5
22.1
15.1
7.0
6.4
229

EIRxC

87.6
2.0
10.4

59.1
9.4
20.5
1.1

6.0
63.5
3.1
274

87.1
12.9

3.0
34.3
23.2

21

9.6
279
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Estimates for Black Voters

95%
confidence
interval

85.9, 89.1
1.3,3.0
9.0,11.9

56.8,61.2
7.7,11.2
18.6, 22.3
9.2,13.0

39,89
60.5, 66.4
1.7,4.9
25.6, 29.1

84.5,89.4
10.6,15.5

1.8,4.7
32.0,36.5
21.3,25.0
1.3,3.2
8.6,10.5
25.6,30.0

El 2x2

88.6
1.0
10.6

60.2
7.1
21.1
11.5

48
68.2
0.5
29.1

88.5
114

1.6
34.0
244

04
10.8
22.7

ER

88.3
1.2
10.6

59.7
6.7
22.2
11.4

2.3
63.7
0.8
33.4

87.8
121

3.2
34.1
24.3
0.0
12.5
28.9

HP

86.7
2.2
11.0

55.1
11.4
22.6
10.9

na

82.8
17.2

3.9
28.9
27.5

14
17.4
212

EIRxC

53.2
33.0
13.8

13.7
62.8
8.1
15.5

49.3
17.8

31.7
1.2

17.6
82.4

56.3
6.6
5.8

13.0
1.9

16.5

Estimates for White Voters

95%
confidence
interval

51.2,55.4
31.6,34.3
11.9, 15.5

11.6,15.9
60.5, 64.8
6.4,9.8

13.3,17.7

47.9,50.9
15.9,19.7
30.2,32.8
7,19

14.1,21.6
78.4,85.9

53.9,58.2
40,92
38,79
11.4,14.3
1.0,3.0
13.8,19.2

El 2x2

51.2
34.6
14.1

11.2
66.0
8.3
16.4

51.0
15.8
32.5
04

14.9
85.0

58.0
8.4
3.3
15.5
0.5
16.9

ER

50.7
34.3
15.1

11.5
63.4
7.2
17.9

53.6
15.1
32.1
0.0

15.6
84.2

54.0
7.0
3.5

15.3
0.0

20.7

HP

56.2
27.6
16.2

13.8
61.8
9.5
14.9

48.1
14.2
35.7
2.0

17.1
82.9

52.8
5.3
2.7
15.1
1.3

229
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Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
Appendix B1
Louisiana State Senate 95% 95%
Elections confidence confidence
2017 May
St Senate District 2
Party Race Vote EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP  EIRxC interval El 2x2 ER HP
Edward Price D B 626 96.0 94.7,97.1 94.3 96.7 92.1 99 78,121 12.3 11.3 10.7
Warren Harang D W 374 40 29, 4 58 34 7.9 90.1 87.9,92.2 87.7 88.7 89.3
2019 October
St Senate District 3
Joseph Bouie D B 443 | 56.8 554,582 57.0 58.9 54.1 241 21.6,26.6 21.3 19.0 13.4
John Bagneris D B 291 36.0 345,373 36.4 35.7 36.1 188 16.4,21.3 17.4 17.7 14.5
Kathleen Doody R W 186 16 11, 3 1.5 -1.1 3.1 488 47.1,50.5 48.3 52.7 63.1
Brandon Gregoire D W 80 56 47, 5 6.4 6.4 6.7 83 6.1,10.3 10.6 10.9 9.0
St Senate District 36
Robert Mills R W 477 32 17, .3 na 2.5 3.3 59.5 58.5,60.4 60.4 61.6 55.5
Ryan Gatti R W 377 | 414 373,458 52.6 499 373 35.9,386 34.2 33.9 37.9
Mattie Preston D B 146 | 553 51.0,59.3 49.9 46.8 33 20, 6 3.2 4.5 6.6
St Senate District 38
Barry Milligan R W 507 20 11, 2 0.8 5.8 na 78.7 77.3,79.8 80.0 79.2 76.6
John Milkovich D W 263 | 421 395,451 48.7 50.0 18.1 16.1,19.8 13.8 174 17.0
Katrina Early D B 230 559 530,585 58.1 55.8 32 17, 3 2.7 3.3 6.4
St Senate District 39
Gregory Tarver D B 690 967 95.7,97.6 97.0 97.0 93.8 21.8  19.9,23.8 19.4 21.7 21.3
James Slagle R W 310 33 25, 3 3.0 3.0 6.2 78.3 76.2,80.1 80.6 78.3 78.7
2021 June, Special
St Senate District 7
Gary Carter D B 602 946 93.2 964 95.6 100.9 94.1 211 18.1,24.2 18.8 18.5 104
Patricka McCarty R W 172 14 7, 4 0.6 -1.3 1.2 354 326,379 38.1 40.8 32.6
Joanna Cappiello-Leopold D W 1338 19 11, .0 1.7 -0.3 2.3 272 248,294 28.7 24.8 38.1
Mack Cormier D W 8.8 18 9 9 1.6 0.9 2.4 16.4 14.3,185 17.7 16.0 18.8
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Appendix B2
Louisiana State House
Elections
Party Race Vote
2015 October
St House District 34
Wilford Carter D B 38.4
A.B. Franklin D B 352
Thomas Quirk R W 183
Alvin Joseph D B 8.1
St House District 63
Ulysses Addison D B 328
Barbara West Carpenter D B 297
Joyce Plummer D B 222
Dean Vicknair D w 7.8
James Slaughter D B 7.6
St House District 66
Darrell Ourso R w377
Rick Edmonds R W 232
Rick Bond R W 156
Antoine Pierce D B 15.3
Rusty Secrist R W 82
St House District 68
Steve Carter R W 547
Patty Merrick D B 265
Robert Cipriano R W 188
St House District 70
Franklin Foil R W 744
Shamaka Schumake D B 256

ElIRxC

48.6
40.8
28
7.8

36.9
30.9
23.5
26
6.2

6.5
6.3
9.0
7.3
7.0
20.2

72.5
7.3

22.1
779

Estimates for Black Voters

95%
confidence
interval El 2x2 ER
46.7,50.3 49.1 50.0
38.8,42.8 416 414
14,44 1.2 0.7
6.5,9.1 8.1 7.9
33.9,39.8 38.2 37.2
27.9,33.9 28.9 30.3
20.9,26.0 24 1 245
14,43 2.0 1.3
46,78 6.2 6.5
1.5,16.9 0.5 na
1.2,15.3 14
22,251 39.8
48.1,84.9 85.8
1.9,14.5 0.1
7.3,34.2 9.7 10.9
58.5,85.4 88.9 87.6
1.3,16.4 1.6 1.1
13.0, 34.6 16.2 14.4
65.4,87.0 84.0 85.6

HP

48.3
41.0
3.7
6.9

374
29.0
242
25
5.9

na

na

na

ElI RxC

6.2
17.5
68.4
7.9

15.9
25.1
16.7
29.7
12.7

43.2
25.7
16.0
1.7
74

62.6
17.0
204

88.6
114
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Estimates for White Voters

95%
confidence
interval

2.6,10.9
12.8,22.7
63.1,72.9
44,119

49,274
13.2,36.7
7.0,26.8
23.1,35.0
6.2,18.9

409,448
23.5,27.2
12.8,17.8
46,125
57,88

59.4,65.6
13.9,20.1
18.2,22.3

84.5,91.4
8.6, 15.1

El 2x2

4.2
15.5
74.0
8.4

114
32.0
13.8
32.8
13.0

449
27.3
11.8
4.8
9.9

na

90.6
9.2

ER

34
16.8
71.0
9.0

11.0
33.8
11.9
30.8
12.9

51.2
29.5
171
-8.7
1.2

62.6
14.4
229

90.3
9.7

HP

na

na

43.3
24.9
16.8
54
9.5

59.8
18.0
222

85.9
141



Appendix B2

Louisiana State House

Elections

2019 February
St House District 62
Dennis Aucoin

Roy Daryl Adams
Tarries Greenup

Jonathan Loveall
Jerel Giarrusso

2019 October
St House District 62
Roy Daryl Adams
Johnny Arceneaux
Bradley Behrnes
Derald Spears
St House District 68
Scott McKnight
Taryn Branson
Laura White Adams
Tommy Dewey
Joshua Hajiakbarifini

2019 November
St House District 68
Scott McKnight
Taryn Branson

March 2022, Special
St House District 101
Dawn Chanet Collins
Terry Hebert
Vanessa Caston LeFluer

R W
Party Race
Ind W
D B
D W
D w
Ind W
R W
R W
no B
R w
D B
R w
R w

D

R w
D B
D B
I W
D B

Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ

455 | 97
Vote EIRxC
308 | 333
19| 369
73 | 125
46 | 17
380 | 59.1
306 | 144
212| 54
102 | 214
33| 68
237 | 602
198 | 6.8
124 78
108 | 184
57.7 | 152
423 | 848
289 | 318
9.7 | 28
61.5 | 656

Estimates for Black Voters

95%
confidence

43,170

interval
26.7,39.4
30.9,41.6
7.8,17.0
48,108

53.0,64.5
9.9,19.5
22,93
174,248

1.6,14.7
49.3,69.9
22,129
2.6,14.1
11.3,25.6

41,314
68.6,95.9

29.0,34.4
12,45
62.6, 68.6

11.9

El 2x2
284
40.7
18.9
9.5

65.5
14.3
6.2

26.8

0.0
64.6
3.0
1.8
214

0.7
99.4

34.5
2.1
63.7
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1.8

ER
31.1
439
11.5
11.3

67.4
11.5
4.8

16.2

1.1
75.8
0.7
34
18.9

2.8
96.8

36.7
06
62.5

na

HP

70.9
171
3.3
8.8

na

na

34.6
3.0
62.4

| 604

EIRxC
29.1
24
48
3.2

255
406
30.7
3.2

40.1
15.7
229
13.0
8.4

69.6
30.4

11.4
45.0
43.6

Estimates for White Voters

95%
confidence

57.0,63.0

interval
26.5,32.0
1.0,4.6
3.0,6.7
21,45

22.1,29.2
37.6,43.4
28.0,32.8
14,56

38.0,41.8
13.3,18.2
212,244
11.3,14.6
6.6, 10.2

35.2,73.1
26.9,34.9

36,220
34.1,54.2
30.9,56.3

61.0

El 2x2
31.0
0.6
2.7
23

213
41.0
29.9
0.6

M7
10.2
24.5
14.9
9.1

7.5
285

3.1
53.3
435

62.6

ER
324
0.3
2.7
1.9

27.3
443
259
24

40.9
11.2
24.0
14.1
96

726
273

24
61.9
41.0

57.8

HP
314
2.2
43
4.2

235

50.8

24.0
1.7

40.7
15.8
20.7
134
94

66.3
33.7

na
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Dr. Handley has over thirty years of experience in the areas of redistricting and voting rights, both as a
practitioner and an academician, and is recognized nationally and internationally as an expert on these
subjects. She has advised numerous clients on redistricting and has served as an expert in dozens of
redistricting and voting rights court cases. Her clients have included the U.S. Department of Justice,
civil rights organizations, independent redistricting commissions (Arizona, Colorado, Michigan) and
scores of state and local jurisdictions. Internationally, Dr. Handley has provided electoral assistance in
more than a dozen countries, serving as a consultant on electoral system design and redistricting for
the United Nations, UNDP, IFES, and International IDEA. In addition, Dr. Handley served as Chairman of
the Electoral Boundaries Commission in the Cayman Islands.

Dr. Handley has been actively involved in research, writing and teaching on the subjects of redistricting
and voting rights. She has co-written 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. Her research has also appeared in peer-
reviewed journals such as Journal of Politics, Legislative Studies Quarterly, American Politics Quarterly,
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taught political science undergraduate and graduate courses related to these subjects at several
universities including the University of Virginia and George Washington University. Dr. Handley is a
Visiting Research Academic at Oxford Brookes University in the United Kingdom.

Dr. Handley is the President of Frontier International Consulting, a consulting firm that specializes in
providing electoral assistance in transitional and post-conflict democracies. She also works as an
independent election consultant both in the United States and internationally.
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President, Frontier International Electoral Consulting LLC (since co-founding company in 1998).
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Visiting Research Academic, Centre for Development and Emergency Practice (CENDEP), Oxford
Brookes University
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U.S. Clients since 2010

American Civil Liberties Union — expert testimony in Voting Right Act challenges in Arkansas, Georgia
and Louisiana, expert testimony in Ohio partisan gerrymander challenge and expert testimony in
challenge to Commerce Department inclusion of citizenship question on 2020 census form

Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law — expert testimony in challenges to statewide judicial
elections in Texas and Alabama

US Department of Justice — expert witness testimony in several Section 2 and Section 5 cases (City of
Euclid, Euclid School Board, City of Port Chester, City of Eastpoint, two Texas challenges)

Alaska: Redistricting Board (2001 and 2011) — redistricting consultation, expert witness testimony
Albany County, NY (2021) — redistricting consultation

Arizona: Independent Redistricting Board (2001 and 2021) — redistricting consultation

Boston (2022) — redistricting consultation

Colorado: Redistricting Commission (2021), Redistricting Board (2001 and 2011) — redistricting
consultation

Connecticut: State Senate and State House of Representatives (2001 and 2011) — redistricting
consultation

Kansas: State Legislative Research Department (2001, 2011, 2021) — redistricting consultation
Massachusetts: State Senate (2001 and 2011) — redistricting consultation

Michigan: Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission (2021) — redistricting consultation
Miami-Dade County, Florida: County Attorney (2001 and 2011) — redistricting consultation

Monroe County, NY (2022) - redistricting consultation

New Mexico: State House (2001) — redistricting consultation, expert witness testimony

New York: State Assembly (2001), State Senate (2021) — redistricting consultation

New York City: Redistricting Commission and Charter Commission (2001, 2011, 2021 and 2022) —
redistricting consultation

Pima County, AZ (2022) — redistricting consultation
Rhode Island: State Senate and State House (2001 and 2021) — redistricting consultation

Virginia (2015-2017) — redistricting consultant for Governor during redistricting litigation
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International Clients

United Nations

Afghanistan — electoral system design and district delimitation expert

Bangladesh (UNDP) — redistricting expert

Sierra Leone (UNDP) — redistricting expert

Liberia (UNMIL, UN peacekeeping mission) — redistricting expert

Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC, UN peacekeeping mission) — election feasibility
mission, electoral system design and redistricting expert

Kenya (UN) — electoral system design and redistricting expert

Haiti (UN) — election feasibility mission, electoral system design and redistricting expert
Zimbabwe (UNDP) — redistricting expert

Lead Writer on the topic of boundary delimitation (redistricting) for ACE (Joint UN, IFES and
IDEA project on the Administration and Cost of Elections Project)

International Foundation for Election Systems (IFES)

Afghanistan — district delimitation expert

Sudan — redistricting expert

Kosovo — electoral system design and redistricting expert

Nigeria — redistricting expert

Nepal — redistricting expert

Georgia — electoral system design and district delimitation expert

Yemen — redistricting expert

Lebanon — electoral system design and redistricting expert

Malaysia — electoral system design and redistricting expert

Myanmar — electoral system design and redistricting expert

Ukraine — electoral system design and redistricting expert

Pakistan — consultant for developing redistricting software

Principal consultant for the Delimitation Equity Project — conducted research, wrote reference
manual and developed training curriculum

Writer on electoral boundary delimitation (redistricting), Elections Standards Project
Training — developed training curriculum and conducted training workshops on electoral
boundary delimitation (redistricting ) in Azerbaijan and Jamaica

International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (International IDEA):

Consultant on electoral dispute resolution systems

Technology consultant on use of GIS for electoral district delimitation

Training — developed training material and conducted training workshop on electoral boundary
delimitation (redistricting ) for African election officials (Mauritius)

Curriculum development — boundary delimitation curriculum for the BRIDGE Project

Other international clients have included The Cayman Islands; the Australian Election Commission; the
Boundary Commission of British Columbia, Canada; and the Global Justice Project for Iraq.
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Bernard Grofman).

”Has the Voting Rights Act Outlived its Usefulness: In a Word, “No,” Legislative Studies Quarterly,
Volume 34 (4), November 2009 (with David Lublin, Thomas Brunell and Bernard Grofman).

“Delimitation Consulting in the US and Elsewhere,” Zeitschrift fiir Politikberatung, volume 1 (3/4),
2008 (with Peter Schrott).

“Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual Framework and Some Empirical Evidence,” North
Carolina Law Review, volume 79 (5), June 2001 (with Bernard Grofman and David Lublin).

“A Guide to 2000 Redistricting Tools and Technology” in The Real Y2K Problem: Census 2000 Data and
Redistricting Technology, edited by Nathaniel Persily, New York: Brennan Center, 2000.

"1990s Issues in Voting Rights," Mississippi Law Journal, 65 (2), Winter 1995 (with Bernard Grofman).

"Minority Turnout and the Creation of Majority-Minority Districts," American Politics Quarterly, 23 (2),
April 1995 (with Kimball Brace, Richard Niemi and Harold Stanley).




Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-2 10/06/23 Page 64 of 66

"Identifying and Remedying Racial Gerrymandering," Journal of Law and Politics, 8 (2), Winter 1992
(with Bernard Grofman).

"The Impact of the Voting Rights Act on Minority Representation in Southern State Legislatures,"
Legislative Studies Quarterly, 16 (1), February 1991 (with Bernard Grofman).

"Minority Population Proportion and Black and Hispanic Congressional Success in the 1970s and
1980s," American Politics Quarterly, 17 (4), October 1989 (with Bernard Grofman).

"Black Representation: Making Sense of Electoral Geography at Different Levels of Government,"
Legislative Studies Quarterly, 14 (2), May 1989 (with Bernard Grofman).

"Minority Voting Equality: The 65 Percent Rule in Theory and Practice," Law and Policy, 10 (1), January
1988 (with Kimball Brace, Bernard Grofman and Richard Niemi).

"Does Redistricting Aimed to Help Blacks Necessarily Help Republicans?" Journal of Politics, 49 (1),
February 1987 (with Kimball Brace and Bernard Grofman).

Chapters in Edited Volumes:

“Political representation of small minorities and the international normative framework in districted
electoral systems,” Addis Ababa University Law School series, 2021 (with Richard Carver and Sam
Ponniah).

“Effective torture prevention,” Research Handbook on Torture, Sir Malcolm Evans and Jens Modvig
(eds), Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2020 (with Richard Carver).

“Redistricting” in Oxford Handbook of Electoral Systems, Erik Herron Robert Pekkanen and Matthew
Shugart (eds), Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018.

“Role of the Courts in the Electoral Boundary Delimitation Process,” in International Election
Remedies, John Hardin Young (ed.), Chicago: American Bar Association Press, 2017.

“One Person, One Vote, Different Values: Comparing Delimitation Practices in India, Canada, the
United Kingdom, and the United States,” in Fixing Electoral Boundaries in India, edited by Mohd.
Sanjeer Alam and K.C. Sivaramakrishman, New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2015.

“Delimiting Electoral Boundaries in Post-Conflict Settings,” in Comparative Redistricting in Perspective,
edited by Lisa Handley and Bernard Grofman, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008.

“A Comparative Survey of Structures and Criteria for Boundary Delimitation,” in Comparative
Redistricting in Perspective, edited by Lisa Handley and Bernard Grofman, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2008.




Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-2 10/06/23 Page 65 of 66

“Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual Model,” in Voting Rights and Minority
Representation, edited by David Bositis, published by the Joint Center for Political and Economic
Studies, Washington DC, and University Press of America, New York, 2006.

“Electing Minority-Preferred Candidates to Legislative Office: The Relationship Between Minority
Percentages in Districts and the Election of Minority-Preferred Candidates,” in Race and Redistricting
in the 1990s, edited by Bernard Grofman; New York: Agathon Press, 1998 (with Bernard Grofman and
Wayne Arden).

“Estimating the Impact of Voting-Rights-Related Districting on Democratic Strength in the U.S. House
of Representatives,” in Race and Redistricting in the 1990s, edited by Bernard Grofman; New York:
Agathon Press, 1998 (with Bernard Grofman).

“Voting Rights in the 1990s: An Overview,” in Race and Redistricting in the 1990s, edited by Bernard
Grofman; New York: Agathon Press, 1998 (with Bernard Grofman and Wayne Arden).

"Racial Context, the 1968 Wallace Vote and Southern Presidential Dealignment: Evidence from North
Carolina and Elsewhere," in Spatial and Contextual Models in Political Research, edited by Munroe
Eagles; Taylor and Francis Publishing Co., 1995 (with Bernard Grofman).

"The Impact of the Voting Rights Act on Minority Representation: Black Officeholding in Southern
State Legislatures and Congressional Delegations," in The Quiet Revolution: The Impact of the Voting
Rights Act in the South, 1965-1990, eds. Chandler Davidson and Bernard Grofman, Princeton
University Press, 1994 (with Bernard Grofman).

"Preconditions for Black and Hispanic Congressional Success," in United States Electoral Systems: Their
Impact on Women and Minorities, eds. Wilma Rule and Joseph Zimmerman, Greenwood Press, 1992
(with Bernard Grofman).

Additional Writings of Note:

“Boundary Delimitation” Topic Area for the Administration and Cost of Elections (ACE) Project, 1998.
Published by the ACE Project on the ACE website (electronic publication at www.aceproject.org).

Amicus brief presented to the US Supreme Court in Gill v. Whitford, Brief of Political Science
Professors as Amici Curiae, 2017 (one of many social scientists to sign brief)

Amicus brief presented to the US Supreme Court in Shelby County v. Holder, Brief of Historians and

Social Scientists as Amici Curiae, 2013 (one of several dozen historians and social scientists to sign
brief)

Amicus brief presented to the US Supreme Court in Bartlett v. Strickland, 2008 (with Nathaniel Persily,
Bernard Grofman, Bruce Cain, and Theodore Arrington).




Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-2 10/06/23 Page 66 of 66

Recent Court Cases
Pending cases:

e Michigan: Agee v. Benson (Case No. 1:22-CV-00272-PLM-RMK-JTN) (U.S. District Court, Western
District of Michigan, Southern Division)

e Louisiana: Robinson v. Ardoin (Civil Action No. 3:22-cv-00211-SDD-RLB) (U.S. District Court,
Middle District of Louisiana)

e Georgia: Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity et al. v. Raffensperger et al. (Docket Number: 121-CV-
05337-SCJ) (Northern District of Georgia)

e Arkansas: Arkansas State Conference NAACP et al. v. Arkansas Board of Apportionment et al.
(Case Number: 4:21-cv-01239-LPR) (Eastern District of Arkansas)

e Ohio: League of Women Voters of Ohio et al. v. Ohio Redistricting Commission et al. (Case
Number: 2021-1193) (Supreme Court of Ohio); League of Women Voters of Ohio et al. v.
Governor DeWine (Case Number: 2021-1449) (Supreme Court of Ohio)

Ohio Philip Randolph Institute v. Larry Householder (2019) — partisan gerrymander challenge to Ohio
congressional districts; testifying expert for ACLU on minority voting patterns

State of New York v. U.S. Department of Commerce (2018-2019) — challenge to inclusion of citizenship
guestion on 2020 census form; testifying expert on behalf of ACLU

U.S. v. City of Eastpointe (settled 2019) — minority vote dilution challenge to City of Eastpointe,
Michigan, at-large city council election system; testifying expert on behalf of U.S. Department of
Justice

Alabama NAACP v. State of Alabama (decided 2020) — minority vote dilution challenge to Alabama
statewide judicial election system; testifying expert on behalf of Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights
Under Law

Lopez v. Abbott (2017-2018) — minority vote dilution challenge to Texas statewide judicial election
system; testifying expert on behalf of Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law

Personhuballuah v. Alcorn (2015-2017) — racial gerrymandering challenge to Virginia congressional
districts; expert for the Attorney General and Governor of the State of Virginia



Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-3 10/06/23 Page 1 of 34

Exhibit 2




Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-3 10/06/23 Page 2 of 34

Planet Depos’

We Make It Happen”

Transcript of Lisa Handley, Ph.D.

Date: September 26, 2023
Case: Nairne, et al. -v- Ardoin

Planet Depos
Phone: 888.433.3767

Email: franscripts@planetdepos.com

www.planetdepos.com

WORLDWIDE COURT REPORTING & LITIGATION TECHNOLOGY



Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ

10

11

12

13

14

15

1o

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Document 148-3 10/06/23 Page 3 of 34

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

DR. DOROTHY NAIRNE et al.,

vSs

Plaintiffs

R. KYLE ARDOIN, in his

official capacity as Secretary

of State of

Louisiana,

Defendant

Civil Action No.

3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ

Oral deposition of

LISA HANDILEY,

WASHINGTON,

Ph.D.

DC

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 2023

10:16 a.m. EASTERN TIME

Job No.: 5062406

Pages: 1 - 192

Reported by:

Lisa V. Feissner,

RDR, CRR, CLR




Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-3 10/06/23 Page 4 of 34

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Transcript of Lisa Handley, Ph.D.
Conducted on September 26, 2023 2

held at the offices of:

NELSON MULLINS RILEY & SCARBOROUGH LLP
101 CONSTITUTION AVENUE, NW

SUITE 900

WASHINGTON, DC 20001

202.712.2800

Feissner,

Oral deposition of LISA HANDLEY, Ph.D.,

Pursuant to Notice, before Lisa V.

RDR, CRR, CLR, Notary Public.

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM




Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Transcript of Lisa Handley, Ph.D.
Conducted on September 26, 2023

Document 148-3 10/06/23

Page 5 of 34

APPEARANCES:

ON

ON

BEHALF OF PLAINTIFFES:

SARAH BRANNON, ESQUIRE

LUIS MANUEL RICO ROMAN, ESQUIRE (via Zoom)

DAYTON HARRIS-CAMPBELL, ESQUIRE (via Zoom)

GARRETT MUSCATE, ESQUIRE (via Zoom)
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION

915 15th Street, NW

Washington,rDC 20005

202.675.2337

sbrannon€@aclu.org

BEHALEF OF DEFENDANT:
ALYSSA RIGGINS, ESQUIRE

CASSIE HOLT, ESQUIRE (via Zoom)

NELSON MULLINS RILEY & SCARBOROUGH LLP

301 Hillsborough Street
Suite 1400

Raleigh, NC 27603
919.329.3810

alyssa.riggins@dnelsonmullins.com

PLANET DEPOS

888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM



Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-3 10/06/23 Page 6 of 34

Transcript of Lisa Handley, Ph.D.
Conducted on September 26, 2023

1 AL SO PREGSENT:

2 JACKSON SCHUELER, A/V Technician

3 KATE McKNIGHT, ESQUIRE - Baker Hostetler

4 SARA ROHANI, ESQUIRE -~ NAACP Legal Defense Fund
5 TORI WENGER, ESQUIRE - NAACP Legal Defense Fund
6 THOMAS JONES, ESQUIRE

7 TUMULESH K.S. SOLANKY, Ph.D.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

PLANET DEPOS
888.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM



Case 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ  Document 148-3 10/06/23 Page 7 of 34

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Transcript of Lisa Handley, Ph.D.
Conducted on September 26, 2023

13

case?
A No.
0 So you are just a Gingles 2 and 3 expert
in this case.
Is that right?
A I am an expert in Gingles 1 and 2 -- 2
and 3 in this case.
0] Okay. Thank you.
And that means that you conducted a
racially polarized voting analysis, right?
A Yes.
0 If T use the term "RPV," will you know
what I mean?
A Yes.
Q Okay. In order to conduct this RPV

analysis, you needed to build an aggregate level

database.
Is that right?
A Correct.
0 Can we turn to page 5 of your report.

Do you see about midway through the
page, there's a bold and italicized section that
starts with the word "Database"?

A I do.
Q Does this section generally discuss how

PLANET DEPOS
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the database used in your analysis was built?

A Yes.

o] And I think it mentions that you
retrieved data for your database from the
Secretary of State's website.

Is that correct?

A Some of it, ves.

Q Did you personally collect that data
from the Secretary of State's website?

A It depends on what data you're referring
to. Certainly, I did collect some.

0 Sure. What data did you personally
collect from the Secretary of State's website?

A I can't even remember off the top of my
head. Certainly general things like vote totals,
early voting, total turnout. I'm not going to
remember everything. Quite a number of things.

Q Sure. Do you see in that first
paragraph by the Database header, the last
sentence that starts, The 2015 to 2022 election
results and turnout by race data?

A Yes.

Q Is that the data that you personally
retrieved from the Secretary of State's website?

A It depends on what you mean. Again, I

PLANET DEPOS
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looked at some of the information I got myself off
the website, yes.
0 Let me ask it a different way.
Did anyone else assist you in pulling
down data from the Secretary of State's website

for you to then analyze?

A Yes.
0 Who did that?
A I don't know.

0 Did you receive the data from counsel?

A I received the data from ACLU, counsel
or analytics division.

0 Anyone in particular within the
analytics division?

A No.

Q And I believe that you mentioned
somewhere in this report that some of the
underlying data that you used was compiled for the
predecessor congressional case, the Press Robinson
matter.

Is that right?

A I don't know the ordering of it, but
certainly some of the data was used in that case
and in this case.

Q And did you personally yourself or the

PLANET DEPOS
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ACL you get the data from the Secretary of State's
website used in the database for that case, too?

A Yes, as far as I can recall.

0 And I see in footnote 5, you reference
that election retufns were also obtained from open
elections.

Is that right?

A That's correct.

0 What is open elections?

A It is a conglomerate -- I believe it's
started by some newspaper reporters -- to gather

election returns and format them in a way that
could be easily obtained by anyone in the public,
including news reporters who wanted to use that
information. I think it got, I don't know, a
Knight Foundation grant to do this.

Q Okay. Do you know where open elections
sources their data from?

A Secretary of State's office for the most
part. It depends on the state.

Q So in Louilsiana, it would be the
Secretary of State because he's the chief election
officer for the state.

Is that right?

A I can't speak for open elections. I

PLANET DEPOS
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would assume so, but I don't really know.

Q And do you know if there were any
conflicts in the data that you sourced from open
elections versus those retrieved directly from the
Secretary of State for Louisiana?

A Any conflicts...

Q So let me rephrase that.

Do you know if there were any
differences in the data, say if you got data for
the 2020 presidential election from the Secretary
of State directly and from open elections, do you

recall if there was any differences in what the

source -- those two sources reported?

A There were most likely formatting
differences.

Q But you don't recall any substantive

differences in the data?
A I do not.
Q And I also believe that for the purposes

of your analysis you required precinct level shape

files.
Is that correct?
A Yes.
o) Were those downloaded from the census

website?

PLANET DEPOS
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A
website.
depend on

files. I

There are shape files on the census
Those are for VIDs. So I guess it would
-- there are multiple sources for shape

think that also precinct shape files

were received I think from the Secretary of

State's office, but I'm not sure. I don't

remember off the top of my head.

Q

Sure. Do you recall receiving shape

files used in the building of your database from

any other
Secretary
A
from VEST.
top of my

Q

source other than the census or the
of State?

It's possible that some shape files came

I'm not sure. I don't recall off the
head.
And you said VEST. Kind of like the

article of clothing?

A
FElections

Q

Team?

Team.

raw data,

An acronym, V-E-S-T. Voting and
Science Team.

Okay. Voting and Elections Science
Here we go. Voting and Election Science

All right, great. Thank you.
Dr. Handley, once you had all of this

did you need to merge it or aggregate it

PLANET DEPOS
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together into a unified database in order to
perform your analysis?

A That's correct. The turnout data had to
be merged with the election returns, whether those
came from the Secretary of State. 1In order to use
population data, you needed the shape files to
merge with the census. So all of these things had
to go together to produce a database.

Now, you don't actually need the
population data to do the racial bloc voting
analysis.

0 OCkay. Did you personally merge all of
this data together, or did somebody assist you

with that?

A Somebody assisted me with that.

0 And who would that be?

A The analytics department at ACLU.

0 Anyone in particular?

A Not that I know of, no.

@) Did you verify -- well, let me ask
you -- let me back up and ask you this.

Did the ACLU analytics data team merge
all of it together, merge the data together for
you and send it back to you for your analysis?

MS. BRANNON: I'm just going to put an

PLANET DEPOS
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objection on the record that Dr. Handley can
answer about the steps that she took, but the
interactions and the details of some of her
interactions with ACLU analytics was all done
under the direction of counsel, and any
conversations or specifics are privileged.

So you can describe the facts of the
data that you received, but you should not discuss
any detailed interactions that you had with

counsel and analytics.

Q Do you want me to rephrase my question?
A Remind me of the question.
Q Sure. Absolutely, Dr. Handley.

Did you receive a set of data from the
ACLU analytics team that had all of the data we
just discussed merged together in order for you to
run your analysis?

A Yes.

0 Did you take any steps to verify the
data was merged properly after you received it
from the ACLU analytics team?

A Yes.

0 What did you do?

A Certainly I compared the election

results to the website election results. I did

PLANET DEPOS
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area 7, Fast Central Louisiana?

A Yes.

0 Why did you choose to include East Baton
Rouge twice?

A Because these were different areas.

What I was interested in is the specific voting
patterns in very specific areas where these
districts were drawn.

In one area, the additional State Senate
district covered -- fell within four parishes, and
in another area, they fell within two parishes.

0] Are you aware that there are other
majority-minority districts that were drawn in
this case that are not in the areas listed in this
table?

A That's correct, I did not look at all
majority Black districts. I looked at only the
additional majority Black districts in terms of
identifying areas of interest.

0 And these areas of interest are not a
district-specific analysis.

Is that right, Dr. Handley?

A No. The district-specific analysis is
the analysis that follows in the next section.

This is an analysis of voting patterns in the
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1 areas where the new districts -- I'm sorry, in the
2 areas where the illustrative map offers additional
3 districts.
4 Q So let me clarify what you just said.
5 S0 area 1 covers Bossier and Caddo
6 parishes, correct?
7 A That's correct.
8 0 And you looked at the entirety of
9 Bossier and Caddo parish to perform your analysis.
10 Is that right?
11 A Depends on the analysis that you're
12 talking about.
13 0 Sure. So the results that are reported

14 in Appendix 1A of your report?
15 A That's correct. That is based on voting

16 patterns in Bossier and Caddo parish.

17 0 Right. The analysis listed in Appendix
18 1A is not specific to, say, State Senate district
19 387

20 A That's correct. The effectiveness

21 analysis later in the report is specific to that.
22 0 When you say the analysis later in your
23 report, is that -- well, we'll stick with Bossier

24 and Caddo. 1Is that, for example on page 17, or 16

25 and 177
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