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INTRODUCTION

Despite the Court’s guidance in its Memorandum Opinion and Order on Defendants’ motions
to dismiss, see ECEF 307 (“Opinion”), and despite multiple attempts at repleading, several of the claims
asserted in the LULAC Plaintiffs’ third amended complaint, ECF 324-1, are plainly deficient, and
many of the Plaintiffs lack standing. The Court should grant this motion to dismiss and narrow the
scope of the issues to be presented at trial.

ARGUMENT
I. Plaintiffs Have Not Plausibly Alleged Standing

This Court should dismiss for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction because Plaintiffs do not have
Article IIT standing. “[S]tanding is perhaps the most important of the jurisdictional doctrines.”
FW/PBS, Inc. v. City of Dallas, 493 U.S. 215, 231 (1990) (quotation omitted). At the pleading stage,
plaintiffs must “clearly . . . allege facts demonstrating each element” of standing. Spokeo, Inc. v. Robbins,
578 U.S. 330, 339 (2016) (quotation omitted). These are: (1) an actual or imminent, concrete and
particularized injury-in-fact; (2) that is fairly traceable to the challenged action of the defendant; and
(3) that is likely to be redressed by a favorable decision. Lujan v. Def’s of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 561
(1992).

Entities—like League of United Latin American Citizens (“LULAC”), Southwest Voter Reg-
istration Education Project (“SVREP”), Mi Familia Vota, American GI Forum, La Unién Del Pueblo
Entero (“LUPE”), Mexican American Bar Association of Texas (“MABA-TX”), Texas Hispanics Or-
ganized for Political Education (“Texas HOPE”), William C. Velasquez Institute (“WCVI”), FIEL,
Texas Association of Latino Administrators and Superintendents (““TALAS”), Proyecto Azteca, Re-
form Immigration for Texas Alliance (“RITA”), and Workers Defense Project (“WDP”’) (collectively,
the “Entity Plaintiffs”)—can establish an injury-in-fact under two theories: organizational standing or

associational standing. Tenth St. Residential Ass’n. v. City of Dallas, 968 F.3d 492, 500 (5th Cir. 2020). The
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Entity Plaintiffs’ allegations, however, support neither theory and their claims should be dismissed.

Apart from the Entity Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs Emelda Menendez, Gilberto Menendez, Jose Oli-
vares, Florinda Chavez, Joey Cardenas, Paulita Sanchez, Jo Ann Acevedo, David Lopez, Diana Mar-
tinez Alexander, and Jeandra Ortiz (collectively, the “Individual Plaintiffs”) also lack standing to chal-
lenge any districts in which they do not reside.

A. The Entity Plaintiffs Lack Organizational Standing

The Entity Plaintiffs lack organizational standing, by which a plaintiff organization brings suit
“on its own behalf.” Henderson v. Stalder, 287 F.3d 374, 381 (5th Cir. 2002). The Entity Plaintiffs do
not contend that they are “the object of the government action or inaction [they] challengel],” so their
standing is “substantially more difficult to establish.” Lujan, 504 U.S. at 562 (quotation omitted). “A
plaintiff who challenges a statute must demonstrate a realistic danger of sustaining a direct injury as a
result of the statute’s operation or enforcement.” Zinmerman v. City of Austin, 881 F.3d 378, 388 (5th
Cir. 2018) (quoting Babbitt v. United Farm Workers Nat'l Union, 442 U.S. 289, 298 (1979)). “An organi-
zation . . . cannot manufacture the injury by . . . simply choosing to spend money fixing a problem
that otherwise would not affect the organization at all.” La Asociacion de Trabajadores de Lake Forest v.
City of Lake Forest, 624 F.3d 1083, 1088 (9th Cir. 2010) (citing Fair Employment Council v. BMC M#kig.
Corp., 28 F.3d 1268, 1276-77 (D.C. Cir. 1994)). “It must instead show that it would have suffered
some other injury if it had not diverted resources to counteracting the problem.” Id.

But the Entity Plaintiffs do not state “how the allegedly discriminatory . . . practice is going to
impair [theit] activities.” Galveston Open Gov’t Project v. U.S. Dep’t of Hous. & Urban Dev., 17 F. Supp. 3d
599, 613 (S.D. Tex. 2014) (Costa, J.). Indeed, a redistricting map cannot impair the Entity Plaintiffs’
activities. This Court has explained that “Entity Plaintiffs must demonstrate that Defendants’ redis-
tricting plans significantly and perceptibly impaired their actual activities, not just their abstract inter-

ests (no matter how important) in civic participation, voting rights, and the like.” Opinion at 11
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(cleaned up). But each of the Entity Plaintiffs here remain free to conduct the various activities—such
as voter registration, organizing get-out-the-vote drives, and hosting voter education forums—that
they allege to undertake to further the purpose of the particular organization. See ECF 324-1 at 9 11—
12 (LULAC), 25-26 (SVREP), 27-28 (Mi Familia Vota), 29-30 (GI Forum), 35-36 (LUPE), 50-51
(MABA-TX), 62—63 (Texas HOPE), 71-73 (WCVI), 74-75 (FIEL), 77-78 (TALAS), 85-87 (Proyecto
Azteca), 88—89 (RITA), 96-97 (WDP). This Court has rejected organizational standing because of a
lack of allegations “that would show or suggest that Defendants’ redistricting maps impede [the or-
ganization’s| actual activities; Ze., its ability to educate, register, mobilize, and turn out Latin|o] voters
across the United States, including in Texas.” Opinion at 13.

The Entity Plaintiffs have remarkably similar allegations regarding their organizational stand-
ing. LULAC alleges that “[b]ecause of the dilution of the Latino vote, Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and
E2106 thwart [its] mission to expand Latino political influence.” ECF 324-1 at § 12; see also id. at § 26
(SVREP); 7d. at § 28 (Mi Familia Vota); 7. at § 30 (American GI Forum); 7d. at § 36(LUPE); 7. at § 51
(MABA-TX); 7d. at § 63 (Texas HOPE); id. at § 73 (WCVI); zd. at § 75 (FIEL); zd. at § 78 (TALAS); zd.
at 487 (Proyecto Azteca); id. at § 89 (RITA); 7d. at § 97 (WDP). But “[f]rustration of an organization’s
objectives is the type of abstract concern that does not impart standing.” Nat/ Treas. Emps. Union v.
United States, 101 F.3d 1423, 1429 (D.C. Cir. 19906) (cleaned up). Rather, there must be “concrete and
demonstrable injury to the organization’s activities—with the consequent drain on the organization’s
resources—constitut[ing] far more than simply a setback to the organization’s abstract social inter-
ests.” Havens Realty Corp. v. Coleman, 455 U.S. 363, 379 (1982). No matter how laudable an organiza-
tion’s goal, it cannot establish “standing simply on the basis of that goal.” Simon v. E. Ky. Welfare Rights
Org., 426 U.S. 26, 40 (1976) (rejecting standing of an organization “dedicated to promoting access of
the poor to health services” based on allegations that the challenged law made it harder for the poor

to access such services). Thus, “a showing that an organization’s mission is in direct conflict with a
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defendant’s conduct is insufficient, in and of itself, to confer standing on the organization to sue on
its own behalf.”” Ass’n of Cmty. Orgs. for Reform: Now v. Fowler, 178 F.3d 350, 361 n.7 (5th Cir. 1999).
Continuing with LULAC’s allegations as representative of the other Entity Plaintiffs, it further
asserts that “Plans H2316, S2168, C2193 and E2106 will force [it] to divert significant resources from
its GOTV, voter registration and community education activities, which are central to its mission, in
order to counteract the negative effects of the challenged redistricting plans.” ECF 324-1 at § 12
(LULACQ); see also id. at 9 26 (SVREP), 28 (Mi Familia Vota), 30 (GI Forum), 36 (LUPE), 51 (MABA-
TX), 63 (Texas HOPE), 73 (WCVI), 75 (FIEL), 78 (TALAS), 87 (Proyecto Azteca), 89 (RITA), 97
(WDP). But this Court has already ruled that similar allegations are insufficient. See Opinion at 12
(“disregarding as a “legal conclusion” NAACP’s allegation that it “will have to commit significant time
and resources to combatting the effects of these new maps”); see also id. (rejecting MALC’s allegations
that it “will have to expend resources, including paid staff time, and play defense against policies it
opposes” as sufficient for standing) (cleaned up). Indeed, even if Entity Plaintiffs “had pleaded facts
showing [they] had diverted resources to addressing Defendants’ conduct, that could not alone meet
[their] burden,” Opinion at 12, because “[ml]ere redirection of resources in response to another party’s
actions does not supply standing; after all, there is no legally cognizable interest in not expending
resources on behalf of individuals for whom the [Entity Plaintiffs] advocate.” Id. (cleaned up).
LULAC describes these resources as being diverted to “engagling] in efforts to convince La-
tinos to participate” in elections. ECF 324-1 at § 12; see also id. at 19 26 (SVREP), 28 (Mi Familia Vota),
30 (GI Forum), 36 (LUPE), 51 (MABA-TX), 63 (Texas HOPE), 73 (WCVI), 75 (FIEL), 78 (TALAS),
87 (Proyecto Azteca), 89 (RITA), 97 (WDP). This diversion is supposedly necessary because “many
Latinos will be discouraged from voting, and fewer Latinos will register and turn out to vote in the
2022 election (and onward).” Id. The cause of this discouragement is alleged to be “the reduced num-

ber of districts in the new redistricting plans in which Latino voters have the opportunity to elect their
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preferred candidates, and the reduced influence of Latino voters in the challenged districts and
statewide.” Id.

But the Entity Plaintiffs have “neither mentioned any specific projects” they had to “put on
hold” due to the need to divert resources, nor “describe[d] in any detail” how they would have to “re-
double [theit] efforts.” Louisiana ACORN Fair Hous. v. LeBlanc, 211 F.3d 298, 305 (5th Cir. 2000). They
only allege that the challenged maps “wi// force [them)] to divert significant resources from” their stand-
ard activities in order to counter the maps. ECF 324-1 at § 12 (LULAC); see also id. at Y 26 (SVREP),
28 (Mi Familia Vota), 30 (GI Forum), 36 (LUPE), 51 (MABA-TX), 63 (Texas HOPE), 73 (WCVI),
75 (FIEL), 78 (TALAS), 87 (Proyecto Azteca), 89 (RITA), 97 (WDP). But “[s]uch ‘some day’ inten-
tions—without any description of concrete plans, or indeed any specification of when the some day
will be—do not support a finding of the ‘actual or imminent’ injury that our cases require.” Summers
v. Earth Island Inst., 555 U.S. 488, 496 (2009) (quoting Lujan, 504 U.S. at 564 (italics in original)). The
Entity Plaintiffs cannot “manufacture standing merely by inflicting harm on themselves based on their
fears of hypothetical future harm that is not certainly impending.” Clapper v. Ammnesty Int’/ USA, 568
U.S. 398, 402 (2013).

Although LULAC makes the bare recitation of the requirement that the diversion “is not a
regular activity of LULAC,” ECF 324-1 at [ 12; see also id. at 49 26 (SVREP), 28 (Mi Familia Vota), 30
(GI Forum), 36 (LUPE), 51 (MABA-TX), 63 (Texas HOPE), 73 (WCVI), 75 (FIEL), 78 (TALAS), 87
(Proyecto Azteca), 89 (RITA), 97 (WDP), this is a mere recital of the requirement that it “detracts or
differs from its routine activities,” Opinion at 10 (quoting Tenth St. Residential Ass’n, 968 F.3d at 500
(cleaned up)). And this contradicts LULAC’s allegations about its purpose and existing activities.

LULAC alleges that its “mission is to advance the . . . political influence . . . of Hispanic
Americans through community-based programs,” and “includes achieving full and effective political

participation by Latinos.” ECF 324-1 at § 11; see also id. at §f] 25 (SVREP), 27 (Mi Familia Vota), 30
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(GI Forum), 35 (LUPE), 50 (MABA-TX), 62 (Texas HOPE), 71 (WCVI), 74 (FIEL), 77 (TALAS), 85
(Proyecto Azteca), 88 (RITA), 96 (WDP). Indeed, “[p]romoting civic participation of Latinos, includ-
ing voter registration and voting, and ensuring that Latinos cast effective votes” is critical to that
mission. Id. And LULAC regularly fulfills that mission by “register[ing] eligible Latino voters;
host[ing] voter registration drives [and] voter education forums . . . conduct|ing] voter registration,
education, and non-partisan get-out-the vote campaigns.” Id. The efforts for which the Entity Plain-
tiffs have purportedly “diverted” their resources in response to the challenged maps—*‘engag|ing] in
efforts to convince Latinos to participate” in elections, 7d. at § 12; see also zd. at Y 26 (SVREP), 28 (Mi
Familia Vota), 30 (GI Forum), 36 (LUPE), 51 (MABA-TX), 63 (Texas HOPE), 73 (WCVI), 75 (FIEL),
78 (TALAS), 87 (Proyecto Azteca), 89 (RITA), 97 (WDP)—easily fall within these routine activities.

In light of these allegations, the Entity Plaintiffs plead themselves out of organizational stand-
ing because they have not adequately alleged how their alleged diversion of resources differs from
their typical allocation of those same resources for the same purposes—they have only alleged that
they will continue with their normal advocacy efforts in the face of laws they do not like.

Finally, the Entity Plaintiffs fail to allege that any of their diverted resources have been ex-
pended in any of the challenged districts. In determining whether an organization has organizational
standing, “we conduct the same inquiry as in the case of an individual.” Havens Realty Corp. v. Coleman,
455 U.S. 363, 378 (1982). So where “plaintiffs’ alleged harm is the dilution of their [beneficiaries’]
votes, that injury is district specific,” G#// v. Whitford, 138 S. Ct. 1916, 1930 (2018)—any injury to an
individual voter “results from the boundaries of the particular district in which he resides.” Id. The
failure to allege in which particular challenged district they have diverted their resources dooms the
Entity Plaintiffs” organizational standing. See, ¢.g., ECF 324-1 at § 12 (without specifying where re-
sources are actually expended, alleging “LULAC must now expend new and significantly more re-

sources to register and turn our Latino voters, particularly those who live in the challenged districts
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and areas”); see also 7d. at ] 26 (SVREP), 28 (Mi Familia Vota), 30 (GI Forum), 36 (LUPE), 51 (MABA-
TX), 63 (Texas HOPE), 73 (WCVI), 75 (FIEL), 78 (TALAS), 87 (Proyecto Azteca), 89 (RITA), 97
(WDP).

B. Several Entity Plaintiffs Also Lack Associational Standing

As explained above, none of the Entity Plaintiffs satisfy the requirements for organizational
standing. As several of the Entity Plaintiffs fail to allege associational standing, they should be dis-
missed from this case altogether. This includes SVREP (ECF 324-1 at § 25 (“SVREP does not have
members”)), Mi Familia Vota (id. at § 27 (“MI FAMILIA VOTA does not have members”)), WCVI
(zd. at 9§ 71 (“WCVI does not have members”)), and Proyecto Azteca (id. at § 85 (“PROYECTO AZ-
TECA does not have members”)). Finally, FIEL claims associational standing but fails to identify any
members or which districts they reside in. See zd. at § 76. But as this Court has held, “[w]ithout identi-
tying its members or their injuries, [FIEL] cannot have associational standing.” Opinion at 14.

C. No Plaintiff has Alleged Standing to Challenge HD118

Where, as here, the “Plaintiffs’ alleged harm is the dilution of their votes, that injury is district
specific.” G/, 138 S. Ct. at 1930. The LULAC Plaintiffs challenge HD118, ECF 324-1 at 9 193, 283-
299, but there is no allegation that any Entity Plaintiff has members in HD118, or that any Individual
Plaintiff resides in that district. All claims relating to HD118 must be dismissed for lack of standing.

II. The Larios Claim Should be Dismissed

The Court dismissed the Larios claim of MALC, Opinion at 57-58, and the LULAC Plaintiffs’
claim in Count 2 should suffer the same fate. Larios is based on the following controversial assertion:
“[A] state legislative reapportionment plan that systematically and intentionally creates population de-
viations among districts in order to favor one geographic region of a state over another violates the
one person, one vote principle firmly rooted in the Equal Protection Clause.” Larios, 300 F. Supp. 2d

at 1347. But that decision is not binding here due to the nature of the Supreme Court’s review.
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Summary affirmances like Larios “have limited precedential value.” Baca v. Berry, 806 F.3d 1262, 1275
(10th Cir. 2015).!

Rather than Larios, the applicable principles flow from the Supreme Court’s binding decisions.
First, an “apportionment plan with a maximum population deviation [from ideal district size|] under
10% falls within” the “category of minor deviations” that are “insufficient to make out a prima facie
case of invidious discrimination under the Fourteenth Amendment so as to require justification by the
State.” VVoinovich v. Quilter, 507 U.S. 1406, 161 (1993); see also Brown v. Thompson, 462 U.S. 835, 843 (1983).
As such, minor population deviations are “presumed to be constitutionally valid absent a showing of
‘arbitrariness or discrimination.” League of Women 1 oters of Chicago, 757 F.3d at 725 (quoting Roman ».
Sincock, 377 U.S. 695, 710 (1964)). “[I]f the maximum deviation is less than 10%, the population dis-
parity is considered de minimis and the plaintiff cannot rely on it alone to prove invidious discrimination
or arbitrariness.” Daly v. Hunt, 93 F.3d 1212, 1220 (4th Cir. 1996) (quoting Roman, 377 U.S. at 710 and
Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 577 (1964)).

The LULAC Plaintiffs’ theory is that the House map presents the overpopulation of districts
in the El Paso region, designed for the purpose of preventing Hispanic voters of an additional House
district. ECF 324-1 at pp. 119-21. They point to a number of districts in West Texas and the Panhan-
dle—namely, HD 69, 71, 72, 81, 82, 83, 84, 86, 87, and 88—and note that they are underpopulated

(13

relative to the ideal and conclude that this difference is the result of H2316’s “purpose of preserving
Anglo voting influence and Anglo incumbency, and preventing the creation of House districts in

which Latino voters have the opportunity to elect their candidate of choice.” Id. at § 307. This is

altogether conclusory and insufficient to state a claim under Larios.

1 As such, “the particulatities of Larios’s holding that certain Georgia reapportionment plans violated one-person-one-
vote principles have little to say to” claims asserted in different circumstances. Id. (internal citations omitted); see also
League of Women Voters of Chicago v. City of Chicago, 757 F.3d 722,725 n.2 (7th Cir. 2014) (affirming district court decision
to dismiss Larios claim) (“[A] summary affirmance means that the Supreme Court agreed with the judgment “but not
necessarily the reasoning by which it was reached.”) (quoting Mandel v. Bradley, 432 U.S. 173, 176 (1977)).
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Without more, the LULAC Plaintiffs cannot plausibly allege that Plan H2316 was intentionally
and systematically drawn to discriminate against Hispanic voters in the El Paso and upper Rio Grande
Valley region. Nothing in the complaint tends to show that the districts to which LULAC Plaintiffs
point were treated differently than any other over- or underpopulated district or series of districts.
Indeed, there are plenty of examples of regions is Hispanic-majority districts that are underpopulated
and Anglo-majority districts that are overpopulated. For instance, a series of districts North of Harris
County are nearly uniformly (i) majority white, and (ii) overpopulated.” And a series of districts in the
lower Rio Grande Valley are neatly uniformly (i) majority Hispanic, and (ii) underpopulated.’

Under the LULAC Plaintiffs’ logic, these numbers would suggest the lower Rio Grande Valley
was treated favorably and the area North of Harris County treated unfavorably. But in reality, they
merely illustrate that their comparison of the El Paso region to the series of districts in West Texas
and the Panhandle comes entirely out of context, and entirely lacking in specific supporting facts. Nor
do the LULAC Plaintiffs grapple with the obvious alternative explanation: that El Paso and the upper
and lower Rio Grande Valley lost population relative to the rest of the State. And they fail to recognize
that Hispanic majority districts were, as a whole, neither overpopulated nor underpopulated.

It is undisputed that Plan H2316 has a maximum deviation of 9.98%—below the 10% limit
set forth by Supreme Court precedent. As the Court explained, “state and local legislative maps pre-
sumptively comply with the one-person, one-vote rule as long as their population deviations are less
than 10%.” Opinion at 57. For this reason, the State “is entitled to a presumption that the apportion-

ment plan was the result of an ‘honest and good faith effort to construct districts . . . as nearly of equal

2 Across House Districts 3, 12, 14, 15, 16, 18, 85, and 127, every district has a majority white CVAP, and the average
population deviation is + 3.40%.

3 Across House Districts 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, and 41, every district has a majority HCVAP, and the average population
deviation is - 3.54%.
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population as is practicable.” Dafy, 93 F.3d at 1220 (quoting Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 577 (1964)).*

In one of the cases consolidated with this one, MALC previously failed to state a claim because
it alleged only that the new House map “systematically overpopulates” Hispanic-majority districts,
without alleging any facts tending to show that the deviations in House map are “arbitrary” or “dis-
criminatory.” Roman, 377 U.S. at 710. Indeed, the Court recognized that MALC provided “few de-
tails.” Opinion at 58. MALC alleged the El Paso districts were overpopulated at the expense of districts
in West Texas and the Panhandle, but the Court rightly discredited that assertion as “inherently arbi-
trary,” further explaining that “trends within one sparsely populated region are not ‘systemic’ within
Texas as a whole.” Id. Without more, MALC failed to state a malapportionment claim. See zd. (“Given
that the House plan is within the presumptively valid range, MALC has not adequately pleaded a
violation of the one-person, one-vote requirement.”).

The LULAC Plaintiffs’ third amended complaint does not cure these deficiencies the Court
recognized in MALC’s Larios claim. As with MALC’s, their grouping of districts is “inherently arbi-
trary,” focusing on El Paso and West Texas without any evidence that the drawing of districts in these
regions was in any way connected. And despite the Court’s observation that the omission of HD53
from MALC’s analysis was “striking,” Opinion at 58, the LULAC Plaintiffs leave HD53—which is
both majority Anglo and overpopulated—out of their allegations.

It is black letter law that for deviations of less than 10%, “the population disparity is consid-
ered de minimis and the plaintiff cannot rely on it alone to prove invidious discrimination or arbitrari-
ness.” Daly, 93 F.3d at 1220. But that is precisely what the LULAC Plaintiffs do. Their third amended

complaint offers nothing more than deviation numbers and related legal conclusions; it does not allege

4 Tt is clear that rebutting the presumption of legislative good faith is an independent analytical requirement. Indeed,
eatlier this month, the Eleventh Circuit unanimously stayed a Florida district court’s judgment in part because the
court failed to “meaningfully account|] for the presumption at all.” League of Women Voters of Florida v. Lee, 32 F.4th
1363, 1373 (11th Cir. 2022) (per curiam).

10
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a single specific fact tending to show that the deviations in House map are “arbitrary” or “discrimina-
tory.” Roman, 377 U.S. at 710. The LULAC Plaintiffs merely state the deviation numbers and conclude
that “the systematic and deliberate over- and under-population of districts in these regions deliberately
favors the interests of communities and voters in the Texas Panhandle, and extending south to include
the area of original Tom Green County, at the expense of communities and voters in El Paso and the
Upper Rio Grande area of West Texas.” ECF 324-1 at § 302. They go on to conclude that “Defendants
over- and under-populated districts in these regions purposefully to weaken Latino voting strength,
and to protect Anglo incumbents,” 7. at § 303, and that the House map “purposefully minimizes
Latino voting strength and Latino voters’ ability to participate on an equal basis in elections to the
State House, both in the specific overpopulated districts and statewide.” Id. at § 305. But those are
legal conclusions, not factual bases from which to infer discrimination.

Moreover, the LULAC Plaintiffs overlook other highly relevant background facts. First, it is
clear that the House districts along the southern border substantially decreased in population relative
to the rest of the State. Indeed, thirteen of the fifteen districts along the upper and lower Rio Grande
Valley lost population relative to the ideal. See Figure 1, below. The LULAC Plaintiffs do not dispute
that population changes meant that, under federal one-person-one-vote precedent, the 2021 Legisla-
ture could not assign six districts to El Paso County, as the 2013 Legislature had. Nor do they dispute
that the districts drawn by the 2021 Legislature are within the threshold established in the Supreme

Court’s one-person-one-vote cases.

11
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Figure 1. Plan H2100 Population Deviation Map
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Figure 1 illustrates a clear basis for the configuration in the El Paso region: those districts lost
a substantial amount of population relative to the rest of the State. The Court need go no further to
conclude that the numbers the LULAC Plaintiffs cite do not rebut the presumption of good faith
afforded to State legislatures in cases of deviations less than 10%. But if more were needed—which it
is not—the Court should also note that districts with a majority HCVAP are almost perfectly balanced
with respect to population deviations. See Table 2, below.” Indeed, of the thirty such districts, fifteen
have a positive population deviation, and fifteen have a negative deviation. The mean and median
deviation are almost zero, being -.071% and -.195% respectively.

Table 2. Population Deviation for HCVAP Majority Districts

House District HCVAP Population Deviation
31 66.6 l -4.81
34 71.7 -2.44
35 93.7 -0.50
36 89.0 -3.90
37 77.8 -4.84
38 91.5 -4.19
39 89.0 -4.17
40 90.5 -4.55
41 80.4 -2.62
42 92.6 -4.93
43 59.7 1.17
74 77.4 4.60
75 89.8 3.19
77 85.6 4.95
78 66.4 4.88

5 This table is based on data from Ex. A. For the HCVAP data, see pp. 33-37; for the population deviation data, see pp.
22-29. Following the population deviation map, see Figure 1, the purple cells indicate a population deviation of less
than zero, and green cells indicate a deviation greater than zero. Darker shades are used for deviations exceeding 2.50%.
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House District HCVAP Population Deviation
79 75.1 3.64
80 77.6 -0.88
81 51.9 -4.96

104 56.3 -4.53
116 59.1 2.79
117 68.7 4.51
118 56.4 4.60
119 64.8 3.72
123 62.0 1.45
124 68.9 0.11
125 62.6 4.36
140 70.2 -4.18
143 60.0 3.20
144 64.8 4.97
145 55.7 -2.78

By contrast, in Larios, the discrimination was clear from the face of the legislative record. The
Georgia democratic leaders admitted that they “made no effort to make the districts as nearly of equal
population as was practicable,” instead deliberately and openly under-populating Democratic leaning
districts and overpopulating Republican leaning districts. Larzos, 300 F. Supp. 2d at 1325-27. Among
other things, the legislative maps paired forty Republican incumbents in the state House and six in the
Senate. Id. at 1332-34. Perhaps most damning, the record was replete of statements confirming the
Democratic legislators’ intent to oust Republican members. Seg, e.g., 7d. at 1328 (Senator Robert Brown:
“IY]ou had the desire on the part of the rural senators to have as many rural senators as possible.”);
ud. (Linda Meggers, principal map drawer: “I took all of south Georgia and lassoed it in as if it were
one big district, and we had the population, and the deviation, and how many seats. So I knew how

many seats I could draw and be within five percent.”).
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Nothing of the sort is present here. The LULAC Plaintiffs have not plausibly alleged inten-
tional discrimination against Hispanic voters. Their allegations, even if assumed to be true, do not
“show that the pre-sent plan’s deviations and boundary shapes result from the predominance of sim-
ilarly illegitimate factors,” which “makes Cox [2. Larios| inapposite here.” Harris v. Arizona Indep. Redis-
tricting Comm’n, 578 U.S. 253, 264 (2016). Other than the population deviations themselves, the LU-
LAC Plaintiffs allege no facts that directly or circumstantially establish discriminatory intent on this
ground—no procedural irregularities, no statements, or anything else. Without more, they cannot re-
but the presumption that the population deviations present in the House map—which are less than
10%—are the result of good faith efforts to draw appropriate legislative districts. And to be sure,
Defendants need not justify the population deviations in the House map because the plan falls within
the “category of minor deviations” that are “insufficient to make out a prima facie case of invidious
discrimination under the Fourteenth Amendment.” Voinovich, 507 U.S. at 161. But the circumstances
explained above—and others—would more than adequately do so.

III. The Gingles Claims Should be Dismissed Because Plaintiffs Do Not Allege that His-
panic Populations in the Proposed Districts are Culturally Compact

The Court should dismiss Count 3 of the LULAC Plaintiffs’ third amended complaint because
the allegations relating to all districts for that claim are based on a fundamentally flawed understanding
of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. Specifically, they fail to understand that Section 2 is violated
only where a “culturally compact” minority population is dispersed into districts that dilute its ability
to elect its candidate of choice. See Opinion at 31 n.20. Section 2 does not require a State to draw a
district with a majority of a racial or ethnic group just because it is technically possible. Rather, Section
2 requires a State to draw such a district only if the racial or ethnic group is of sufficient size and
geographically and culturally compact. See LULAC ». Perry, 548 U.S. 399, 435 (20006) (““The mathemat-
ical possibility of a racial bloc does not make a district compact.”).

The third amended complaint does not account for this basic principle. The LULAC Plaintiffs,
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like all plaintiffs in these consolidated cases, repeat the refrain that minorities accounted for 95% of
the population growth in Texas from 2010-2020. ECF 324-1 at Y 2-3. But they fail to acknowledge
that this growth was dispersed throughout the entire State, not concentrated is one or two areas. For
this reason, many minority populations, though growing, are of insufficient size to trigger Section 2.

Indeed, the LULAC Plaintiffs fail to include any allegations at all relating to the cultural com-
pactness of any of their proposed districts—they refer solely to geographical compactness. See ECF
324-1 at 9 190 (referring to “geographically compact” Hispanic population). This is true for all chal-
lenges to House districts. See z. at 49 196, 198, 200 (same for proposed additional House district in
NW Harris County); z. at [ 208, 210, 212 (same for proposed additional House district in SE Harris
County); 7d. at § 220, 222, 224 (same for proposed additional House district in Central Texas); 7d. at
9241 (same for challenge to HD31); zd. at §9 255-256 (same for challenge to HD37); 7d. at § 273 (same
for challenge to HD90); 7. at § 293 (same for challenge to HD118).

This is also true for all challenges to Senate districts. See zd. at § 309 (same for challenge to
S2168 statewide); 7d. at 49 312, 314, 316 (same for proposed additional Senate district in South/Central
Texas); zd. at Y] 325, 327, 329-330 (same for proposed additional Senate district in Dallas and Tarrant
Counties); 7. at § 347 (same for challenge to SD27).

This failure continues for all challenges to State Board of Education districts. See 7d. at § 358
(same for challenge to E21006 statewide); 7d. at §f/ 361, 363, 365 (same for proposed additional Educa-
tion district in Harris County); 7. at § 382 (same for challenge to ED3).

And the challenges to the remaining challenged districts—congressional districts—also fail
because there are no allegations relating to cultural compactness. See zd. at § 393 (same for challenge
to C2193 statewide); 7d. at §f] 395, 397, 399 (same for proposed additional congressional district in
Harris County); 7d. at §9 411, 413, 416 (same for proposed additional congressional district in Dallas

and Tarrant Counties); 7. at §Y 4206, 428, 430 (same for proposed additional congressional district in
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South/Central Texas); 7. at § 445 (same for challenge to CD15); 7d. at § 461 (same for challenge to
CD23); id. at 9 469 (same for challenge to CD35).

The LULAC Plaintiffs were required to allege specific facts that, if proven, would show that
the different Hispanic communities—especially communities separated by large “geographic dis-
tance[s]”’—have the same “needs and interest[s].” LULAC, 548 U.S. at 435. Their proposed districts
combine many disparate populations, but the third amended complaint fails to explain how they are
connected other than a shared Hispanic ethnicity. The omission of such allegations by itself is suffi-
cient to warrant dismissal of their Section 2 claims.

Although, at this pleading stage, Defendants cannot offer evidence that the districts in the
LULAC Plaintiffs’ proposed districts are 7o culturally compact, the point is that—despite three rounds
of amended complaints—the LULAC Plaintiffs have alleged no facts tending to show that the His-
panic populations in any districts are culturally compact. For this reason, they cannot satisfy the first
Gingles precondition, and all of their Section 2 claims should be dismissed.

IV.  The Challenges to Several Districts Fail to Satisfy the Third Gingles Precondition

Gingles requires that “the white majority votes sufficiently as a bloc to enable it . . . #sually to
defeat the minority’s preferred candidate.” Opinion at 32 (quoting Grngles, 478 U.S. at 51) (emphasis
added). “So the question posed by the third Gingles precondition is concrete: If the state’s districting
plan takes effect, will the voting behavior of the white majority cause the relevant minority group’s
preferred candidate ‘usually to be defeated?”” Robinson v. Ardoin, --- F.4th ---; 2022 WL 2104123, at *9
(5th Cir. June 12, 2022). In addition, a plaintiff faces an “‘obvious, difficult burden’ in establishing”
the third precondition where, as some here (e.g., HD118 with 55.9% HCVAP (ECF 324-1 at § 289),
CD23 with 58.1% HCVAP (id. at 9 458)), the districts at issue are “not majority Anglo by CVAP.”
Opinion at 33 (quoting Salas v. Southwest Texas Junior College District, 964 F.2d 1542, 1555 (5th Cir.

1992)).
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Here, the LULAC Plaintiffs have failed to adequately allege that the Anglo majority votes
cohesively to enable it to usually defeat the Hispanic-preferred candidate in several of the challenged
districts. Their allegations show that Hispanic-preferred candidates in past races would have won their
races in HD31 (discussed further below), HD37 (ECF 324-1 at § 253 (52.5% in 2018 [sic] Supreme
Court race)), SD27 (zd. at § 346 (50.7% in 2018 Governor race, 51.3% in 2018 Land Commissioner
race)), and ED3 (zd. at § 380 (53.9% in 2020 Supreme Court race))—or at least had close enough races
to make it implausible that Anglo bloc voting will defeat the Hispanic-preferred candidate “most of
the time.” Uno v. City of Holyoke, 72 F.3d 973, 985 (1st Cir. 1995). See ECF 324-1 at § 253 (HD37:
48.5% in 2018 Land Commissioner race, 45.08% in 2018 Governor race) 7d. at § 291 (HD118: 49.3%
in 2018 Supreme Court race, 45.6% in 2018 Governor race, 46.5% in 2018 Land Commissioner race);
zd. at § 443 (CD15: 49.6% in Supreme Court race, 49.5% in 2018 Governor race); id. at § 459 (CD23:
44.7% in 2020 Supreme Court race, 42.2% in 2018 Governor race, 42.6% in 2018 Land Commissioner
race). For one challenged district, the LULAC Plaintiffs provide no allegations that the Hispanic-
preferred candidates in past races would win or lose. See ECF 324-1 at 49 26682 (HD90).

All of the LULAC Plaintiffs’ Section 2 claims relating to these districts should be dismissed.

V. The Challenge to HD31 Should be Dismissed

House District 31 is 66.7% HCVAP—Hispanics there “outnumber all other voters by about
two-to-one.” Opinion at 49. The LULAC Plaintiffs admit that incumbent Ryan Guillen of HD31 is
the Hispanic candidate of choice, receiving the support of a “75% of Latino voters” in 2020. ECF
324-1 at 9 233. Indeed, Hispanic voters have elected Representative Guillen “[s]ince 2002.” Id. at §
233. Having won his primary election by a comfortable margin (56.7-34.1%),° Representative Guillen
is poised to be re-elected in the Fall.

But the LULAC Plaintiffs apparently take issue with HD31 because Representative Guillen

6 See Texas Secretary of State, Election Results, March 2022 Republican Primary, results.texas-election.com/races.
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recently switched affiliations from the Democratic Party to the Republican Party. Id. at § 240. That
claim fails because the United States fails to allege that the Hispanic-preferred candidate will be de-
feated.

This claim fails because the LULAC Plaintiffs fail to plausibly allege that white bloc voting will

(113

cause the Hispanic candidate of choice will lose in HD31. A plaintiff faces an ““obvious, difficult
burden’ in establishing” the third precondition where, as here, the districts at issue are “not majority
Anglo by CVAP.” Opinion at 33 (quoting Salas v. Southwest Texas Junior College District, 964 F.2d 1542,
1555 (5th Cir. 1992)). To make that showing, the LULAC Plaintiffs needed to do one of two things:
(i) allege that Representative Guillen will win the general election, but that he is not the Hispanic
candidate of choice, or (ii) if Representative Guillen is the Hispanic candidate of choice, allege he will
lose the general election due to white bloc voting. They did neither.

Although Representative Guillen has changed affiliations from the Democratic Party to the
Republican Party, the third amended complaint fails to allege that Hispanics will no longer support
him because of that change. See ECF 324-1 at 49 232-247. Nor does it allege that Hispanics in HD31
tend to support one party or the other in general elections. See zd. It also does not allege that Repre-
sentative Guillen is likely to be defeated by Anglo bloc voting. As a result, the logical conclusion of
the LULAC Plaintiffs’ allegations is that Representative Guillen (i) is the Hispanic preferred candidate
in HD31, and (ii) will win the November general election. Those conclusions do not support a Gzngles
claim as to HD31.

As such, the only way for the United States to satisfy the third Gingles precondition is to allege
that Representative Guillen will lose the general election due to Anglo bloc voting. It fails to do so.
The only allegation relevant to the third precondition does not account for Representative Guillen’s

historical support from the Hispanic community: “Anglos in this area vote sufficiently as a bloc to

enable them, in the absence of special circumstances, such as a Latino candidate running unopposed,
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usually to defeat Latino voters’ preferred candidates.” ECF 324-1 at ] 243. This allegation is only
relevant if Representative Guillen is 7o the Hispanic-preferred candidate. But the LULAC Plaintiffs’
own allegations assert that he is, as explained above. For this reason, the allegation above does not
support an inference that Representative Guillen will lose in the 2022 general election. Nothing else
in the third amended complaint addresses this subject. As such, the LULAC Plaintiffs fail to satisfy
the third Gingles precondition for this claim.

CONCLUSION

Defendants respectfully request that the Court dismiss the relevant portions of the LULAC

Plaintiffs’ third amended complaint.
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Total State Population 29,145,505
Total Districts Required 150
Ideal District Population 194,303
Unassigned Population 0
Districtsin Plan 150
Unassigned Geography No
Districts Contiguous Yes
Population ~  -------- Deviation--------

Total Per cent

Plan Overall Range 19,393 9.98%
Smallest District (109) 184,600 -9,703 -4.99%
Largest District (95) 203,993 9,690 4.99%
Average (mean) 194,303 6,400 3.29%
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Texas Legidative Council

R consus District Population Analysis with County Subtotals 10/13/21 202 AM
PLANH2316 10/13/2021 3:55:04 AM HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316 Page2 of 21
Deviation Total Anglo  Non-Anglo Asian Black Hispanic B+H %Anglo  %Non-Anglo %Asian %Black  %Hispanic %B+H
DISTRICT 1 692 Total: 194,995 128,452 66,543 2,545 42,039 15,298 56,703 65.9 34.1 13 216 78 29.1
036% VAP 150,743 103,591 47,152 1,817 30,113 9,956 39,803 68.7 31.3 1.2 20.0 6.6 26.4
“Bowie (100%) 92,893 55,855 37,038 1,506 25,168 7,602 32,451 60.1 39.9 16 27.1 8.2 34.9
Cass (100%) 28,454 21,028 7,426 199 4,941 1,336 6,224 73.9 26.1 0.7 17.4 47 21.9
Lamar (100%) 50,088 35,354 14,734 645 7,310 4,412 11,570 70.6 29.4 13 14.6 8.8 23.1
Morris (100%) 11,973 7,716 4,257 %8 2,705 1,182 3,850 64.4 35.6 0.8 226 9.9 32.2
Red River (100%) 11,587 8,499 3,088 97 1,895 766 2,608 733 26.7 0.8 16.4 6.6 225
DISTRICT 2 1,981 Total: 196,284 139,560 56,724 2,453 14,239 33,228 46,880 711 289 12 73 16.9 23.9
1.02%  VAP: 149,984 111,627 38,357 1,742 10,165 20,937 30,858 74.4 25.6 1.2 6.8 14.0 20.6
Hopkins (100%) 36,787 25,976 10,811 420 2,847 6,484 9,237 70.6 294 11 7.7 17.6 25.1
Hunt (100%) 99,956 65,598 34,358 1,552 9,374 19,673 28,642 65.6 34.4 16 9.4 19.7 287
Van Zandt (100%) 59,541 47,986 11,555 481 2,018 7,071 9,001 80.6 19.4 0.8 34 11.9 15.1
DISTRICT 3 8,174 Total: 202,477 120,870 81,607 7,014 9,464 60,199 68,783 59.7 40.3 35 47 29.7 34.0
421% VAP 147,859 94,138 53,721 4,792 6,487 38,409 44,491 63.7 36.3 3.2 4.4 26.0 30.1
Montgomery (33%) 202,477 120,870 81,607 7,014 9,464 60,199 68,783 59.7 20.3 3.5 4.7 29.7 34.0
DISTRICT 4 1,516 Total: 195,819 115,380 80,439 3,565 28,261 44,027 71,175 58.9 411 1.8 14.4 225 36.3
0.78% VAP 143,550 91,328 52,222 2,436 18,438 27,259 45,280 63.6 36.4 17 12.8 19.0 315
Henderson (61%) 50,509 36,754 13,755 539 3,813 7,862 11,507 72.8 27.2 1.1 75 156 22.8
K aufman (100%) 145,310 78,626 66,684 3,026 24,448 36,165 59,668 54.1 45.9 2.1 16.8 24.9 41.1
DISTRICT 5 -8,219 Total: 186,084 125,669 60,415 1,768 17,228 35,845 52,433 675 325 1.0 9.3 193 28.2
-423%  VAP: 142,286 101,442 40,844 1,240 12,503 22,448 34,717 713 28.7 0.9 8.8 15.8 24.4
Camp (100%) 12,464 6,734 5,730 154 2,002 3,220 5,262 54.0 6.0 12 16.8 25.9 120
Rains (100%) 12,164 10,130 2,034 103 360 1,109 1,446 83.3 16.7 0.8 30 9.1 11.9
Smith (19%) 44,474 28,202 16,272 496 5,716 8,954 14,526 63.4 36.6 11 12.9 20.1 32.7
Titus (100%) 31,247 13,410 17,837 329 3,347 13,680 16,829 429 57.1 11 10.7 438 53.9
Upshur (100%) 40,892 31,287 9,605 319 3,592 3,986 7,462 765 235 0.8 8.8 9.7 18.2
Wood (100%) 44,843 35,906 8,937 367 2,121 4,894 6,908 80.1 19.9 0.8 4.7 10.9 15.4
DISTRICT 6 -5,298 Total: 189,005 106,250 82,755 4,906 36,103 38,327 73,410 56.2 438 26 19.1 203 38.8
-273%  VAP: 144,223 86,763 57,460 3,510 26,206 24,697 50,446 60.2 39.8 2.4 18.2 17.1 35.0
~Smith (81%) 189,005 106,250 82,755 4,906 36,103 38,327 73,410 56.2 43.8 2.6 19.1 20.3 36.8
DISTRICT 7 8,500 Total: 202,803 116,958 85,845 2,951 44,077 34,268 77,366 57.7 42.3 15 217 16.9 38.1
437% VAP 153,884 94,469 59,415 2,116 32,094 21,301 53,011 61.4 38.6 1.4 20.9 13.8 34.4
Gregg (100%) 124,239 68,050 56,189 2,137 27,498 24,040 50,879 54.8 452 1.7 22.1 19.3 410
Harrison (100%) 68,839 42,039 26,800 718 14,553 9,839 24,107 61.1 38.9 1.0 211 143 35.0
Marion (100%) 9,725 6,869 2,856 % 2,026 389 2,380 70.6 29.4 1.0 20.8 40 245
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Deviation Total Anglo  Non-Anglo Asian Black Hispanic B+H %Anglo  %Non-Anglo %Asian %Black  %Hispanic %B+H
DISTRICT 8 -1,704 Total: 192,599 115,289 77,310 1,802 28,451 42,337 70,002 59.9 40.1 0.9 14.8 22.0 36.3
-0.88 % VAP: 142,542 94,224 55,318 1,290 21,91.9 28,148 49,73§ 6_3.0 37.0 0.9 14.7 18.8 33.3
Anderson (100%) 57,922 33,098 24,824 543 12,253 11,111 23,107 57.1 429 0.9 21.2 19.2 39.9
Cherokee (100%) 50,412 30,095 20,317 418 7,069 11,797 18,714 59.7 40.3 0.8 14.0 234 371
Henderson (39%) 31,641 25,100 6,541 255 1,881 3,380 5,189 79.3 20.7 0.8 59 10.7 16.4
Navarro (100%) 52,624 26,996 25,628 586 7,248 16,049 22,992 51.3 48.7 11 13.8 30.5 43.7
DISTRICT 9 5,599 Total: 199,902 128,840 71,062 2,155 30,447 33,621 63,323 64.5 355 11 15.2 16.8 317
2.88 % VAP 156,851 105,762 51,089 1,568 22,672 22,723 45,066 67.4 32.6 1.0 14.5 14.5 28.7
Angelina (100%) 86,395 49,970 36,425 1,169 14,115 19,732 33,448 57.8 42.2 14 16.3 22.8 38.7
Houston (100%) 22,066 12,957 9,109 186 5,462 3,071 8,439 58.7 41.3 0.8 24.8 13.9 38.2
Polk (100%) 50,123 34,808 15,315 490 5,422 7,345 12,617 69.4 30.6 1.0 10.8 14.7 25.2
San Augustine (100%) 7,918 5,270 2,648 64 1,897 639 2,487 66.6 334 0.8 24.0 8.1 314
Trinity (100%) 13,602 10,533 3,069 100 1,269 1,314 2,561 774 22.6 0.7 9.3 9.7 18.8
Tyler (100%) 19,798 15,302 4,496 146 2,282 1,520 3,771 77.3 22.7 0.7 115 7.7 19.0
DISTRICT 10 -1,848 Total: 192,455 106,495 85,960 2,639 27,000 52,032 77,843 55.3 447 14 14.0 27.0 40.4
B -095% VAP 140,984 83,519 57,465 1,708 18,423 33,562 51,502 59.2 408 12 131 2338 36.6
ENs (100%) 192,455 106,49 85,060 2,639 27,000 52,032 77,643 55.3 247 4 14.0 27.0 204
DISTRICT 11 -8,812 Total: 185,491 117,250 68,241 2,183 31,351 30,788 61,501 63.2 36.8 12 16.9 16.6 33.2
-454% VAP 143,703 95,473 48,230 1,563 23,226 20,105 43,049 66.4 336 1.1 16.2 14.0 30.0
Nacogdoches (100%) 64,653 37,158 27,495 1,066 11,610 13,597 24,950 575 42.5 16 18.0 21.0 38.6
Newton (100%) 12,217 9,249 2,968 50 2,253 344 2,571 75.7 24.3 0.4 184 2.8 21.0
Panola (100%) 22,491 16,098 6,393 178 3,509 2,190 5,633 71.6 284 0.8 15.6 9.7 25.0
Rusk (100%) 52,214 32,022 20,192 349 9,032 9,579 18,445 61.3 38.7 0.7 17.3 18.3 353
Sabine (100%) 9,894 8,307 1,587 82 852 393 1,200 84.0 16.0 0.8 8.6 4.0 121
Shelby (100%) 24,022 14,416 9,606 458 4,095 4,685 8,702 60.0 40.0 19 17.0 19.5 36.2
DISTRICT 12 8,184 Total: 202,487 111,581 90,906 3,099 38,304 45,987 83,228 55.1 449 15 18.9 22.7 411
B 421% VAP 162,321 93,529 68,792 2,403 30,204 33,048 62,750 57.6 424 15 18.6 20.4 38.7
Brazos (13%) 30,802 16,336 14,466 599 4579 8,680 13,072 53.0 47.0 19 14.9 28.2 424
Grimes (100%) 29,268 16,910 12,358 195 4,217 7,361 11,400 57.8 42.2 0.7 144 252 39.0
M adison (100%) 13,455 6,984 6,471 131 2,724 3,415 6,099 51.9 48.1 1.0 20.2 254 45.3
Robertson (100%) 16,757 9,505 7,252 145 3,381 3,528 6,789 56.7 433 09 20.2 211 40.5
Walker (100%) 76,400 39,823 36,577 1,335 17,359 16,578 33,580 52.1 47.9 17 227 21.7 44.0
Washington (100%) 35,805 22,023 13,782 694 6,044 6,425 12,288 61.5 38.5 1.9 16.9 17.9 34.3
DISTRICT 13 -5,322 Total: 188,981 103,809 85,172 2,013 33,094 46,777 78,356 54.9 45.1 11 175 24.8 415
B -274% VAP 145,156 86,023 50,133 1,503 23,647 30,551 53,681 5.3 407 1.0 16.3 21.0 37.0
Bosque (100%) 18,235 13,621 4,614 148 503 3,321 3,737 74.7 253 0.8 2.8 18.2 205
Falls (100%) 16,968 8,707 8,261 106 4,023 3,965 7,845 51.3 48.7 0.6 23.7 234 46.2
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DISTRICT 13 -5,322 Total: 188,981 103,809 85,172 2,013 33,094 46,777 78,356 54.9 45.1 1.1 175 24.8 415
274% VAP 145,156 86,023 59,133 1,503 23,647 30,551 53,681 59.3 40.7 1.0 16.3 21.0 37.0
“Freestone (100%) 19,435 12,817 6,618 143 3,038 3,155 6,112 65.9 34.1 0.7 15.6 16.2 314
Hill (100%) 35,874 24,123 11,751 278 2,527 7,884 10,291 67.2 32.8 0.8 7.0 22,0 28.7
Leon (100%) 15,719 11,659 4,060 153 1,059 2,446 3,469 74.2 25.8 1.0 6.7 15.6 22.1
Limestone (100%) 22,146 12,530 9,616 245 4,117 5,013 8,945 56.6 434 11 18.6 22.6 40.4
McLennan (23%) 60,604 20,352 40,252 940 17,827 20,993 37,957 33.6 66.4 16 29.4 34.6 62.6
DISTRICT 14 8,744 Total: 203,047 106,699 96,348 16,257 23,331 54,387 75,715 52.5 475 8.0 115 26.8 37.3
450% VAP 163,186 91,041 72,145 13,777 16,569 39,518 54,844 55.8 44.2 8.4 10.2 24.2 33.6
“Brazos (87%) 203,047 106,699 06,348 16,257 23,331 54,387 75,715 52.5 475 8.0 11.5 26.8 37.3
DISTRICT 15 5,882 Total: 200,185 121,058 79,127 16,258 18,114 40,477 57,396 60.5 39.5 8.1 9.0 20.2 28.7
3.03% VAP 147,396 93,889 53,507 11,140 11,822 27,060 38,321 63.7 36.3 7.6 8.0 18.4 26.0
Montgomery (32%) 200,185 121,058 79,127 16,258 18,114 40,477 57,396 60.5 39.5 8.1 9.0 20.0 28.7
DISTRICT 16 -4,251 Total: 190,052 113,877 76,175 4,097 14,214 53,356 66,659 59.9 40.1 2.2 75 28.1 35.1
219% VAP 143293 | 92,032 51,261 2,978 9,623 34,947 44,162 64.2 35.8 2.1 6.7 24.4 30.8
Montgomery (319%) 190,052 113,877 76,175 4,007 14,214 53,356 66,659 59.9 20.1 2.2 7.5 28.1 35.1
DISTRICT 17 8,670 Total: 202,973 99,548 103,425 2,165 16,415 81,407 96,393 49.0 51.0 1.1 8.1 40.1 475
446% VAP 153,215 82,963 70,252 1,460 11,748 53,547 64,773 54.1 45.9 1.0 7.7 34.9 42.3
“Bastrop (100%) 97,216 45,751 51,465 1,287 6,873 41,484 47,762 47.1 52.9 13 7.1 12.7 49.1
Burleson (100%) 17,642 11,258 6,384 118 2,145 3,712 5,737 63.8 36.2 0.7 12.2 21.0 325
Caldwell (100%) 45,883 16,560 29,323 444 2,932 25,468 28,025 36.1 63.9 1.0 6.4 55.5 61.1
Lee (100%) 17,478 10,612 6,866 123 1,945 4,479 6,287 60.7 39.3 0.7 11.1 25.6 36.0
Milam (100%) 24,754 15,367 9,387 193 2,520 6,264 8,582 62.1 37.9 0.8 10.2 25.3 34.7
DISTRICT 18 8,687 Total: 202,990 131,746 71,244 1,850 15,005 49,093 63,517 64.9 35.1 0.9 74 24.2 313
447% VAP 151,159 103,678 47,481 1,286 11,074 30,851 41,625 68.6 314 0.9 7.3 20.4 27.5
Hardin (100%) 56,231 16,934 9,297 608 3,550 3417 6,801 83.5 16.5 11 6.3 6.1 12.3
Liberty (100%) 91,628 50,044 41,584 734 8,052 30,797 38,563 54.6 45.4 0.8 8.8 33.6 421
Montgomery (4%) 27,729 15,598 12,131 332 982 10,057 10,920 56.3 43.7 1.2 35 36.3 39.4
San Jacinto (100%) 27,402 19,170 8,232 176 2,412 4,822 7,143 70.0 30.0 0.6 8.8 17.6 26.1
DISTRICT 19 8,692 Total: 202,995 147,870 55,125 7,061 3,988 38,480 41,851 72.8 27.2 35 2.0 19.0 20.6
447% VAP 159,395 121,643 37,752 4,835 2,582 25,751 28,033 76.3 23.7 3.0 16 16.2 17.6
“Blanco (100%) 11,374 8,707 2,667 100 123 2,002 2,196 76.6 23.4 0.9 1.1 18.4 19.3
Burnet (100%) 49,130 34,810 14,320 629 1,011 11,199 12,068 70.9 29.1 13 2.1 22.8 24.6
Gillespie (100%) 26,725 19,884 6,841 213 245 5,766 5,941 744 25.6 0.8 0.9 216 22.2
Kendall (100%) 44,279 31,767 12,512 743 603 10,029 10,509 717 28.3 1.7 1.4 22.6 23.7
Travis (6%) 71,487 52,702 18,785 5,376 2,006 9,394 11,137 73.7 26.3 75 2.8 13.1 15.6
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DISTRICT 20 9,595 Total: 203,898 132,341 71,557 9,808 11,867 45,812 56,179 64.9 35.1 4.8 5.8 225 27.6
4.94 % VAP: 155,291 106,852 48,439 6,812 7,67_2 3(_),254 37,269 68.8 312 4.4 4.9 19.5 24._0
Williamson (33%) 203,898 132,341 71,557 9,808 11,867 45,812 56,179 64.9 35.1 4.8 5.8 22.5 27.6
DISTRICT 21 -6,311 Total: 187,992 133,180 54,812 5,496 25,302 19,738 44,527 70.8 29.2 2.9 135 10.5 23.7
-3.25 % VAP 144,682 106,358 38,324 3,948 17,809 13,000 30,572 73.5 26.5 2.7 12.3 9.0 21.1
Jasper (100%) 32,980 23,795 9,185 193 5,950 2,198 8,107 72.1 27.9 0.6 18.0 6.7 24.6
Jefferson (27%) 70,204 44,450 25,754 3,852 10,411 10,275 20,432 63.3 36.7 55 14.8 14.6 29.1
Orange (100%) 84,808 64,935 19,873 1,451 8,941 7,265 15,988 76.6 234 1.7 10.5 8.6 18.9
DISTRICT 22 -7,981 Total: 186,322 51,597 134,725 7,404 78,093 48,640 125,254 27.7 72.3 4.0 41.9 26.1 67.2
_ -4.11 % VAP: 141,013 43,734 97,@ §,611 §7,790 32,910 8%35 SQ @.O 4.0 41.0 23.3 63._8
Jefferson (73%) 186,322 51,597 134,725 7,404 78,093 48,640 125,254 27.7 72.3 4.0 41.9 26.1 67.2
DISTRICT 23 4,102 Total: 198,405 101,948 96,457 5,970 31,055 56,252 85,733 514 48.6 3.0 15.7 284 432
211 % VAP 151,425 83,392 68,033 4,433 22,122 38,215 59,676 55.1 44.9 3.0 14.6 25.2 39.4
Chambers (100%) 46,571 29,858 16,713 879 3,763 10,952 14,512 64.1 359 19 8.1 235 31.2
Galveston (43%) 151,834 72,090 79,744 5,091 27,292 45,300 71,221 47.5 52.5 34 18.0 29.8 46.9
DISTRICT 24 4,545 Total: 198,848 119,268 79,580 10,545 21,882 43,336 64,042 60.0 40.0 53 110 21.8 322
| _ 2.34 % VAP: 149,421 94,104 Eﬁﬂ 7,5§ 15,610 28,725 43,844 63.0 37.0 §.O 10.4 19.2 29.3
Galveston (57%) 198,848 119,268 79,580 10,545 21,882 43,336 64,042 60.0 40.0 5.3 11.0 21.8 32.2
DISTRICT 25 -7,448 Total: 186,855 80,425 106,430 13,262 35,742 55,714 89,579 43.0 57.0 7.1 191 29.8 47.9
B _ -383% VAP 139,436 64,746 74,690 9,217 25421 37,857 62,517 46.4 53.6 6.6 18.2 27.2 44.8
Brazoria (50%) 186,855 80,425 106,430 13,262 35,742 55,714 89,579 43.0 57.0 7.1 19.1 29.8 47.9
DISTRICT 26 5,508 Total: 199,811 84,165 115,646 42,159 24,636 46,914 70,234 421 57.9 211 12.3 235 35.2
2.83% VAP 140,059 62,53§ 72,523 27,SZO 16,426 31,505 1_17,245 44.6 5_5.4 19.9 11.7 22.§ 33.7
Fort Bend (24%) 199,811 84,165 115,646 42,159 24,636 46,914 70,234 42.1 57.9 21.1 12.3 23.5 35.2
DISTRICT 27 3,049 Total: 197,352 32,701 164,651 32,709 83,264 49,795 130,649 16.6 834 16.6 42.2 25.2 66.2
1.57 % VAP: 145,_498 25,661 119,837 24,§89 61,433 33,7_25 93,971 17.6 82.4 17.0 42.2 23.2 64.6
Fort Bend (24%) 197,352 32,701 164,651 32,709 83,264 49,795 130,649 16.6 83.4 16.6 42.2 25.2 66.2
DISTRICT 28 3,324 Total: 197,627 78,182 119,445 38,398 25,861 53,560 78,089 39.6 60.4 194 131 271 395
1.71% VAP 142,051 59,748 82,303 27,341 lz,249 3269 §2,663 42.1 57.9 19.2 12.1 2§.3 37.1
Fort Bend (24%) 197,627 78,182 119,445 38,398 25,861 53,560 78,089 39.6 60.4 19.4 13.1 27.1 39.5
DISTRICT 29 -9,127 Total: 185,176 81,408 103,768 16,735 25,376 59,488 83,447 44.0 56.0 9.0 13.7 321 45.1
| _ -4.70 % VAP: 13%34 64,536 71,5228 11,180 17,&1 39,815 57,118 47.3 §2.7 8.6 13.1 29.2 41.9
Brazoria (50%) 185,176 81,408 103,768 16,735 25,376 59,488 83,447 44.0 56.0 9.0 13.7 321 451
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DISTRICT 30 -4,568 Total: 189,735 92,859 96,876 3,121 16,072 76,329 90,543 48.9 51.1 16 8.5 40.2 47.7
| -2.35% VAP: 143,889 76,3‘_19 67,51_10 2,301 10,95@ 52,271 62,(_534 §3.1 46.9 1.§ 7.6 36.3 43.5
De Witt (100%) 19,824 10,84 8,970 105 1,867 6,890 8,564 54.8 452 0.5 9.4 34.8 432
Goliad (100%) 7,012 4,246 2,766 60 349 2,288 2,569 60.6 394 0.9 5.0 32.6 36.6
Jackson (100%) 14,988 8,510 6,478 228 1,186 4,829 5,877 56.8 432 15 7.9 322 39.2
Lavaca (100%) 20,337 14,564 5773 114 1,497 3,936 5,316 71.6 28.4 0.6 7.4 194 26.1
Matagorda (100%) 36,255 15,355 20,900 856 4,330 15,455 19,466 424 57.6 24 11.9 42.6 53.7
Victoria (100%) 91,319 39,330 51,989 1,758 6,843 42,931 48,751 43.1 56.9 1.9 7.5 47.0 53.4
DISTRICT 31 -9,337 Total: 184,966 45,168 139,798 1,201 3,396 133,026 135,870 244 75.6 0.6 18 719 735
| -4.81 % VAP: 13@3 36,§66 100, 11_37 841 2,802 94,656 97,1_65 26.9 73.1 O.§ 2.9 69.1 70.9
Brooks (100%) 7,076 724 6,352 48 47 6,242 6,271 10.2 89.8 0.7 0.7 88.2 88.6
Duval (100%) 9,831 937 8,894 66 208 7,962 8,133 9.5 90.5 0.7 2.1 81.0 82.7
Jim Hogg (100%) 4,838 414 4,424 36 11 4,281 4,287 8.6 91.4 0.7 0.2 88.5 88.6
Karnes (100%) 14,710 5,388 9,322 196 1,265 7,734 8,910 36.6 63.4 13 8.6 52.6 60.6
Kenedy (100%) 350 73 277 10 12 261 264 20.9 79.1 2.9 34 74.6 75.4
La Salle (100%) 6,664 1,467 5,197 28 259 4,908 5,132 220 78.0 04 39 73.6 77.0
Live Oak (100%) 11,335 5,968 5,367 66 275 4,790 5,031 52.7 47.3 0.6 24 42.3 444
McMullen (100%) 600 353 247 13 17 224 231 58.8 41.2 2.2 2.8 37.3 385
Starr (100%) 65,920 1,171 64,749 152 162 64,393 64,454 18 98.2 0.2 0.2 97.7 97.8
Wilson (100%) 49,753 27,877 21,876 545 1,101 19,232 20,140 56.0 44.0 11 2.2 38.7 40.5
Zapata (100%) 13,889 796 13,093 41 39 12,999 13,017 5.7 94.3 0.3 0.3 93.6 93.7
DISTRICT 32 -6,855 Total: 187,448 83,763 103,685 9,032 9,317 82,996 90,779 447 55.3 4.8 5.0 44.3 48.4
-353% VAP 146,778 70,678 76,100 6,768 6,799 50,854 65,928 48.2 518 4.6 4.6 40.8 44.9
Aransas (100%) 23,830 15,816 8,014 655 394 6,158 6,486 66.4 33.6 2.7 17 25.8 27.2
Nueces (46%) 163,618 67,947 95,671 8,377 8,923 76,838 84,293 41.5 58.5 5.1 5.5 47.0 51.5
DISTRICT 33 -3,764 Total: 190,539 107,824 82,715 22,467 20,716 35,377 55,200 56.6 43.4 11.8 10.9 18.6 29.0
B -1.94% VAP 140,932 83,725 57,207 16,282 14,286 23,238 37,105 59.4 40.6 11.6 10.1 16.5 263
Collin (8%) 82,720 37,626 45,094 17,934 10,944 14,817 25,389 455 54.5 21.7 132 17.9 30.7
Rockwall (100%) 107,819 70,198 37,621 4,533 9,772 20,560 29,811 65.1 34.9 4.2 9.1 19.1 27.6
DISTRICT 34 -4,743 Total: 189,560 38,218 151,342 2,248 8,756 140,214 147,187 20.2 79.8 12 4.6 74.0 77.6
_ -2.44 % VAP 143,(_)94 32,137 110,957 1,578 6,0_51 102,315 107,668 22.5 Z7.5 1.1 4.2 Zl.5 E
Nueces (54%) 189,560 38,218 151,342 2,243 8,756 140,214 147,187 20.2 79.8 1.2 4.6 74.0 77.6
DISTRICT 35 -975 Total: 193,328 8,290 185,038 709 892 183,468 183,824 4.3 95.7 0.4 0.5 94.9 95.1
B _ -050% VAP 128,027 6,760 121,267 486 485 120,206 120,431 53 94.7 0.4 0.4 939 94.1
Cameron (17%) 70,137 4131 66,006 371 396 65,214 65,402 59 94.1 05 0.6 93.0 93.2
Hidalgo (14%) 123,191 4,159 119,032 338 496 118,254 118,422 34 96.6 0.3 04 96.0 96.1
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DISTRICT 36 -7,572 Total: 186,731 9,878 176,853 1,520 1,066 174,370 174,845 5.3 94.7 0.8 0.6 934 93.6
-3.90 % VAP: 131,1.38 8,3i8 122,790 1,1.15 633 121,003 121,354 6.4 93.§ 0.9 0.5 92.3 92.5
Hidalgo (21%) 186,731 9,878 176,853 1,520 1,066 174,370 174,845 5.3 94.7 0.8 0.6 93.4 93.6
DISTRICT 37 -9,411 Total: 184,892 26,248 158,644 2,157 2,528 153,728 155,319 14.2 85.8 12 14 83.1 84.0
-4.84 % VAP 135,324 22,861 112,463 1,705 1,707 108,490 109,765 16.9 83.1 1.3 1.3 80.2 81.1
Cameron (39%) 164,728 24,443 140,285 1,946 1,970 136,117 137,245 14.8 85.2 12 12 82.6 83.3
Willacy (100%) 20,164 1,805 18,359 211 558 17,611 18,074 9.0 91.0 1.0 2.8 87.3 89.6
DISTRICT 38 -8,151 Total: 186,152 8,533 177,619 1,320 1,044 175,349 175,830 4.6 95.4 0.7 0.6 94.2 94.5
-4.19 % VAP: 132,8(_)4 6,974 12_5,830 1,022 669 12_4,097 12_4,457 5.3 94.7 0.§ 0.5 93.4 93.7
Cameron (44%) 186,152 8,533 177,619 1,320 1,044 175,349 175,830 4.6 95.4 0.7 0.6 94.2 94.5
DISTRICT 39 -8,104 Total: 186,199 11,836 174,363 880 978 172,547 172,916 6.4 93.6 0.5 0.5 92.7 92.9
-4.17 % VAP 129,174 10,480 118,694 652 570 117,370 117,613 8.1 91.9 0.5 0.4 90.9 91.1
Hidalgo (21%) 186,199 11,836 174,363 880 978 172,547 172,916 6.4 93.6 0.5 0.5 92.7 92.9
DISTRICT 40 -8,848 Total: 185,455 8,787 176,668 2,579 2,254 171,985 173,468 4.7 95.3 14 12 92.7 93.5
-455% _ VAP: 128,995 7,071 121,924 1,885 1,638 118,311 119,555 55 945 15 13 917 927
Hidalgo (21%) 185,455 8,787 176,668 2,579 2,254 171,985 173,468 4.7 95.3 14 12 92.7 93.5
DISTRICT 41 -5,098 Total: 189,205 18,678 170,527 5,379 2,308 162,845 164,246 9.9 90.1 2.8 12 86.1 86.8
-2.62 % VAP: 139,455 15,821 123,594 4,119 1,488 117,599 118,653 114 88.6 3.0 11 84.3 85.1
Hidal go (22%) 189,205 18,678 170,527 5,379 2,308 162,845 164,246 9.9 90.1 2.8 1.2 86.1 86.8
DISTRICT 42 -9,575 Total: 184,728 6,966 177,762 1,576 1,228 175,074 175,773 38 96.2 0.9 0.7 94.8 95.2
-4.93 % VAP 132,(_)81 5,322 1@ 59 1,2 5 873 124,724 125,286 4.0 96.0 0.9 O.z 94.4 94.9
Webb (69%) 184,728 6,966 177,762 1,576 1,228 175,074 175,773 3.8 96.2 0.9 0.7 94.8 95.2
DISTRICT 43 2,277 Total: 196,580 60,142 136,438 4,004 7,126 123,531 129,389 30.6 69.4 2.0 3.6 62.8 65.8
B 117% VAP 149,566 49,943 99,623 2,982 5,425 89,312 94,190 334 66.6 2.0 36 5.7 63.0
Bee (100%) 31,047 8,600 22,447 307 2,558 19,392 21,804 277 72.3 1.0 8.2 62.5 70.2
Calhoun (100%) 20,106 8,374 11,732 1,169 534 9,858 10,271 41.6 58.4 5.8 2.7 49.0 51.1
Jim Wells (100%) 38,891 6,963 31,928 216 414 30,835 31,082 17.9 821 0.6 11 79.3 79.9
Kleberg (100%) 31,040 6,728 24,312 973 1,361 21,920 23,006 21.7 78.3 31 44 70.6 74.1
Refugio (100%) 6,741 2,864 3,877 61 534 3,306 3,735 42.5 57.5 0.9 7.9 49.0 55.4
San Patricio (100%) 68,755 26,613 42,142 1,278 1,725 38,220 39,491 38.7 61.3 1.9 2.5 55.6 57.4
DISTRICT 44 -1,944 Total: 192,359 92,222 100,137 5,729 17,457 75,130 90,362 47.9 52.1 3.0 9.1 39.1 47.0
| -1.00 % VAP: 142,91.1 73,8§3 69,058 3,872 12,023 50,753 61,822 51.7 4_]8.3 2.7 §.4 §5.5 42
Gonzales (100%) 19,653 8,159 11,494 122 1,391 9,897 11,074 415 58.5 0.6 7.1 50.4 56.3
Guadal upe (100%) 172,706 84,063 88,643 5,607 16,066 65,233 79,288 48.7 51.3 3.2 9.3 37.8 459
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DISTRICT 45 7,104 Total: 201,407 90,224 111,183 9,423 12,543 87,199 97,864 44.8 55.2 4.7 6.2 43.3 48.6
3.66 % VAP: 154,43§ 73,457 80,979 7,551 9,§35 6_1,834 79,224 47.6 5_2.4 4.2 6.0 40.0 45.5
Hays (84%) 201,407 90,224 111,183 9,423 12,543 87,199 97,864 44.8 55.2 4.7 6.2 43.3 48.6
DISTRICT 46 9,021 Total: 203,324 71,385 131,939 15,483 39,958 75,885 113,236 351 64.9 7.6 19.7 37.3 55.7
4.64 % VAP 151,543 58,620 92,923 11,203 29,029 51,246 78,965 38.7 61.3 7.4 19.2 33.8 52.1
Travis (16%) 203,324 71,385 131,939 15,483 39,958 75,885 113,236 35.1 64.9 7.6 19.7 37.3 55.7
DISTRICT 47 9,340 Total: 203,643 126,470 77,173 32,793 8,198 32,373 39,677 62.1 379 16.1 4.0 15.9 195
| 4.81 % VAP: 153,837 99,5_15 54,322 22,6_325 5,934 22,621 28,% 64.7 3§.3 14.7 3.9 14.7 18.2
Travis (16%) 203,643 126,470 77,173 32,793 8,198 32,373 39,677 62.1 37.9 16.1 4.0 15.9 19.5
DISTRICT 48 8,283 Total: 202,586 121,948 80,638 17,396 10,325 49,857 58,850 60.2 39.8 8.6 51 24.6 29.0
4.26 % VAP 161,721 100,819 60,902 13,060 7,853 37,114 44,189 62.3 37.7 8.1 4.9 22.9 27.3
Travis (16%) 202,586 121,948 80,638 17,396 10,325 49,857 58,850 60.2 39.8 8.6 5.1 24.6 29.0
DISTRICT 49 9,255 Total: 203,558 116,215 87,343 19,737 10,419 54,151 63,308 57.1 429 9.7 51 26.6 311
| 4.76 % VAP 174,979 103,865 71,114 l7,4ﬁ 8,593 42,129 49,882 5_9.4 40.6 9.9 1_1.9 24.1 28.5
Travis (16%) 203,558 116,215 87,343 19,737 10,419 54,151 63,308 57.1 42.9 9.7 51 26.6 31.1
DISTRICT 50 7,779 Total: 202,082 61,970 140,112 22,673 30,065 87,188 114,623 30.7 69.3 11.2 14.9 43.1 56.7
B 400% _ VAP: 158,533 54,886 103,647 18,162 22,592 61,888 82,962 34.6 65.4 115 14.3 39.0 52.3
Travis (16%) 202,082 61,970 140,112 22,673 30,065 87,188 114,623 30.7 69.3 11.2 14.9 43.1 56.7
DISTRICT 51 9,205 Total: 203,508 62,134 141,374 8,989 19,399 112,262 129,461 30.5 69.5 4.4 9.5 55.2 63.6
| 4.74 % VAP 160,986 56,721 104,265 7,385 14,959 80,589 94,281 35.2 64.8 4.6 9.3 50.1 58.6
Travis (16%) 203,508 62,134 141,374 8,989 19,399 112,262 129,461 30.5 69.5 4.4 9.5 55.2 63.6
DISTRICT 52 7,229 Total: 201,532 108,733 92,799 20,554 18,554 50,901 67,710 54.0 46.0 10.2 9.2 25.3 33.6
372% VAP 144,897 83,402 61,495 13,131 12,413 33,110 44,745 57.6 424 9.1 8.6 229 309
Williamson (33%) 201,532 108,733 92,799 20,554 18,554 50,901 67,710 54.0 46.0 10.2 9.2 25.3 33.6
DISTRICT 53 5,245 Total: 199,548 115,565 83,983 2,331 4,730 72,969 76,802 57.9 421 12 24 36.6 38.5
B 2.70% VAP 150,656 98,924 60,732 1,657 3,496 51911 54,987 62.0 38.0 1.0 2.2 325 344
Bandera (100%) 20,851 15,595 5,256 219 270 4,010 4,247 74.8 25.2 11 13 19.2 20.4
Crane (100%) 4,675 1,342 3,333 39 102 3,158 3,237 28.7 71.3 0.8 2.2 67.6 69.2
Crockett (100%) 3,098 1,080 2,018 23 36 1,920 1,945 34.9 65.1 0.7 12 62.0 62.8
Edwards (100%) 1,422 651 771 26 17 718 725 45.8 54.2 18 12 50.5 51.0
Kerr (100%) 52,598 35,791 16,807 851 1,127 13,598 14,502 68.0 32.0 16 21 25.9 27.6
Kimble (100%) 4,286 3,136 1,150 60 37 986 1,013 73.2 26.8 14 0.9 23.0 23.6
Llano (100%) 21,243 17,530 3,713 194 233 2,508 2,687 82.5 175 0.9 11 11.8 12.6
Mason (100%) 3,953 2,948 1,005 21 40 883 909 74.6 25.4 0.5 10 22.3 23.0
McCulloch (100%) 7,630 4,904 2,726 65 197 2,369 2,517 64.3 35.7 0.9 2.6 310 33.0
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DISTRICT 53 5,245 Total: 199,548 115,565 83,983 2,331 4,730 72,969 76,802 57.9 42.1 12 24 36.6 385
2.70 % VAP: 159_,656 98,924 60,732 1,657 3,‘_196 51,911 54,987 62.0 §8.0 1.0 2.2 §2.5 3&
Medina (100%) 50,748 22,324 28,424 528 1,762 25,455 26,930 440 56.0 10 35 50.2 53.1
Menard (100%) 1,962 1,231 731 10 33 662 690 62.7 37.3 05 17 337 35.2
Pecos (100%) 15,193 3,473 11,720 183 630 10,845 11,376 22.9 77.1 1.2 4.1 71.4 74.9
Real (100%) 2,758 1,940 818 28 50 692 731 70.3 29.7 1.0 18 251 26.5
Schleicher (100%) 2,451 1,102 1,349 28 44 1,275 1,296 45.0 55.0 11 1.8 52.0 52.9
Sutton (100%) 3,372 1,200 2,172 24 32 2,093 2,111 35.6 64.4 0.7 09 62.1 62.6
Upton (100%) 3,308 1,318 1,990 32 120 1,797 1,886 39.8 60.2 1.0 3.6 54.3 57.0
DISTRICT 54 -9,013 Total: 185,290 71,769 113,521 9,244 58,231 45,733 98,632 38.7 61.3 5.0 314 24.7 53.2
-4.64% VAP 134,505 57,217 77,378 6,698 38,660 30,024 66,130 425 575 50 287 22.3 49.1
Bell (50%) 185,290 71,769 113,521 9,244 58,231 45,733 98,632 38.7 61.3 5.0 314 24.7 53.2
DISTRICT 55 -8,946 Total: 185,357 85,011 100,346 9,027 42,374 47,734 86,301 459 54.1 4.9 22.9 25.8 46.6
-4.60 % VAP: 137,568 68,907 68,661 6, 192 28,8_19 3&52 58,288 50.1 49.9 4.5 20.9 22.6 42.4
~Bal (50%) 185,357 85,011 100,346 9,027 42,374 47,734 86,301 5.9 54.1 7.9 22.9 25.8 6.6
DISTRICT 56 5,672 Total: 199,975 119,341 80,634 5,764 23,972 47,594 69,859 59.7 40.3 29 120 238 34.9
_ 2.92 % VAP: 152,4§ 96,864 55,551 ESG 16,398 3&91 47,21.8 fﬁ 36.4 2.9 10.7 20.7 31.0
McL ennan (77%) 199,975 119,341 80,634 5,764 23,972 47,594 69,859 59.7 40.3 2.9 12.0 23.8 34.9
DISTRICT 57 -1,772 Total: 186,531 101,787 84,744 14,105 26,800 39,726 65,126 54.6 454 7.6 14.4 21.3 34.9
| -4.00 % VAP: 133,248 78,@ 55,§64 9,459 17,189 25,3;62 41,911 58.5 41.5 Z.l 12.9 19.0 31.3
Denton (21%) 186,531 101,787 84,744 14,105 26,800 39,726 65,126 54.6 45.4 7.6 14.4 21.3 34.9
DISTRICT 58 -5,171 Total: 189,132 126,237 62,895 2,945 9,003 44,300 52,457 66.7 333 16 4.8 234 27.7
-2.66 % VAP: 140,933 99,137 41,Z96 2,01.0 5,874 28,557 §4,098 70.3 29.Z 14 4.2 20.§ 24.2
Johnson (100%) 179,927 119,226 60,701 2,852 8,888 42,613 50,684 66.3 33.7 16 49 23.7 28.2
Somervell (100%) 9,205 7,011 2,194 93 115 1,687 1,773 76.2 23.8 1.0 12 18.3 19.3
DISTRICT 59 1,155 Total: 195,458 132,839 62,619 4,613 17,935 34,739 51,088 68.0 320 24 9.2 17.8 26.1
0.59 % VAP: 152,143 108,250 43,893 3,221 12,594 23,413 35,265 7_1.2 28.8 2.1 8.3 15.4 23.2
Coryell (100%) 83,093 46,213 36,880 3,238 15,290 16,482 30,436 55.6 444 39 184 19.8 36.6
Erath (100%) 42,545 30,006 12,539 557 1,646 9,254 10,774 70.5 295 13 39 21.8 253
Hamilton (100%) 8,222 6,805 1,417 63 68 1,045 1,104 82.8 17.2 0.8 0.8 12.7 134
Hood (100%) 61,598 49,815 11,783 755 931 7,958 8,774 80.9 19.1 1.2 15 12.9 14.2
DISTRICT 60 -8,571 Total: 185,732 144,781 40,951 2,424 4,113 27,637 31,343 78.0 220 13 22 14.9 16.9
-4.41 % VAP: 140,599 113,ﬂ 22,128 l,57§ 2,52_8 lz,618 19,952 8_0.7 19.3 11 1.8 12.5 14.2
Palo Pinto (100%) 28,409 20,778 7,631 345 857 5,614 6,367 73.1 26.9 12 3.0 19.8 22.4
Parker (100%) 148,222 117,747 30,475 1,990 2,929 19,819 22,473 79.4 20.6 13 2.0 134 15.2
Stephens (100%) 9,101 6,256 2,845 89 327 2,204 2,503 68.7 313 10 3.6 24.2 275
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DISTRICT 61 7,992 Total: 202,295 103,943 98,352 45,525 24,952 24,249 48,109 51.4 48.6 225 12.3 12.0 23.8
4.11 % VAP: 139,74§ 76,602 63,14_‘.4 2%389 16,11_39 15,365 31,019 §4.8 45.2 20.7 11.5 11.0 22.2
Collin (19%) 202,295 103,943 98,352 45,525 24,952 24,249 48,109 51.4 48.6 22.5 12.3 12.0 23.8
DISTRICT 62 -7,509 Total: 186,794 134,318 52,476 3,172 13,420 26,935 39,664 71.9 28.1 1.7 7.2 14.4 21.2
-3.86 % VAP 144,154 108,720 35,434 2,195 9,261 17,025 26,028 75.4 24.6 15 6.4 11.8 18.1
Delta (100%) 5,230 4,189 1,041 63 402 394 765 80.1 19.9 1.2 7.7 7.5 14.6
Fannin (100%) 35,662 27,042 8,620 319 2,628 4,218 6,760 75.8 24.2 0.9 74 11.8 19.0
Franklin (100%) 10,359 7,876 2,483 104 534 1,455 1,943 76.0 24.0 1.0 5.2 14.0 18.8
Grayson (100%) 135,543 95,211 40,332 2,686 9,856 20,868 30,196 70.2 29.8 2.0 7.3 154 22.3
DISTRICT 63 8,016 Total: 202,319 101,237 101,082 28,998 23,993 44,533 67,243 50.0 50.0 14.3 11.9 22.0 33.2
| 4.13 % VAP: 152,377 81,282 71,095 20,664 17,164 30,(_)94 @648 §3.3 §6.7 13.6 11.3 19.7 30.6
Denton (22%) 202,319 101,237 101,082 28,998 23,993 44,533 67,243 50.0 50.0 14.3 11.9 22.0 33.2
DISTRICT 64 -1,441 Total: 192,862 122,076 70,786 6,410 16,499 42,635 58,034 63.3 36.7 3.3 8.6 221 30.1
-0.74 % VAP 153,317 101,176 52,141 5,306 12,534 29,755 41,702 66.0 34.0 3.5 8.2 19.4 27.2
Denton (14%) 124,230 71,581 52,649 5,766 15,238 28,941 43,267 57.6 42.4 4.6 12.3 233 34.8
Wise (100%) 68,632 50,495 18,137 644 1,261 13,694 14,767 73.6 26.4 0.9 1.8 20.0 215
DISTRICT 65 7,946 Total: 202,249 104,394 97,855 29,075 26,835 38,414 63,964 51.6 48.4 144 133 19.0 31.6
| 4.09 % VAP 154,144 83,581 70,563 21,6@ 19,54(_) 26,261 45,135 §4.2 45.8 14.0 12.7 17.0 29.3
Denton (22%) 202,249 104,394 97,855 29,075 26,835 38,414 63,964 51.6 48.4 14.4 13.3 19.0 31.6
DISTRICT 66 4,415 Total: 198,718 109,861 88,857 40,467 19,817 24,758 43,752 55.3 44.7 20.4 10.0 125 22.0
| 2.271% VAP 149,863 86,428 63,435 29,208 14,065 16,962 30,625 57.7 42.3 19.5 9.4 11.3 20.4
Callin (19%) 198,718 109,861 88,857 40,467 19,817 24,758 43,752 55.3 44.7 20.4 10.0 12.5 22.0
DISTRICT 67 6,585 Total: 200,888 103,907 96,981 28,607 24,714 39,438 62,929 51.7 48.3 14.2 123 19.6 313
3.39 % VAP 148,161 82,40(_) 65,761 19,642 16,§O4 25,854 41,906 55_6 44.4 13.3 11.2 17.4 28.3
Collin (19%) 200,888 103,907 96,981 28,607 24,714 39,438 62,929 51.7 48.3 14.2 12.3 19.6 31.3
DISTRICT 68 -559 Total: 193,744 141,215 52,529 2,024 6,416 38,085 43,778 72.9 27.1 1.0 33 19.7 22.6
| -0.29 % VAP 150,323 115,]&8 35,195 1,441 4,274 24,597 28,555 @.6 234 1.0 2.8 16.4 19.0
Brown (100%) 38,095 26,672 11,423 382 1,881 8,211 9,884 70.0 30.0 1.0 49 216 25.9
Comanche (100%) 13,594 9,197 4,397 62 127 3,867 3,949 67.7 323 0.5 0.9 284 29.0
Cooke (100%) 41,668 29,404 12,264 446 1,687 8,519 10,062 70.6 294 11 4.0 204 241
Eastland (100%) 17,725 13,653 4,072 169 497 2,934 3,380 77.0 23.0 1.0 28 16.6 19.1
Jack (100%) 8,472 6,358 2,114 72 350 1,521 1,836 75.0 25.0 0.8 41 18.0 217
Lampasas (100%) 21,627 15,132 6,495 512 1,079 4,179 5,135 70.0 30.0 2.4 5.0 19.3 23.7
Mills (100%) 4,456 3,498 958 26 52 728 770 78.5 215 0.6 12 16.3 17.3
Montague (100%) 19,965 16,342 3,623 129 206 2,361 2,543 81.9 18.1 0.6 1.0 11.8 127
San Saba (100%) 5,730 3,690 2,040 53 150 1,749 1,879 64.4 35.6 0.9 2.6 305 328
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DISTRICT 68 -559 Total: 193,744 141,215 52,529 2,024 6,416 38,085 43,778 72.9 27.1 1.0 3.3 19.7 226
-029%  VAP: 150,323 115,128 35,195 1,441 4,274 24,597 28,555 76.6 23.4 1.0 2.8 16.4 19.0
Shackelford (100%) 3,105 2,612 493 33 16 363 394 4.1 15.9 11 15 11.7 12.7
Throckmorton (100%) 1,440 1,248 192 8 17 145 156 86.7 13.3 0.6 1.2 10.1 10.8
Y oung (100%) 17,867 13,409 4,458 132 324 3,508 3,790 75.0 25.0 0.7 1.8 19.6 21.2
DISTRICT 69 -8,785 Total: 185,518 120,093 65,425 4,978 19,237 36,585 54,377 64.7 35.3 27 10.4 19.7 293
-452%  VAP: 144,494 98,337 46,157 3571 13,636 24,647 37,669 68.1 31.9 25 94 17.1 26.1
Archer (100%) 8,560 7,356 1,204 74 106 742 831 85.9 4.1 0.9 12 8.7 9.7
Baylor (100%) 3,465 2,797 668 22 113 439 534 80.7 193 0.6 3.3 12.7 15.4
Clay (100%) 10,218 8,941 1,277 87 121 641 745 875 125 0.9 1.2 6.3 73
Cottle (100%) 1,380 902 478 18 128 327 440 65.4 34.6 13 9.3 237 31.9
Fisher (100%) 3,672 2,496 1,176 27 149 973 1,088 68.0 320 0.7 41 265 29.6
Foard (100%) 1,095 845 250 12 33 197 220 772 228 11 30 18.0 20.1
Hardeman (100%) 3,549 2,441 1,108 30 195 818 983 68.8 31.2 0.8 55 230 277
Haskell (100%) 5,416 3,628 1,788 43 268 1,377 1,599 67.0 330 0.8 49 25.4 295
King (100%) 265 230 35 4 8 25 31 86.8 132 15 30 9.4 11.7
Knox (100%) 3,353 1,935 1,418 34 210 1,130 1,309 57.7 423 1.0 6.3 33.7 39.0
Motley (100%) 1,063 858 205 18 18 153 166 80.7 193 17 17 14.4 15.6
Stonewall (100%) 1,245 958 287 9 41 226 256 76.9 23.1 0.7 3.3 18.2 20.6
Wichita (100%) 129,350 79,694 49,656 3,968 16,588 25,803 41,265 61.6 384 31 128 19.9 31.9
Wilbarger (100%) 12,887 7,012 5,875 632 1,259 3,734 4,910 54.4 45.6 4.9 9.8 29.0 38.1
DISTRICT 70 -8,729 Total: 185,574 85,204 100,370 46,054 23,055 28,494 50,594 459 54.1 24.8 12.4 15.4 273
_ -4.49%  VAP: 146,914 72,378 74,536 34,355 17,126 20,523 37,154 49.3 50.7 23.4 11.7 14.0 25.3
Collin (17%) 165,574 85,204 100,370 46,054 23,055 28,494 50,594 5.9 54.1 24.8 124 154 27.3
DISTRICT 71 -2,986 Total: 191,317 118,494 72,823 4,716 18,064 46,920 63,138 61.9 38.1 25 94 245 33.0
-154%  VAP: 146,476 95,900 50,576 3,368 12,176 31,617 43,155 65.5 345 2.3 8.3 21.6 295
“Callahan (100%) 13,708 11,555 2,153 109 269 1,306 1,545 4.3 15.7 0.8 2.0 95 11.3
Jones (100%) 19,663 11,485 8,178 158 2,187 5,504 7,599 58.4 41.6 0.8 111 28.0 38.6
Nolan (100%) 14,738 8,138 6,600 150 953 5,354 6,120 55.2 448 1.0 6.5 36.3 415
Taylor (100%) 143,208 87,316 55,892 4,299 14,655 34,756 47,874 61.0 39.0 3.0 10.2 24.3 334
DISTRICT 72 -7,882 Total: 186,421 98,364 88,057 3,598 8,956 72,948 80,340 52.8 47.2 19 48 39.1 431
-4.06%  VAP: 143,348 80,498 62,850 2,536 6,079 51,396 56,826 56.2 43.8 1.8 4.2 35.9 39.6
Coke (100%) 3,285 2,473 812 17 23 661 671 75.3 24.7 0.5 0.7 20.1 204
Coleman (100%) 7,684 6,013 1,671 58 236 1,192 1,39 783 217 0.8 3.1 155 18.2
Concho (100%) 3,303 2,097 1,206 47 105 1,033 1,121 635 36.5 1.4 3.2 313 33.9
Glasscock (100%) 1,116 710 406 2 27 387 399 63.6 36.4 0.2 2.4 34.7 35.8
Howard (100%) 34,860 15,672 19,188 561 2,113 16,174 17,929 450 55.0 16 6.1 464 51.4
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DISTRICT 72 -7,882 Total: 186,421 98,364 88,057 3,598 8,956 72,948 80,340 52.8 47.2 19 48 39.1 431
-406% VAP 143,348 80,498 62,850 2,536 6,079 51,396 56,826 56.2 43.8 18 4.2 35.9 39.6
Trion (100%) 1513 1,112 401 23 30 349 369 73.5 26.5 15 2.0 23.1 244
Reagan (100%) 3,385 968 2,417 44 78 2,283 2,339 28.6 714 13 2.3 67.4 69.1
Runnels (100%) 9,900 6,062 3,838 65 252 3,354 3,560 61.2 38.8 0.7 25 33.9 36.0
Sterling (100%) 1,372 867 505 29 22 449 465 63.2 36.8 2.1 16 32.7 33.9
Tom Green (100%) 120,003 62,390 57,613 2,752 6,070 47,066 52,091 52.0 48.0 2.3 5.1 39.2 434
DISTRICT 73 6,858 Total: 201,161 136,594 64,567 4,320 5,916 49,262 54,274 67.9 32.1 2.1 2.9 245 27.0
353% VAP 157,622 112,173 45,449 2,934 4,148 34,009 37,698 71.2 28.8 1.9 2.6 21.6 23.9
Comal (100%) 161,501 105,250 56,251 3,517 5,400 43,590 48,172 65.2 348 2.2 3.3 27.0 29.8
Hays (16%) 39,660 31,344 8,316 803 507 5,672 6,102 79.0 21.0 2.0 13 14.3 15.4
DISTRICT 74 8,936 Total: 203,239 28,330 174,909 2,887 5,406 165,920 169,816 13.9 86.1 1.4 2.7 81.6 83.6
460% VAP 149,920 24,422 125,498 2,136 3,738 118,612 121,593 16.3 83.7 1.4 2.5 79.1 811
“Brewster (100%) 9,546 4,048 4,508 164 287 3,063 4,176 51.8 182 1.7 3.0 415 43.7
Culberson (100%) 2,188 445 1,743 50 48 1,645 1,673 20.3 79.7 2.3 2.2 75.2 76.5
El Paso (6%) 56,066 6,652 49,414 1,377 3,278 45,179 47,642 11.9 88.1 25 5.8 80.6 85.0
Hudspeth (100%) 3,202 1,094 2,108 22 29 2,036 2,049 34.2 65.8 0.7 0.9 63.6 64.0
Jeff Davis (100%) 1,996 1,282 714 39 28 613 627 64.2 35.8 2.0 1.4 30.7 314
Kinney (100%) 3,129 1,489 1,640 46 66 1,470 1,517 47.6 52.4 15 2.1 47.0 485
Maverick (100%) 57,887 1,574 56,313 295 307 54,936 55,107 2.7 97.3 0.5 0.5 94.9 95.2
Presidio (100%) 6,131 961 5,170 102 47 4,991 5,032 15.7 84.3 1.7 0.8 81.4 82.1
Reeves (100%) 14,748 1,697 13,051 205 332 12,510 12,748 115 88.5 1.4 2.3 84.8 86.4
Terrell (100%) 760 352 408 13 22 370 384 46.3 53.7 1.7 2.9 48.7 50.5
val Verde (100%) 47,586 7,836 39,750 574 962 38,207 38,861 16.5 835 1.2 2.0 80.3 81.7
DISTRICT 75 6,202 Total: 200,505 11,259 189,246 2,441 6,309 181,431 185,957 5.6 94.4 1.2 3.1 9.5 92.7
319% VAP 137,361 8,293 129,068 1,525 3,825 123,720 126,829 6.0 94.0 11 2.8 90.1 92.3
“El Paso (23%) 200,505 11,259 189,246 2,441 6,300 181,431 185,057 5.6 94.4 1.2 3.1 90.5 92.7
DISTRICT 76 4,245 Total: 198,548 40,774 157,774 65,725 47,236 45,075 90,573 20.5 795 33.1 238 227 45.6
218%  VAP: 148,367 33,153 115,214 49,748 32,779 32,233 64,070 223 777 335 22.1 217 43.2
Fort Bend (24%) 198,548 20,774 157,774 65,725 47,236 45,075 90,573 205 795 33.1 23.8 22.7 45.6
DISTRICT 77 9,618 Total: 203,921 15,838 188,083 2,018 5,837 180,004 184,146 7.8 92.2 1.4 2.9 88.3 90.3
495% VAP 158,812 13,388 145,424 2,154 4,059 139,246 142,411 8.4 91.6 1.4 2.6 87.7 89.7
“El Paso (24%) 203,021 15,838 188,083 2,018 5,837 180,004 164,146 7.8 92.2 14 2.9 88.3 90.3
DISTRICT 78 9,483 Total: 203,786 38,407 165,379 6,811 11,617 148,278 157,137 18.8 81.2 3.3 5.7 72.8 771
488% VAP 153,882 32,417 121,465 5,041 8,036 108,291 115,036 21.1 78.9 3.3 5.2 70.4 74.8
“El Paso (24%) 203,786 38,407 165,379 6,811 11,617 148,278 157,137 18.8 81.2 3.3 5.7 72.8 77.1
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DISTRICT 79 7,076 Total: 201,379 26,063 175,316 4,845 11,159 160,459 169,003 12.9 87.1 2.4 55 79.7 83.9
3.64% VAP 154,313 21,596 132,717 3,629 7,749 121,222 127,681 14.0 86.0 2.4 5.0 78.6 82.7
“El Paso (23%) 201,379 26,063 175,316 4,845 11,159 160,459 169,003 12.9 87.1 2.4 5.5 79.7 83.9
DISTRICT 80 -1,702 Total: 192,601 29,731 162,870 1,154 2,452 158,377 160,111 15.4 84.6 0.6 13 82.2 83.1
-0.88%  VAP: 135,888 24,064 111,824 858 1,790 108,349 109,772 17.7 82.3 0.6 1.3 79.7 80.8
Atascosa (100%) 48,981 16,066 32,915 396 736 31,178 31,684 32.8 67.2 0.8 15 63.7 64.7
Dimmit (100%) 8,615 898 7,717 % 129 7,487 7,570 10.4 89.6 1.1 15 86.9 87.9
Frio (100%) 18,385 3,053 15,332 218 767 14,171 14,897 16.6 83.4 1.2 4.2 771 81.0
Uvalde (100%) 24,564 6,613 17,951 206 268 17,317 17,462 26.9 73.1 0.8 1.1 705 711
Webb (31%) 82,386 2,529 79,857 198 419 79,280 79,476 3.1 9.9 0.2 0.5 96.2 96.5
Zavala (100%) 9,670 572 9,098 42 133 8,944 9,022 5.9 94.1 0.4 1.4 92.5 93.3
DISTRICT 81 -9,633 Total: 184,670 58,287 126,383 3,170 10,401 111,109 120,095 316 68.4 1.7 5.6 60.2 65.0
-4.96% VAP 133,588 46,695 86,893 2,314 7,074 75,720 82,156 35.0 65.0 1.7 5.3 56.7 61.5
“Ector (100%) 165,171 51,023 114,148 2,940 9,522 100,051 108,362 30.9 69.1 1.8 5.8 60.6 65.6
Loving (100%) 64 56 8 3 3 1 3 87.5 125 47 47 16 47
Ward (100%) 11,644 4,506 7,138 113 666 6,325 6,847 38.7 61.3 1.0 5.7 54.3 58.8
Winkler (100%) 7,791 2,702 5,089 114 210 4,732 4,883 34.7 65.3 15 2.7 60.7 62.7
DISTRICT 82 -6,627 Total: 187,676 83,857 103,819 4,918 13,863 82,353 94,911 a4.7 55.3 26 74 439 50.6
[ -341% VAP 136,280 65,334 70,946 3,304 9,649 55,471 64,603 47.9 52.1 2.4 7.1 40.7 474
Dawson (100%) 12,456 4,500 7,866 86 1,004 6,767 7,665 36.8 63.2 0.7 8.1 54.3 61.5
Martin (100%) 5,237 2,780 2,457 34 128 2,255 2,359 53.1 46.9 0.6 2.4 431 450
Midland (100%) 169,983 76,487 93,496 4,798 12,731 73,331 84,887 45.0 55.0 2.8 75 43.1 49.9
DISTRICT 83 -8,334 Total: 185,969 105,330 80,639 3,704 9,599 65,004 73,259 56.6 434 2.0 5.2 35.0 39.4
-429% VAP 140,204 84,262 55,942 2,601 6,447 44,340 50,308 60.1 39.9 1.9 46 316 35.9
“Borden (100%) 631 528 103 14 16 86 95 83.7 16.3 2.2 25 13.6 15.1
Crosby (100%) 5,133 2,076 3,057 4 203 2,829 2,965 40.4 59.6 0.8 40 55.1 57.8
Dickens (100%) 1,770 1,178 592 21 64 512 548 66.6 334 1.2 3.6 28.9 310
Floyd (100%) 5,402 2,079 3,323 39 207 3,067 3,228 385 61.5 0.7 3.8 56.8 59.8
Garza (100%) 5,816 2,162 3,654 56 381 3,272 3,554 37.2 62.8 1.0 6.6 56.3 61.1
Kent (100%) 753 657 9% 9 11 81 86 87.3 12.7 1.2 15 10.8 114
Lubbock (40%) 123,115 76,126 46,989 3,201 6,142 35,643 40,982 61.8 38.2 2.6 5.0 29.0 333
Lynn (100%) 5,596 2,960 2,636 34 151 2,352 2,482 52.9 471 0.6 2.7 42.0 44.4
Mitchell (100%) 8,990 4,328 4,662 71 1,072 3,454 4,457 48.1 51.9 0.8 11.9 384 49.6
Scurry (100%) 16,932 8,637 8,295 140 812 7,139 7,853 51.0 49.0 0.8 48 42.2 46.4
Terry (100%) 11,831 4,599 7,232 78 540 6,569 7,009 38.9 61.1 0.7 46 55.5 59.2
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DISTRICT 84 -6,779 Total: 187,524 78,868 108,656 8,332 24,965 73,527 96,347 421 57.9 44 133 39.2 51.4
-3.49%  VAP: 144,770 66,089 78,681 6,900 18,158 51,075 68,450 45.7 54.3 4.8 125 35.3 47.3
Lubbock (60%) 187,524 78,868 108,656 8,332 24,965 73,527 96,347 42.1 57.9 44 13.3 39.2 514
DISTRICT 85 8,661 Total: 202,964 96,810 106,154 17,177 28,702 57,947 85,308 47.7 52.3 85 14.1 286 420
446% VAP 154,177 79,369 74,808 11,822 22,037 38,484 60,049 515 485 7.7 14.3 25.0 38.9
Austin (100%) 30,167 18,480 11,687 304 2,791 8,052 10,630 61.3 38.7 1.0 93 26.7 35.2
Colorado (100%) 20,557 11,761 8,796 132 2,535 5,990 8,336 57.2 428 0.6 123 29.1 40.6
Fayette (100%) 24,435 17,041 7,394 129 1,722 5,216 6,785 69.7 30.3 05 7.0 213 2738
Fort Bend (4%) 29,441 7,904 21,537 15,285 2,789 3,236 5,940 26.8 73.2 51.9 95 11.0 20.2
Waller (100%) 56,794 23,494 33,300 1,063 12,827 18,486 30,985 414 58.6 19 226 325 54.6
Wharton (100%) 41,570 18,130 23,440 264 6,038 16,967 22,632 43.6 56.4 0.6 145 40.8 54.4
DISTRICT 86 -8,995 Total: 185,308 112,317 72,991 3,795 7,521 57,807 64,282 60.6 394 20 41 31.2 34.7
-463%  VAP: 138,631 89,743 48,888 2,602 4,678 38,049 42,333 64.7 35.3 19 34 27.4 30.5
Armstrong (100%) 1,848 1,503 255 28 34 144 162 86.2 13.8 15 1.8 7.8 8.8
Dallam (100%) 7,115 3,119 3,996 33 142 3,707 3,837 438 56.2 0.5 2.0 52.1 53.9
Deaf Smith (100%) 18,583 4,233 14,350 78 290 13,925 14,080 228 772 0.4 16 74.9 75.8
Hartley (100%) 5,382 3,403 1,979 39 249 1,631 1,861 63.2 36.8 0.7 46 30.3 34.6
Oldham (100%) 1,758 1,325 433 31 77 313 372 75.4 24.6 1.8 44 17.8 212
Parmer (100%) 9,869 3,187 6,682 36 137 6,504 6,575 32.3 67.7 0.4 1.4 65.9 66.6
Randall (100%) 140,753 95,457 45,296 3,550 6,592 31,583 37,395 67.8 32.2 25 4.7 22.4 26.6
DISTRICT 87 -6,855 Total: 187,448 85,253 102,195 8,176 16,309 73,882 88,798 455 54,5 44 8.7 39.4 474
-353%  VAP: 138,418 69,386 69,032 5,377 10,864 49,016 59,411 50.1 49.9 3.9 7.8 354 42.9
Carson (100%) 5,807 4,873 934 33 o1 558 636 83.9 16.1 0.6 16 96 11.0
Hansford (100%) 5,285 2,552 2,733 15 43 2,615 2,643 48.3 51.7 0.3 0.8 495 50.0
Hutchinson (100%) 20,617 13,783 6,834 200 757 4,961 5,589 66.9 33.1 1.0 3.7 24.1 27.1
Lipscomb (100%) 3,059 1,786 1,273 18 22 1,123 1,140 58.4 416 0.6 0.7 36.7 373
Moore (100%) 21,358 6,499 14,859 1,071 832 12,647 13,398 30.4 69.6 5.0 39 59.2 62.7
Ochiltree (100%) 10,015 4,245 5,770 58 66 5,470 5,510 424 57.6 0.6 0.7 54.6 55.0
Potter (100%) 118,525 50,153 68,372 6,757 14,438 45,193 58,528 42.3 57.7 5.7 122 38.1 494
Sherman (100%) 2,782 1,362 1,420 24 60 1,315 1,354 49.0 51.0 0.9 2.2 47.3 48.7
DISTRICT 88 -8,244 Total: 186,059 86,426 99,633 1,382 7,400 88,538 94,893 465 535 0.7 40 47.6 51.0
-424%  VAP: 135,454 67,951 67,503 922 5,229 59,037 63,898 50.2 49.8 0.7 3.9 436 47.2
Andrews (100%) 18,610 7,405 11,205 153 376 10,400 10,683 39.8 60.2 0.8 2.0 55.9 574
Bailey (100%) 6,904 2,190 4,714 19 91 4,540 4,600 317 68.3 0.3 13 65.8 66.6
Briscoe (100%) 1,435 1,008 427 13 30 368 391 70.2 29.8 0.9 2.1 25.6 272
Castro (100%) 7,371 2,328 5,043 49 155 4,784 4,905 316 68.4 0.7 2.1 64.9 66.5
Childress (100%) 6,664 3,852 2,812 93 672 1,942 2,585 57.8 42.2 1.4 10.1 29.1 38.8
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DISTRICT 88 -8,244 Total: 186,059 86,426 99,633 1,382 7,400 88,538 94,893 46.5 53.5 0.7 4.0 47.6 51.0
-4.24 % VAP: 135,4_54 67,951 67,50§ 922 5,229 59,(& 63,§98 50.2 49.8 0.7 3.2 43.6 47.2
Cochran (100%) 2,547 912 1,635 16 94 1,527 1,594 35.8 64.2 0.6 3.7 60.0 62.6
Collingsworth (100%) 2,652 1,617 1,035 32 148 832 955 61.0 39.0 12 5.6 314 36.0
Donley (100%) 3,258 2,537 721 42 227 356 561 77.9 221 13 7.0 10.9 17.2
Gaines (100%) 21,598 12,554 9,044 139 356 8,401 8,676 58.1 419 0.6 16 38.9 40.2
Gray (100%) 21,227 13,025 8,202 192 1,039 6,347 7,313 61.4 38.6 0.9 4.9 29.9 345
Hale (100%) 32,522 10,693 21,829 243 1,807 19,489 21,052 329 67.1 0.7 5.6 59.9 64.7
Hall (100%) 2,825 1,589 1,236 30 237 950 1,159 56.2 438 11 8.4 33.6 41.0
Hemphill (100%) 3,382 2,090 1,292 39 29 1,137 1,156 61.8 38.2 1.2 0.9 33.6 34.2
Hockley (100%) 21,537 9,752 11,785 97 803 10,624 11,295 453 54.7 05 37 49.3 524
Lamb (100%) 13,045 4,981 8,064 41 544 7,449 7,904 38.2 61.8 0.3 4.2 57.1 60.6
Roberts (100%) 827 717 110 15 21 50 65 86.7 133 18 25 6.0 7.9
Swisher (100%) 6,971 3,219 3,752 44 524 3,147 3,597 46.2 53.8 0.6 7.5 45.1 51.6
Wheeler (100%) 4,990 3,469 1,521 53 137 1,227 1,345 69.5 30.5 11 2.7 24.6 27.0
Y oakum (100%) 7,694 2,488 5,206 72 110 4,968 5,057 323 67.7 0.9 14 64.6 65.7
DISTRICT 89 -33 Total: 194,270 101,931 92,339 28,297 22,704 37,402 59,140 52.5 47.5 14.6 11.7 19.3 304
| -0.02 % VAP 139,7_47 78,047 61,700 19,67§ 14,Z78 2_3,989 §8,332 §5.8 4Z_L2 14.1 10.§ 17.2 274
Collin (18%) 194,270 101,931 92,339 28,297 22,704 37,402 59,140 52.5 47.5 14.6 11.7 19.3 30.4
DISTRICT 90 8,076 Total: 202,379 34,331 168,048 5,740 29,085 132,813 160,412 17.0 83.0 2.8 144 65.6 79.3
| 4.16 % VAP 145,431 29,462 115,969 4,125 20,627 90,297 110,217 20.3 79.7 2.8 14.2 62.1 75.8
Tarrant (10%) 202,379 34,331 168,048 5,740 29,085 132,813 160,412 17.0 83.0 2.8 14.4 65.6 79.3
DISTRICT 91 -7,543 Total: 186,760 99,881 86,879 14,345 17,104 51,223 67,063 53.5 46.5 7.7 9.2 274 35.9
| -3.88 % VAP 141,(_)29 81,308 59,721 10,751 11,229 §3,961 4_4,585 Fﬂ 42.§ E 8.0 24_1.1 31.6
Tarrant (9%) 186,760 99,881 86,879 14,345 17,104 51,223 67,063 53.5 46.5 7 9.2 274 35.9
DISTRICT 92 -5,994 Total: 188,309 51,696 136,613 18,987 54,421 61,146 113,503 275 72.5 10.1 289 325 60.3
| -3.08% VAP 144,186 45,038 99,148 15,149 39,701 42,095 80,689 312 68.8 10.5 27.5 29.2 56.0
Tarrant (9%) 188,309 51,696 136,613 18,987 54,421 61,146 113,503 27.5 72.5 10.1 28.9 32.5 60.3
DISTRICT 93 1,482 Total: 195,785 100,779 95,006 20,292 25,558 45,965 69,675 51.5 48.5 104 131 235 35.6
| 0.76 % VAP 137,347 74,28 62,719 13,984 16,&36 29,663 44,% 5& 45.Z 10.2 11.7 21.§ 32.7
Tarrant (9%) 195,785 100,779 95,006 20,292 25,558 45,965 69,675 51.5 48.5 10.4 13.1 23.5 35.6
DISTRICT 94 -8,547 Total: 185,756 100,645 85,111 11,550 27,304 42,366 68,143 54.2 45.8 6.2 14.7 228 36.7
| -440% VAP 143,762 84,719 59,043 8,678 18,566 28,190 46,022 58.9 41.1 6.0 12.9 19.6 32.0
Tarrant (9%) 185,756 100,645 85,111 11,550 27,304 42,366 68,143 54.2 458 6.2 14.7 22.8 36.7
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DISTRICT 95 9,690 Total: 203,993 38,168 165,825 7,757 85,464 72,684 155,910 18.7 81.3 38 41.9 35.6 76.4
| 4.99 % VAP: 149,313 33,840 115,473 5,457 62,092 4_17,058 1(13, 120 22.Z 77.3 3.7 41.6 31.5 E
Tarrant (10%) 203,993 38,168 165,825 7,757 85,464 72,684 155,910 18.7 81.3 3.8 41.9 35.6 76.4
DISTRICT 96 -5,710 Total: 188,593 99,275 89,318 10,975 37,889 37,308 73,553 52.6 47.4 5.8 20.1 19.8 39.0
-2.94 % VAP 140,738 79,950 60,788 7,730 25,582 24,346 49,283 56.8 43.2 55 18.2 17.3 35.0
Tarrant (9%) 188,593 99,275 89,318 10,975 37,889 37,308 73,553 52.6 47.4 5.8 20.1 19.8 39.0
DISTRICT 97 -4,834 Total: 189,469 110,693 78,776 8,964 26,737 39,563 64,979 58.4 41.6 4.7 141 20.9 34.3
| -2.49 % VAP: 147,798 91,998 55,800 6,847 18,@ 26,286 45,0% §2.2 37.8 4.§ 12.7 18.1 30.4
Tarrant (9%) 189,469 110,693 78,776 8,964 26,737 39,563 64,979 58.4 41.6 4.7 14.1 20.9 34.3
DISTRICT 98 -9,505 Total: 184,798 123,244 61,554 21,009 11,644 24,410 35,309 66.7 33.3 114 6.3 13.2 191
-4.89 % VAP 141,006 98,400 42,606 14,245 8,152 16,539 24,320 69.8 30.2 10.1 5.8 11.7 17.2
Tarrant (9%) 184,798 123,244 61,554 21,009 11,644 24,410 35,309 66.7 33.3 114 6.3 13.2 19.1
DISTRICT 99 614 Total: 194,917 103,078 91,839 7,381 24,345 56,589 79,478 52.9 47.1 38 125 29.0 40.8
[ 032% VAP 146,865 84,471 62,394 5,418 16,148 37,462 52,960 57.5 42.5 37 11.0 255 36.1
Tarrant (9%) 194,917 103,078 91,839 7,381 24,345 56,589 79,478 52.9 47.1 3.8 12.5 29.0 40.8
DISTRICT 100 -9,612 Total: 184,691 20,423 164,268 3,321 69,075 92,108 159,515 111 88.9 18 374 499 86.4
I -495% _ VAP: 136,545 18,693 117,852 2,833 52,283 62,414 113,818 137 86.3 2.1 38.3 45.7 834
Dallas (7%) 184,691 20,423 164,268 3,321 69,075 92,108 159,515 111 88.9 1.8 374 49.9 86.4
DISTRICT 101 -4,422 Total: 189,881 43,094 146,787 25,028 64,853 56,840 119,485 227 77.3 13.2 342 299 62.9
| -2.28 % VAP 136,571 34,434 102,@ 15_3,917 44,3§4 37,780 81,134 25.2 2.8 13.9 32.5 27.7 59.4
Tarrant (9%) 189,881 43,094 146,787 25,028 64,853 56,840 119,485 22.7 77.3 13.2 34.2 29.9 62.9
DISTRICT 102 -6,617 Total: 187,686 49,338 138,348 24,361 50,521 62,693 111,783 26.3 73.7 13.0 26.9 334 59.6
I -341% __ VAP: 141,854 42,406 99,448 18,849 36,901 42,532 78,688 299 70.1 133 26.0 30.0 55.5
Dallas (7%) 187,686 49,338 138,348 24,361 50,521 62,693 111,783 26.3 73.7 13.0 26.9 334 59.6
DISTRICT 103 -9,664 Total: 184,639 41,003 143,636 9,634 18,962 114,078 131,852 222 77.8 5.2 10.3 61.8 714
T 497% VAP 143,421 37,430 105,991 8,259 15,528 80,960 95,826 26.1 73.9 58 108 56.4 66.8
Dallas (7%) 184,639 41,003 143,636 9,634 18,962 114,078 131,852 22.2 77.8 5.2 10.3 61.8 71.4
DISTRICT 104 -8,803 Total: 185,500 27,556 157,944 4,882 22,408 129,906 150,810 14.9 85.1 2.6 121 70.0 813
I -453% _ VAP: 135,335 24,287 111,048 3,825 15,712 90,329 105,319 179 82.1 2.8 116 66.7 7738
Dallas (7%) 185,500 27,556 157,944 4,882 22,408 129,906 150,810 14.9 85.1 2.6 12.1 70.0 81.3
DISTRICT 105 -2,659 Total: 191,644 40,192 151,452 26,156 28,037 96,154 122,657 210 79.0 13.6 14.6 50.2 64.0
| _ -1.37 % VAP 143,476 35,454 108,022 19,71.4 20,63§ 66,2§3 86,12 24.7 ZS.3 13.7 14.4 1_16.2 60.0
Dallas (7%) 191,644 40,192 151,452 26,156 28,037 96,154 122,657 21.0 79.0 13.6 14.6 50.2 64.0
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DISTRICT 106 -3,210 Total: 191,093 106,647 84,446 28,316 20,772 31,164 50,858 55.8 44.2 14.8 10.9 16.3 26.6
| -1.65 % VAP: 136,666 81,02§ 55,641 18,270 13,@ 20,216 33,472 5_9.3 40.7 13.4 10.1 14.8 24.5
Denton (21%) 191,093 106,647 84,446 28,316 20,772 31,164 50,858 55.8 44.2 14.8 10.9 16.3 26.6
DISTRICT 107 -9,700 Total: 184,603 35,618 148,985 5,049 29,477 113,702 141,777 19.3 80.7 2.7 16.0 61.6 76.8
_ -4.99 % VAP: 132,648 31,083 101,565 3,844 20,634 75,806 95,822 234 76.6 2.9 15.6 57.1 72.2
Dallas (7%) 184,603 35,618 148,985 5,049 29,477 113,702 141,777 19.3 80.7 2.7 16.0 61.6 76.8
DISTRICT 108 -7,125 Total: 187,178 141,476 45,702 12,294 9,986 19,963 29,343 75.6 24.4 6.6 5.3 10.7 15.7
| _ -3.67 % VAP: 150,711 115,876 34£35 9,283 7,793 14,811 22,307 7_6.9 23.1 6.2 5.2 9.2_3 14.§
Dallas (7%) 187,178 141,476 45,702 12,294 9,986 19,963 29,343 75.6 24.4 6.6 5.3 10.7 15.7
DISTRICT 109 -9,703 Total: 184,600 27,533 157,067 3,171 100,769 53,274 152,040 14.9 85.1 1.7 54.6 28.9 824
_ -4.99 % VAP 135,061 24,122 110,939 2,375 73,459 34,433 107,030 17.9 82.1 1.8 54.4 25.5 79.2
Dallas (7%) 184,600 27,533 157,067 3,171 100,769 53,274 152,040 14.9 85.1 1.7 54.6 28.9 82.4
DISTRICT 110 -9,689 Total: 184,614 12,380 172,234 1,209 62,999 108,452 169,998 6.7 933 0.7 341 58.7 921
T -499% _ VAP: 127,657 10,337 117,320 846 47,133 69,251 115,683 8.1 91.9 07 36.9 54.2 90.6
Dallas (7%) 184,614 12,380 172,234 1,209 62,999 108,452 169,998 6.7 93.3 0.7 34.1 58.7 92.1
DISTRICT 111 -9,548 Total: 184,755 23,016 161,739 5,816 92,082 64,002 154,192 125 87.5 31 49.8 34.6 835
I -491% VAP 136,448 20,166 116,282 4,400 69,059 42,234 110,427 14.8 85.2 32 50.6 310 80.9
Dallas (7%) 184,755 23,016 161,739 5,816 92,082 64,002 154,192 12.5 87.5 3.1 49.8 34.6 83.5
DISTRICT 112 -9,099 Total: 185,204 101,216 83,988 22,344 24,687 33,622 57,222 54.7 453 121 133 18.2 30.9
I -468% __ VAP: 144,361 83,096 61,265 17,235 17,637 23,356 40,468 57.6 42.4 11.9 12.2 16.2 28.0
Dallas (7%) 185,204 101,216 83,988 22,344 24,687 33,622 57,222 54.7 45.3 12.1 13.3 18.2 30.9
DISTRICT 113 -9,092 Total: 185,211 51,198 134,013 16,737 43,681 67,228 114,308 27.6 724 9.0 26.3 36.3 61.7
I -468% _ VAP: 137,513 43,693 93,820 12,938 33,934 45,057 78,309 318 68.2 94 247 328 56.9
Dallas (7%) 185,211 51,198 134,013 16,737 48,681 67,228 114,308 27.6 72.4 9.0 26.3 36.3 61.7
DISTRICT 114 -9,654 Total: 184,649 84,188 100,461 12,618 26,157 59,475 84,399 45.6 54.4 6.8 14.2 322 45.7
| _ -4.97 % VAP 151,157 74,821 76,336 9,714 20,65_1 43,667 63,592 49.5 §O.5 6.4 13.7 28.9 42.1
Dallas (7%) 184,649 84,188 100,461 12,618 26,157 59,475 84,399 45.6 54.4 6.8 14.2 32.2 45.7
DISTRICT 115 4,262 Total: 198,565 69,850 128,715 55,493 27,894 43,178 69,793 35.2 64.8 27.9 14.0 21.7 35.1
[ 219% VAP 156,391 61,232 95,159 40,114 21,518 31,338 52,113 39.2 60.8 25.6 1338 20.0 333
Dallas (8%) 198,565 69,850 128,715 55,493 27,894 43,178 69,793 35.2 64.8 27.9 14.0 21.7 35.1
DISTRICT 116 5,418 Total: 199,721 43,825 155,896 16,601 17,671 122,421 137,545 219 78.1 8.3 8.8 61.3 68.9
| 2.79 % VAP 159,526 38,867 12_0,659 12,444 1&0 94,677 106,472 24.4 7_5.6 7.8 8.3 59.3 66.7
Bexar (10%) 199,721 43,825 155,896 16,601 17,671 122,421 137,545 219 78.1 8.3 8.8 61.3 68.9
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DISTRICT 117 8,754 Total: 203,057 36,076 166,981 7,744 18,576 142,420 157,902 17.8 82.2 3.8 9.1 70.1 77.8
| 4.51 % VAP: 142,5(2 28,026 114,412 EJQ 12,0_33 97,072 1(2 ,809 19.7 80.3 3.6 8.4 §8.1 E
Bexar (10%) 203,057 36,076 166,981 7,744 18,576 142,420 157,902 17.8 82.2 3.8 9.1 70.1 77.8
DISTRICT 118 8,942 Total: 203,245 55,358 147,887 5,527 13,380 128,783 139,838 27.2 72.8 2.7 6.6 63.4 68.8
4.60 % VAP 151,094 46,212 104,882 3,925 9,168 90,518 98,627 30.6 69.4 2.6 6.1 59.9 65.3
Bexar (10%) 203,245 55,358 147,887 5,527 13,380 128,783 139,838 27.2 72.8 2.7 6.6 63.4 68.8
DISTRICT 119 7,231 Total: 201,534 34,999 166,535 4,924 23,482 139,662 159,833 174 82.6 24 11.7 69.3 79.3
| 3.72% VAP: 149,282 29,570 120,22 3,586 16,328 100,100 114,895 19.7 80.3 24 10.§ 66.8 E
Bexar (10%) 201,534 34,999 166,535 4,924 23,482 139,662 159,833 17.4 82.6 24 11.7 69.3 79.3
DISTRICT 120 5,959 Total: 200,262 40,900 159,362 7,801 49,917 104,569 149,505 204 79.6 3.9 24.9 52.2 74.7
3.07 % VAP 147,538 34,751 112,787 5,909 35,477 71,631 104,960 23.6 76.4 4.0 24.0 48.6 71.1
Bexar (10%) 200,262 40,900 159,362 7,801 49,917 104,569 149,505 20.4 79.6 3.9 24.9 52.2 74.7
DISTRICT 121 8,906 Total: 203,209 98,132 105,077 13,865 16,430 73,954 88,036 48.3 51.7 6.8 8.1 36.4 433
| 4.58 % VAP 155,904 80,194 75,710 9,696 11,513 52,687 63,062 51.4 48.6 6.2 7.4 33.8 40.4
Bexar (10%) 203,209 98,132 105,077 13,865 16,430 73,954 88,036 48.3 51.7 6.8 8.1 36.4 43.3
DISTRICT 122 9,578 Total: 203,881 99,012 104,869 15,954 11,740 76,258 86,147 48.6 514 7.8 5.8 374 42.3
[ 493% VAP 152,559 78,917 73,642 10,772 7,888 53,226 60,311 517 48.3 7.1 5.2 34.9 39.5
Bexar (10%) 203,881 99,012 104,369 15,954 11,740 76,258 86,147 48.6 51.4 7.8 5.8 374 42.3
DISTRICT 123 2,820 Total: 197,123 49,910 147,213 5,447 11,211 130,732 139,831 253 74.7 2.8 5.7 66.3 70.9
[ 145% VAP 157,560 44,902 112,658 4,198 8,241 99,461 106,615 285 715 2.7 5.2 63.1 67.7
Bexar (10%) 197,123 49,910 147,213 5,447 11,211 130,732 139,831 25.3 74.7 2.8 N 66.3 70.9
DISTRICT 124 205 Total: 194,508 31,543 162,965 7,366 19,685 137,649 154,239 16.2 83.8 38 10.1 70.8 79.3
[ 011% VAP 143,923 26,583 117,340 5,405 14,444 97,623 110,543 185 815 38 10.0 67.8 76.8
Bexar (10%) 194,508 31,543 162,965 7,366 19,685 137,649 154,239 16.2 83.8 3.8 10.1 70.8 79.3
DISTRICT 125 8,481 Total: 202,784 45,977 156,807 9,333 14,105 134,510 145,889 227 77.3 4.6 7.0 66.3 719
| 436% VAP 151,994 38,061 113,933 6,838 9,564 97,048 105,438 25.0 75.0 45 6.3 63.8 69.4
Bexar (10%) 202,784 45,977 156,807 9,333 14,105 134,510 145,889 22.7 77.3 4.6 7. 66.3 71.9
DISTRICT 126 -5,498 Total: 188,805 85,624 103,181 20,594 31,228 49,569 79,036 454 54.6 10.9 16.5 26.3 41.9
-2.83 % VAP: 142,610 7(_),172 72,438 15,§17 21,379 33,6_353 5_4,228 49.2 50.8 10.7 15.0 23.6 38.0
Harris (4%) 188,805 85,624 103,181 20,594 31,228 49,569 79,036 45.4 54.6 10.9 16.5 26.3 41.9
DISTRICT 127 8,661 Total: 202,964 95,790 107,174 8,907 39,215 56,161 93,453 47.2 52.8 4.4 19.3 27.7 46.0
4.46 % VAP 147,142 7£L543 7@9 6,312 26,66(_) §6,767 62,529 59.7 1_19.3 4.3 18.1 2@ 42.5
Harris (4%) 202,964 95,790 107,174 8,907 39,215 56,161 93,453 47.2 52.8 4.4 193 2717 46.0
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DISTRICT 128 -1,354 Total: 192,949 86,212 106,737 4,832 23,251 76,158 97,724 447 55.3 25 12.1 39.5 50.6
-0.70 % VAP: 142,045 69,774 72,22 3,583 15,8§3 50,065 6296 49.1 5_0.9 2.§ 11.2 35.2 42
Harris (4%) 192,949 86,212 106,737 4,832 23,251 76,158 97,724 447 55.3 2.5 12.1 39.5 50.6
DISTRICT 129 7,593 Total: 201,896 98,219 103,677 22,755 19,576 58,727 76,674 48.6 51.4 11.3 9.7 29.1 38.0
3.91 % VAP: 157,245 81,839 75,406 17,449 14,004 41,074 54,313 52.0 48.0 11.1 8.9 26.1 34.5
Harris (4%) 201,896 98,219 103,677 22,755 19,576 58,727 76,674 48.6 514 11.3 9.7 29.1 38.0
DISTRICT 130 -1,700 Total: 192,603 105,268 87,335 17,929 20,167 46,304 65,275 54.7 45.3 9.3 10.5 24.0 33.9
-0.87 % VAP: 138,299 7S_9,817 5_8,482 12,172 13,43_7 30,202 43,123 57_7 42.3 8.8 9.7 21.8 31.2
Harris (4%) 192,603 105,268 87,335 17,929 20,167 46,304 65,275 547 45.3 9.3 10.5 24.0 33.9
DISTRICT 131 8,364 Total: 202,667 10,776 191,891 14,212 70,644 108,458 176,117 53 94.7 7.0 34.9 535 86.9
4.30 % VAP: 146,134 9,264 136,870 11,620 52,342 73,489 124,098 6.3 93.7 8.0 35.8 50.3 84.9
Harris (4%) 202,667 10,776 191,891 14,212 70,644 108,458 176,117 5.3 94.7 7.0 34.9 535 86.9
DISTRICT 132 2,407 Total: 196,710 84,777 111,933 26,233 27,784 56,092 82,007 431 56.9 13.3 14.1 28.5 41.7
1.24 % VAP: 142,4_113 65,@ 76,961 18,125 1£52 38,150 55,922 46.0 §4.0 12.7 13.2 26.§ 39.§
Harris (4%) 196,710 84,777 111,933 26,233 27,784 56,092 82,007 43.1 56.9 13.3 14.1 28.5 41.7
DISTRICT 133 -4,656 Total: 189,647 93,808 95,839 27,113 30,849 36,416 65,490 49.5 50.5 14.3 16.3 19.2 34.5
-240% __VAP: 148,744 76,504 72,240 20,345 23,199 27,160 49,284 514 486 137 156 183 331
Harris (4%) 189,647 93,808 95,839 27,113 30,849 36,416 65,490 495 50.5 14.3 16.3 19.2 34.5
DISTRICT 134 2,710 Total: 197,013 115,911 81,102 33,415 15,021 30,240 44,277 58.8 41.2 17.0 7.6 15.3 225
1.39 % VAP: 16§,800 9?_3,276 64,524 25,81§ 12,137 24,117 35,72 (_30.6 39.4 1§.8 Z.4 14.7 21.§
Harris (4%) 197,013 115,911 81,102 33,415 15,021 30,240 44,277 58.8 41.2 17.0 7.6 15.3 22.5
DISTRICT 135 8,869 Total: 203,172 40,604 162,568 20,108 48,527 94,791 140,209 20.0 80.0 9.9 23.9 46.7 69.0
456% VAP 144,609 32,346 112,263 15,143 32,064 64,709 95,232 224 776 105 222 447 65.9
Harris (4%) 203,172 40,604 162,568 20,108 48,527 94,791 140,209 20.0 80.0 9.9 23.9 46.7 69.0
DISTRICT 136 9,284 Total: 203,587 95,336 108,251 34,434 20,794 50,375 69,221 46.8 53.2 16.9 10.2 24.7 34.0
478% VAP 152,857 77,078 75,779 23,529 14,503 35,055 48,606 50.4 49.6 154 95 22.9 318
Williamson (33%) 203,587 95,336 108,251 34,434 20,794 50,375 69,221 46.8 53.2 16.9 10.2 24.7 34.0
DISTRICT 137 1,794 Total: 196,097 28,661 167,436 24,283 40,165 103,911 141,336 14.6 85.4 12.4 20.5 53.0 72.1
0.92 % VAP: 147,45§ 24,594 12_2,859 18,744 30,561 74,032 102,737 16.7 83.3 12.7 20.7 §O.2 ﬂ
Harris (4%) 196,097 28,661 167,436 24,283 40,165 103,911 141,336 14.6 85.4 12.4 20.5 53.0 72.1
DISTRICT 138 4,116 Total: 198,419 73,216 125,203 22,889 19,897 81,554 99,691 36.9 63.1 115 10.0 41.1 50.2
2.12% VAP: 152,454 §1,924 90,530 18,121 14,323 56,8_67 70,158 40.6 594 11.&2 9.4 37.3 @
Harris (4%) 198,419 73,216 125,203 22,889 19,897 81,554 99,691 36.9 63.1 115 10.0 41.1 50.2
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DISTRICT 139 7,847 Total: 202,150 27,127 175,023 11,993 74,896 88,768 161,423 134 86.6 59 37.0 43.9 79.9
4.04 % VAP: 148,5(_)6 22,605 12_5,901 9,628 §5,982 60, &75 114,969 15.2 84.8 6.5 SZ.7 40.5 E
Harris (4%) 202,150 27,127 175,023 11,993 74,896 88,768 161,423 13.4 86.6 5.9 37.0 439 79.9
DISTRICT 140 -8,115 Total: 186,188 10,455 175,733 4,046 19,015 153,383 170,947 5.6 94.4 2.2 10.2 82.4 91.8
-4.18 % VAP: 130,011 8,975 121,036 3,182 13,758 104,227 117,283 6.9 93.1 2.4 10.6 80.2 90.2
Harris (4%) 186,188 10,455 175,733 4,046 19,015 153,383 170,947 5.6 94.4 2.2 10.2 82.4 91.8
DISTRICT 141 7,192 Total: 201,495 12,361 189,134 4,028 93,324 92,940 183,528 6.1 93.9 2.0 46.3 46.1 91.1
3.70 % VAP: 141,90§ 10,561 131,345 3,129 67,019 61,536 127,1.28 7.4 92.6 2.2 47.2 43.4 89.6
Harris (4%) 201,495 12,361 189,134 4,028 93,324 92,940 183,528 6.1 93.9 2.0 46.3 46.1 91.1
DISTRICT 142 -691 Total: 193,612 24,315 169,297 5,407 74,397 90,347 162,243 12.6 87.4 2.8 38.4 46.7 83.8
-0.36 % VAP: 138,996 19,863 119,133 3,954 55,176 60,008 113,876 14.3 85.7 2.8 39.7 43.2 81.9
Harris (4%) 193,612 24,315 169,297 5,407 74,397 90,347 162,043 12.6 874 2.8 38.4 46. 7 83.8
DISTRICT 143 6,226 Total: 200,529 20,298 180,231 2,524 26,373 152,081 176,430 10.1 89.9 13 13.2 75.8 88.0
3.20 % VAP: 143,§34 17,239 126,595 1,5_337 19,229 105,353 123,539 12.0 88.0 1.3 134 E.Z 85.9
Harris (4%) 200,529 20,298 180,231 2,524 26,373 152,081 176,430 10.1 89.9 1.3 13.2 75.8 88.0
DISTRICT 144 9,657 Total: 203,960 27,741 176,219 6,820 15,572 154,151 167,926 13.6 86.4 3.3 7.6 75.6 82.3
497% VAP 146,211 23,873 122,338 5,195 10,526 106,248 115,895 163 83.7 36 7.2 727 793
Harris (4%) 203,960 27,741 176,219 6,820 15,572 154,151 167,926 13.6 86.4 3.3 7.6 75.6 82.3
DISTRICT 145 -5,401 Total: 188,902 44,351 144,551 6,831 17,271 119,810 135,730 235 76.5 3.6 9.1 63.4 71.9
-278% __ VAP: 146,523 38,509 108,014 5,260 12,954 88,746 100,976 26.3 737 36 8.8 60.6 68.9
Harris (4%) 188,902 44,351 144,551 6,831 17,271 119,810 135,730 235 76.5 3.6 9.1 63.4 71.9
DISTRICT 146 -2,026 Total: 192,277 31,442 160,835 16,835 87,934 56,834 142,206 16.4 83.6 8.8 45.7 29.6 74.0
-1.04% __ VAP: 146,202 26,787 119,415 14,127 66,568 38,846 103,896 183 817 97 455 26.6 711
Harris (4%) 192,277 31,442 160,835 16,835 87,934 56,834 142,206 16.4 83.6 8.8 457 29.6 74.0
DISTRICT 147 6,730 Total: 201,033 42,861 158,172 18,042 66,231 74,413 138,250 21.3 78.7 9.0 329 37.0 68.8
3.46 % VAP: 162,711 40,306 122,495 15,941 52,354 53,897 104,849 24.8 E 9.8 32.2 3§.1 64.4
Harris (4%) 201,033 42,861 158,172 18,042 66,231 74,413 138,250 21.3 78.7 9.0 32.9 37.0 68.8
DISTRICT 148 9,336 Total: 203,639 38,683 164,956 17,747 32,124 114,852 145,005 19.0 81.0 8.7 15.8 56.4 71.2
480% VAP 151,087 33,459 117,628 14,117 23,049 79,668 101,673 221 779 93 153 52.7 67.3
Harris (4%) 203,639 38,683 164,956 17,747 32,124 114,852 145,005 19.0 81.0 8.7 15.8 56.4 71.2
DISTRICT 149 4,437 Total: 198,740 26,274 172,466 38,185 53,800 81,049 132,279 13.2 86.8 19.2 27.1 40.8 66.6
2.28 % VAP: 149,180 22,048 127,132 31,181 §7,737 58,099 94,322 14.8 85.2 20.9 2§.3 38.9 63.2
Harris (4%) 198,740 26,274 172,466 38,185 53,800 81,049 132,279 13.2 86.8 19.2 271 40.8 66.6
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DISTRICT 150 1,375 Total: 195,678 84,819 110,859 16,707 34,223 57,700 90,012 43.3 56.7 8.5 17.5 29.5 46.0
0.71 % VAP: 141,469 65,933 75,5§6 11,% 23,073 3265 60,432 46.6 53_4 8.4_1 1§.3 27.0 42.7
Harris (4%) 195,678 84,819 110,859 16,707 34,223 57,700 90,012 43.3 56.7 85 175 295 46.0
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Population Total Voter Registration Non-Suspense Voter Registration
District Deviation Total %Anglo %Non-Anglo %Asian %Black %Hispanic %B+H General Election Turnout Total SSVR TO/VR Total SSVR TO/VR
1 692 Total: 194,995 65.9 34.1 13 21.6 7.8 291 2020 85,126 131,576 25% 64.7 % 118,269 24% 72.0%
0.36% VAP: 150,743 68.7 31.3 1.2 20.0 6.6 26.4 2018 64,203 127,395 2.3% 50.4 % 112,934 22% 56.9 %
2 1,981 Total: 196,284 71.1 289 12 7.3 16.9 239 2020 80,790 122,319 6.5 % 66.0 % 110,026 6.6 % 734%
1.02% VAP: 149,984 74.4 25.6 1.2 6.8 14.0 20.6 2018 58,503 114,566 5.9% 51.1 % 104,055 6.0 % 56.2 %
3 8,174 Total: 202,477 59.7 40.3 35 4.7 29.7 34.0 2020 83,910 117,388 121 % 71.5% 106,554 122 % 78.7 %
4.21% VAP: 147,859 63.7 36.3 3.2 4.4 26.0 30.1 2018 58,007 105,376 11.1% 55.0 % 93,727 11.3 % 61.9 %
4 1,516 Total: 195,819 58.9 41.1 18 144 225 36.3 2020 77,499 113,981 9.8% 68.0 % 103,146 10.0% 75.1%
0.78% VAP: 143,550 63.6 36.4 17 12.8 19.0 315 2018 53,483 102,557 8.7% 52.1 % 92,508 8.9 % 57.8%
5 -8,219 Total: 186,084 67.5 325 1.0 9.3 19.3 28.2 2020 83,071 122,962 7.0% 67.6 % 111,888 7.1% 74.2 %
-4.23% VAP: 142,286 71.3 28.7 0.9 8.8 15.8 24.4 2018 62,252 115,503 6.5 % 53.9 % 105,805 6.5 % 58.8 %
6 -5,298 Total: 189,005 56.2 43.8 2.6 191 20.3 38.8 2020 81,036 117,434 8.0% 69.0 % 108,536 81% 74.7%
-2.73% VAP: 144,223 60.2 39.8 24 18.2 17.1 35.0 2018 62,505 108,984 7.5% 57.4 % 102,089 7.6 % 61.2 %
7 8,500 Total: 202,803 57.7 42.3 15 21.7 16.9 38.1 2020 82,734 125,981 55% 65.7 % 111,955 55% 73.9 %
4.37% VAP: 153,884 61.4 38.6 14 20.9 13.8 34.4 2018 62,687 121,024 5.0% 51.8 % 106,658 5.0 % 58.8 %
8 -1,704 Total: 192,599 59.9 40.1 0.9 14.8 220 36.3 2020 73,885 110,504 82% 66.9 % 100,529 8.3% 735%
-0.88% VAP: 149,542 63.0 37.0 0.9 14.7 18.8 33.3 2018 56,299 105,665 7.6 % 53.3% 94,909 7.6 % 59.3 %
9 5,599 Total: 199,902 64.5 355 11 15.2 16.8 317 2020 89,057 139,074 7.0% 64.0 % 126,195 7.1% 70.6 %
2.88% VAP: 156,851 67.4 32.6 1.0 14.5 14.5 28.7 2018 66,190 133,355 6.6 % 49.6 % 119,242 6.7 % 55.5 %
10 -1,848 Total: 192,455 55.3 4.7 14 14.0 27.0 40.4 2020 85,932 120,084 145 % 71.6 % 111,139 145 % 77.3%
-0.95% VAP: 140,984 59.2 40.8 1.2 13.1 23.8 36.6 2018 60,850 108,050 13.9% 56.3 % 97,532 14.0 % 62.4 %
11 -8,812 Total: 185,491 63.2 36.8 12 16.9 16.6 33.2 2020 81,494 120,934 6.0 % 67.4 % 109,621 6.0 % 74.3 %
-4.54% VAP: 143,703 66.4 33.6 1.1 16.2 14.0 30.0 2018 63,146 116,402 5.5 % 54.2 % 106,059 5.5 % 59.5 %
12 8,184 Total: 202,487 55.1 44.9 15 189 227 41.1 2020 81,199 115,572 9.8% 70.3% 106,426 9.7% 76.3%
4.21% VAP: 162,321 57.6 42.4 15 18.6 204 38.7 2018 60,953 109,734 9.4 % 55.5 % 100,527 9.3% 60.6 %
13 -5,322 Total: 188,981 54.9 451 11 17.5 24.8 415 2020 73,535 114,882 11.3% 64.0 % 104,034 114 % 70.7 %
-2.74% VAP: 145,156 59.3 40.7 1.0 16.3 21.0 37.0 2018 55,924 110,101 10.8 % 50.8 % 99,318 10.8 % 56.3 %
14 8,744 Total: 203,047 52.5 475 8.0 115 26.8 37.3 2020 70,933 102,062 15.0% 69.5 % 88,296 15.0% 80.3%
4.50% VAP: 163,186 55.8 44.2 8.4 10.2 24.2 33.6 2018 54,209 95,063 14.8 % 57.0% 82,695 15.0 % 65.6 %
15 5,882 Total: 200,185 60.5 39.5 8.1 9.0 20.2 28.7 2020 96,758 129,714 9.5% 74.6 % 115,272 9.5% 83.9%
3.03% VAP: 147,396 63.7 36.3 7.6 8.0 18.4 26.0 2018 69,173 115,367 9.0 % 60.0 % 99,616 9.0 % 69.4 %
16 -4,251 Total: 190,052 59.9 40.1 22 75 28.1 35.1 2020 81,491 111,243 11.0% 73.3% 100,376 11.0% 81.2%
-2.19% VAP: 143,293 64.2 35.8 21 6.7 24.4 30.8 2018 57,175 99,466 10.5 % 57.5% 87,598 10.6 % 65.3 %
17 8,670 Total: 202,973 49.0 51.0 11 8.1 40.1 47.5 2020 79,351 117,084 19.7 % 67.8% 106,095 19.5% 74.8%
4.46% VAP: 153,215 54.1 45.9 1.0 7.7 34.9 42.3 2018 59,665 107,723 19.0 % 55.4 % 96,352 18.9 % 61.9 %
18 8,687 Total: 202,990 64.9 35.1 0.9 74 24.2 313 2020 78,999 119,847 83% 65.9 % 112,067 82% 70.5%
4.47% VAP: 151,159 68.6 314 0.9 7.3 204 275 2018 56,456 112,730 7.2% 50.1 % 103,927 7.2% 54.3 %
19 8,692 Total: 202,995 72.8 27.2 35 20 19.0 20.6 2020 118,022 151,539 8.9% 779 % 140,842 8.7% 83.8%
4.47% VAP: 159,395 76.3 23.7 3.0 1.6 16.2 17.6 2018 88,016 135,335 8.6 % 65.0 % 124,023 8.5 % 71.0%
20 9,595 Total: 203,898 64.9 351 4.8 5.8 225 27.6 2020 105,804 138,160 11.6% 76.6 % 126,396 11.6 % 83.7%
4.94% VAP: 155,291 68.8 31.2 4.4 4.9 19.5 24.0 2018 77,869 120,104 11.1% 64.8 % 108,555 11.0% 71.7%
For technical reasons, election resultsin Texas Legidative Council reports may vary slightly from the official election results. Complete official results for al elections are maintained by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State.
SSVR = Spanish surname voter registration 63175
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21 -6,311 Total: 187,992 70.8 29.2 2.9 135 10.5 23.7 2020 85,072 123,927 51% 68.6 % 112,772 51% 75.4 %
-3.25% VAP: 144,682 735 26.5 2.7 12.3 9.0 211 2018 64,380 120,724 4.7 % 53.3% 110,319 4.7 % 58.4 %
22 -7,981 Total: 186,322 271.7 72.3 4.0 419 26.1 67.2 2020 62,208 102,895 9.7 % 60.5 % 91,238 10.0% 68.2 %
-4.11% VAP: 141,013 31.0 69.0 4.0 41.0 23.3 63.8 2018 48,820 102,769 9.0 % 47.5% 92,244 9.2 % 52.9 %
23 4,102 Total: 198,405 514 48.6 30 15.7 284 432 2020 80,944 124,279 16.0 % 65.1 % 110,757 16.2 % 73.1%
2.11% VAP: 151,425 55.1 44.9 3.0 14.6 25.2 39.4 2018 59,583 116,402 15.8 % 51.2 % 101,839 16.1 % 58.5 %
24 4,545 Total: 198,848 60.0 40.0 53 11.0 21.8 322 2020 96,451 134,733 121 % 71.6 % 120,886 121 % 79.8 %
2.34% VAP: 149,421 63.0 37.0 5.0 10.4 19.2 29.3 2018 70,036 124,628 11.5% 56.2 % 110,538 11.5% 63.4%
25 -7,448 Total: 186,855 43.0 57.0 7.1 191 29.8 47.9 2020 74,211 107,972 17.8 % 68.7 % 98,861 17.8 % 75.1%
-3.83% VAP: 139,436 46.4 53.6 6.6 18.2 27.2 44.8 2018 52,946 98,978 17.5% 53.5% 90,049 17.6 % 58.8 %
26 5,508 Total: 199,811 42.1 57.9 211 12.3 235 35.2 2020 87,069 113,901 13.9% 76.4 % 104,649 13.9% 83.2%
2.83% VAP: 140,059 44.6 55.4 19.9 11.7 22.5 33.7 2018 60,855 99,846 14.0 % 60.9 % 90,549 14.0 % 67.2%
27 3,049 Total: 197,352 16.6 834 16.6 422 252 66.2 2020 87,168 121,175 13.5% 71.9% 112,711 13.8 % 77.3%
1.57% VAP: 145,498 17.6 82.4 17.0 42.2 23.2 64.6 2018 64,325 109,917 13.1 % 58.5 % 101,308 13.4 % 63.5 %
28 3,324 Total: 197,627 39.6 60.4 194 131 27.1 395 2020 84,358 111,708 172 % 75.5% 103,886 17.2% 81.2%
1.71% VAP: 142,051 42.1 57.9 19.2 12.1 25.3 37.1 2018 59,761 98,401 16.8 % 60.7 % 90,769 16.8 % 65.8 %
29 -9,127 Total: 185,176 440 56.0 9.0 13.7 321 45.1 2020 80,773 115,702 19.8 % 69.8 % 106,957 20.0 % 75.5%
-4.70% VAP: 136,464 47.3 52.7 8.6 13.1 29.2 41.9 2018 58,842 107,241 19.1 % 54.9 % 97,775 19.3 % 60.2 %
30 -4,568 Total: 189,735 48.9 511 16 85 40.2 47.7 2020 76,771 119,289 27.6% 64.4 % 107,564 27.0% 71.4 %
-2.35% VAP: 143,889 53.1 46.9 1.6 7.6 36.3 43.5 2018 59,689 116,148 274 % 51.4 % 104,933 26.9 % 56.9 %
31 -9,337 Total: 184,966 24.4 75.6 0.6 18 719 735 2020 70,051 116,203 63.9 % 60.3 % 108,334 64.1 % 64.7 %
-4.81% VAP: 137,003 26.9 73.1 0.6 2.0 69.1 70.9 2018 49,387 111,536 64.8 % 44.3 % 102,416 64.9 % 48.2 %
32 -6,855 Total: 187,448 4.7 55.3 4.8 5.0 44.3 48.4 2020 80,929 120,396 31.6% 67.2% 104,182 322% 77.7%
-3.53% VAP: 146,778 48.2 51.8 4.6 4.6 40.8 44.9 2018 59,725 113,713 31.2% 52.5 % 96,065 32.2% 62.2 %
33 -3,764 Total: 190,539 56.6 434 11.8 10.9 18.6 29.0 2020 90,967 119,728 8.8% 76.0 % 111,145 8.8% 81.8%
-1.94% VAP: 140,932 59.4 40.6 11.6 10.1 16.5 26.3 2018 65,165 105,102 8.3% 62.0 % 95,588 8.4 % 68.2 %
34 -4,743 Total: 189,560 20.2 79.8 12 4.6 74.0 77.6 2020 59,459 109,247 64.5 % 54.4 % 96,281 65.3% 61.8 %
-2.44% VAP: 143,094 22.5 77.5 11 4.2 715 75.2 2018 43,464 107,683 64.5 % 40.4 % 94,432 65.6 % 46.0 %
35 -975 Total: 193,328 4.3 95.7 04 0.5 94.9 95.1 2020 40,158 74,562 86.4 % 53.9% 69,795 86.8 % 57.5%
-0.50% VAP: 128,027 5.3 94.7 0.4 0.4 93.9 94.1 2018 26,492 67,374 87.2% 39.3 % 63,342 87.6 % 41.8 %
36 -7,572 Total: 186,731 53 94.7 0.8 0.6 934 93.6 2020 47,113 85,806 82.9% 54.9% 80,384 83.6% 58.6 %
-3.90% VAP: 131,138 6.4 93.6 0.9 0.5 92.3 92.5 2018 31,869 80,229 84.1 % 39.7 % 75,300 84.7 % 42.3 %
37 -9,411 Total: 184,892 14.2 85.8 12 14 83.1 84.0 2020 55,298 100,230 70.5 % 55.2 % 90,148 71.3% 61.3 %
-4.84% VAP: 135,324 16.9 83.1 1.3 1.3 80.2 81.1 2018 40,099 94,933 70.6 % 42.2 % 85,272 71.3% 47.0%
38 -8,151 Total: 186,152 4.6 954 0.7 0.6 94.2 94.5 2020 48,385 97,425 84.2% 49.7 % 90,173 84.4% 53.7%
-4.19% VAP: 132,804 5.3 94.7 0.8 0.5 934 93.7 2018 32,300 92,352 85.3 % 35.0 % 85,692 85.7 % 37.7%
39 -8,104 Total: 186,199 6.4 93.6 0.5 0.5 92.7 92.9 2020 47,379 87,171 83.7% 54.4 % 81,602 84.2 % 58.1 %
-4.17% VAP: 129,174 8.1 91.9 0.5 0.4 90.9 91.1 2018 32,330 81,271 84.2 % 39.8 % 75,719 84.8 % 42.7 %
40 -8,848 Total: 185,455 4.7 95.3 14 12 92.7 935 2020 45,725 81,197 84.8% 56.3 % 76,145 85.1% 60.0 %
-4.55% VAP: 128,995 55 94.5 15 13 91.7 92.7 2018 31,391 74,925 85.9 % 41.9% 70,027 86.4 % 44.8 %
For technical reasons, election resultsin Texas Legidative Council reports may vary slightly from the official election results. Complete official results for al elections are maintained by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State.
SSVR = Spanish surname voter registration 63175



Red-202T

Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB Document 398-1 Filed 07/01/22

Data 2020 Census Population and Voter Data

PLANH2316 10/13/2021 3:55:04 AM

with Voter Registration Comparison
HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316

Page 24 of 63

Texas Legidlative Council
10/13/21 4:02 AM

Page 3 of 8

Population Total Voter Registration Non-Suspense Voter Registration
District Deviation Total %Anglo %Non-Anglo %Asian %Black %Hispanic %B+H General Election Turnout Total SSVR TO/VR Total SSVR TO/VR
41 -5,098 Total: 189,205 9.9 90.1 2.8 12 86.1 86.8 2020 59,789 96,191 72.1% 62.2 % 88,570 72.8% 67.5%
-2.62% VAP: 139,455 114 88.6 3.0 1.1 84.3 85.1 2018 42,487 89,968 72.3% 47.2 % 82,084 73.1% 51.8 %
42 -9,575 Total: 184,728 3.8 96.2 0.9 0.7 94.8 95.2 2020 53,651 100,364 85.0 % 53.5% 92,530 85.5% 58.0 %
-4.93% VAP: 132,081 4.0 96.0 0.9 0.7 94.4 94.9 2018 37,973 95,626 85.6 % 39.7 % 89,289 86.1 % 42.5%
43 2,277 Total: 196,580 30.6 69.4 20 3.6 62.8 65.8 2020 71,668 122,445 54.5 % 58.5 % 110,414 54.8 % 64.9 %
1.17% VAP: 149,566 33.4 66.6 2.0 3.6 59.7 63.0 2018 52,900 119,387 55.2 % 44.3 % 107,767 55.8 % 49.1 %
44 -1,944 Total: 192,359 47.9 521 30 91 39.1 47.0 2020 85,713 123,585 251 % 69.4 % 112,076 25.2% 76.5 %
-1.00% VAP: 142,911 51.7 48.3 2.7 8.4 35.5 43.3 2018 60,219 112,293 24.9% 53.6 % 100,909 25.2% 59.7 %
45 7,104 Total: 201,407 44.8 55.2 4.7 6.2 43.3 48.6 2020 84,114 121,657 28.3% 69.1 % 105,810 285 % 79.5 %
3.66% VAP: 154,436 47.6 524 4.9 6.0 40.0 45.5 2018 60,166 106,615 28.0% 56.4 % 93,313 28.5% 64.5 %
46 9,021 Total: 203,324 35.1 64.9 7.6 19.7 37.3 55.7 2020 87,522 124,707 18.7% 70.2 % 114,924 18.9% 76.2 %
4.64% VAP: 151,543 38.7 61.3 7.4 19.2 33.8 52.1 2018 62,589 107,297 18.6 % 58.3 % 95,376 18.8 % 65.6 %
47 9,340 Total: 203,643 62.1 37.9 16.1 4.0 159 195 2020 111,686 144,364 8.6 % 774 % 132,968 8.6 % 84.0%
4.81% VAP: 153,837 64.7 35.3 14.7 3.9 14.7 18.2 2018 88,299 133,196 8.3% 66.3 % 118,239 8.3% 74.7 %
48 8,283 Total: 202,586 60.2 39.8 8.6 51 24.6 290 2020 114,959 150,257 143 % 76.5 % 137,766 144 % 83.4%
4.26% VAP: 161,721 62.3 37.7 8.1 4.9 229 27.3 2018 94,661 140,337 14.1 % 67.5% 123,838 14.1 % 76.4 %
49 9,255 Total: 203,558 57.1 429 9.7 51 26.6 311 2020 109,391 157,838 12.7 % 69.3 % 140,185 12.8 % 78.0 %
4.76% VAP: 174,979 59.4 40.6 9.9 49 24.1 28.5 2018 98,080 153,206 12.8 % 64.0 % 128,125 13.0 % 76.6 %
50 7,779 Total: 202,082 30.7 69.3 11.2 14.9 43.1 56.7 2020 72,340 109,847 19.2% 65.9 % 98,938 194 % 73.1%
4.00% VAP: 158,533 34.6 65.4 115 14.3 39.0 52.3 2018 53,178 98,517 19.2 % 54.0 % 84,101 19.6 % 63.2 %
51 9,205 Total: 203,508 30.5 69.5 4.4 9.5 55.2 63.6 2020 73,606 118,225 31.7% 62.3 % 105,577 32.3% 69.7 %
4.74% VAP: 160,986 35.2 64.8 4.6 9.3 50.1 58.6 2018 56,335 106,527 33.2% 52.9 % 90,441 34.3 % 62.3 %
52 7,229 Total: 201,532 54.0 46.0 10.2 9.2 253 33.6 2020 96,211 126,527 14.7 % 76.0 % 116,388 14.7 % 82.7%
3.72% VAP: 144,897 57.6 42.4 9.1 8.6 22.9 30.9 2018 65,394 103,988 14.3 % 62.9 % 94,529 14.3 % 69.2 %
53 5,245 Total: 199,548 579 42.1 12 24 36.6 38.5 2020 100,186 141,931 24.4% 70.6 % 130,439 24.3% 76.8 %
2.70% VAP: 159,656 62.0 38.0 1.0 2.2 325 34.4 2018 76,958 134,427 24.3% 57.2 % 122,475 24.2 % 62.8 %
54 -9,013 Total: 185,290 38.7 61.3 50 314 24.7 53.2 2020 59,449 105,436 12.8 % 56.4 % 86,122 12.7% 69.0 %
-4.64% VAP: 134,595 42.5 57.5 5.0 28.7 22.3 49.1 2018 40,039 96,228 12.6 % 41.6 % 76,073 12.6 % 52.6 %
55 -8,946 Total: 185,357 45.9 54.1 4.9 229 258 46.6 2020 68,586 110,530 13.7% 62.1 % 94,636 13.8 % 72.5%
-4.60% VAP: 137,568 50.1 49.9 4.5 20.9 22.6 42.4 2018 46,866 98,625 13.3% 47.5% 82,276 13.4 % 57.0 %
56 5,672 Total: 199,975 59.7 40.3 29 120 238 34.9 2020 82,194 118,961 125% 69.1 % 106,728 125 % 77.0%
2.92% VAP: 152,415 63.6 36.4 2.9 10.7 20.7 31.0 2018 63,464 110,477 11.9% 57.4 % 100,619 12.0% 63.1 %
57 -1,772 Total: 186,531 54.6 454 7.6 144 21.3 34.9 2020 85,437 113,716 10.3% 75.1% 104,329 10.4 % 81.9 %
-4.00% VAP: 133,748 58.5 41.5 7.1 12.9 19.0 31.3 2018 58,869 100,985 9.9 % 58.3 % 90,165 10.0 % 65.3 %
58 -5,171 Total: 189,132 66.7 333 16 4.8 234 27.7 2020 77,407 112,916 11.0% 68.6 % 103,425 11.0% 74.8%
-2.66% VAP: 140,933 70.3 29.7 14 4.2 20.3 24.2 2018 56,356 103,115 10.3% 54.7 % 93,944 10.3 % 60.0 %
59 1,155 Total: 195,458 68.0 320 24 9.2 17.8 26.1 2020 77,680 115,787 83% 67.1% 104,621 8.1% 74.2 %
0.59% VAP: 152,143 71.2 28.8 2.1 8.3 154 23.2 2018 57,205 106,834 7.9% 53.5 % 93,558 7.6 % 61.1 %
60 -8,571 Total: 185,732 78.0 220 13 22 14.9 16.9 2020 92,736 128,382 7.0% 72.2% 115,913 7.0% 80.0 %
-4.41% VAP: 140,599 80.7 19.3 11 1.8 12.5 14.2 2018 67,769 114,710 6.6 % 59.1 % 104,232 6.5 % 65.0 %
For technical reasons, election resultsin Texas Legidative Council reports may vary slightly from the official election results. Complete official results for al elections are maintained by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State.
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61 7,992 Total: 202,295 514 48.6 225 12.3 12.0 238 2020 96,130 121,624 7.3 % 79.0 % 109,829 7.3% 87.5%
4.11% VAP: 139,746 54.8 45.2 20.7 11.5 11.0 222 2018 64,747 104,697 7.2% 61.8 % 93,182 7.2% 69.5 %
62 -7,509 Total: 186,794 71.9 28.1 17 7.2 144 21.2 2020 82,446 119,898 51% 68.8 % 108,651 5.0% 75.9 %
-3.86% VAP: 144,154 75.4 24.6 15 6.4 11.8 18.1 2018 60,101 111,979 4.6 % 53.7 % 100,494 4.5 % 59.8 %
63 8,016 Total: 202,319 50.0 50.0 14.3 11.9 220 332 2020 91,229 124,762 9.7 % 73.1% 111,527 9.7 % 81.8%
4.13% VAP: 152,377 53.3 46.7 13.6 11.3 19.7 30.6 2018 67,270 117,548 9.3% 57.2% 102,359 9.3 % 65.7 %
64 -1,441 Total: 192,862 63.3 36.7 33 8.6 221 30.1 2020 87,259 124,284 104 % 70.2 % 110,931 104 % 78.7 %
-0.74% VAP: 153,317 66.0 34.0 35 8.2 19.4 27.2 2018 66,682 116,974 10.2 % 57.0% 102,322 10.2 % 65.2 %
65 7,946 Total: 202,249 51.6 48.4 144 133 19.0 316 2020 95,928 128,384 8.8% 74.7% 115,994 8.8% 82.7%
4.09% VAP: 154,144 54.2 45.8 14.0 12.7 17.0 29.3 2018 67,400 116,933 8.5% 57.6 % 102,498 8.6 % 65.8 %
66 4,415 Total: 198,718 55.3 44.7 204 10.0 125 22.0 2020 97,506 127,254 6.4 % 76.6 % 114,380 6.4 % 85.2%
2.27% VAP: 149,863 57.7 42.3 19.5 9.4 11.3 204 2018 70,482 113,541 6.1 % 62.1 % 100,111 6.1 % 70.4 %
67 6,585 Total: 200,888 51.7 48.3 14.2 12.3 19.6 313 2020 89,719 120,287 8.9% 74.6 % 107,769 8.9 % 83.3%
3.39% VAP: 148,161 55.6 44.4 13.3 11.2 174 28.3 2018 62,510 104,271 8.5 % 59.9 % 92,459 8.5% 67.6 %
68 -559 Total: 193,744 729 271 10 33 19.7 22.6 2020 89,578 129,726 9.1% 69.1 % 118,136 8.9% 75.8 %
-0.29% VAP: 150,323 76.6 234 1.0 2.8 16.4 19.0 2018 68,228 124,623 8.9 % 54.7 % 112,903 8.7 % 60.4 %
69 -8,785 Total: 185,518 64.7 35.3 2.7 104 19.7 29.3 2020 73,085 123,574 10.9% 59.1 % 104,177 11.0% 70.2 %
-4.52% VAP: 144,494 68.1 31.9 2.5 9.4 17.1 26.1 2018 54,694 120,078 10.5 % 45.5 % 101,928 10.7 % 53.7 %
70 -8,729 Total: 185,574 459 54.1 24.8 124 154 27.3 2020 82,924 110,584 6.8 % 75.0 % 98,660 6.7 % 84.1%
-4.49% VAP: 146,914 49.3 50.7 234 11.7 14.0 25.3 2018 64,731 104,002 6.4 % 62.2 % 90,825 6.3 % 71.3%
71 -2,986 Total: 191,317 61.9 38.1 25 94 24.5 33.0 2020 74,372 111,728 15.0% 66.6 % 99,408 14.9 % 74.8%
-1.54% VAP: 146,476 65.5 34.5 2.3 8.3 21.6 29.5 2018 55,237 107,521 14.9 % 51.4 % 93,932 14.8 % 58.8 %
72 -7,882 Total: 186,421 52.8 47.2 19 4.8 39.1 43.1 2020 70,271 109,419 254 % 64.2 % 96,513 25.3% 72.8%
-4.06% VAP: 143,348 56.2 43.8 1.8 4.2 35.9 39.6 2018 53,520 104,714 24.8% 51.1 % 91,526 24.9% 58.5 %
73 6,858 Total: 201,161 67.9 321 21 2.9 245 27.0 2020 115,065 147,186 13.9% 78.2% 135,836 13.8 % 84.7 %
3.53% VAP: 157,622 71.2 28.8 1.9 2.6 21.6 23.9 2018 82,105 128,124 13.6 % 64.1 % 116,997 13.5% 70.2 %
74 8,936 Total: 203,239 139 86.1 14 2.7 81.6 83.6 2020 60,950 116,887 68.2 % 52.1% 105,104 69.6 % 58.0 %
4.60% VAP: 149,920 16.3 83.7 14 25 79.1 81.1 2018 44,981 110,860 69.1 % 40.6 % 99,689 70.7 % 45.1 %
75 6,202 Total: 200,505 5.6 94.4 12 31 90.5 92.7 2020 49,362 93,630 76.9 % 52.7 % 85,653 77.8% 57.6 %
3.19% VAP: 137,361 6.0 94.0 1.1 2.8 90.1 92.3 2018 32,139 82,106 78.7 % 39.1 % 76,524 79.8 % 42.0 %
76 4,245 Total: 198,548 205 795 331 238 227 45.6 2020 81,643 113,158 15.3% 72.1% 105,115 155 % 77.7%
2.18% VAP: 148,367 22.3 7.7 335 221 21.7 43.2 2018 56,543 101,670 154 % 55.6 % 92,915 15.7 % 60.9 %
77 9,618 Total: 203,921 7.8 92.2 14 2.9 88.3 90.3 2020 59,788 120,126 76.6 % 49.8 % 107,499 77.8% 55.6 %
4.95% VAP: 158,812 8.4 91.6 14 2.6 87.7 89.7 2018 48,096 117,066 77.7% 41.1% 106,193 78.9 % 45.3 %
78 9,483 Total: 203,786 18.8 81.2 33 5.7 72.8 77.1 2020 76,451 127,481 53.9% 60.0 % 113,867 55.1% 67.1%
4.88% VAP: 153,882 21.1 78.9 3.3 5.2 70.4 74.8 2018 59,672 119,013 54.0 % 50.1 % 107,445 55.4 % 55.5 %
79 7,076 Total: 201,379 12.9 87.1 24 55 79.7 83.9 2020 69,243 120,506 67.4% 57.5% 107,527 69.3 % 64.4%
3.64% VAP: 154,313 14.0 86.0 2.4 5.0 78.6 82.7 2018 54,021 114,612 68.0 % 47.1% 103,711 69.8 % 52.1 %
80 -1,702 Total: 192,601 154 84.6 0.6 13 82.2 831 2020 57,824 108,327 73.3% 534 % 99,639 735% 58.0%
-0.88% VAP: 135,888 17.7 82.3 0.6 13 79.7 80.8 2018 41,284 103,491 73.4% 39.9% 94,943 73.8% 43.5%
For technical reasons, election resultsin Texas Legidative Council reports may vary slightly from the official election results. Complete official results for al elections are maintained by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State.
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81 -9,633 Total: 184,670 31.6 68.4 1.7 56 60.2 65.0 2020 51,209 91,778 43.7% 55.8 % 82,540 444 % 62.0 %
-4.96% VAP: 133,588 35.0 65.0 1.7 5.3 56.7 61.5 2018 35,428 86,515 42.5 % 41.0 % 78,289 43.3 % 45.3 %
82 -6,627 Total: 187,676 4.7 55.3 2.6 74 43.9 50.6 2020 65,084 100,640 29.1% 64.7 % 90,309 29.3% 72.1%
-3.41% VAP: 136,280 47.9 52.1 24 7.1 40.7 47.4 2018 47,721 94,059 28.2% 50.7 % 84,035 28.4% 56.8 %
83 -8,334 Total: 185,969 56.6 434 20 52 35.0 394 2020 79,867 116,926 242 % 68.3 % 105,783 23.7% 75.5%
-4.29% VAP: 140,204 60.1 39.9 1.9 4.6 31.6 35.9 2018 60,595 111,406 23.9 % 54.4 % 99,479 23.6 % 60.9 %
84 -6,779 Total: 187,524 42.1 57.9 4.4 133 39.2 514 2020 62,915 103,406 29.2% 60.8 % 87,345 29.3% 72.0%
-3.49% VAP: 144,770 45.7 54.3 4.8 12.5 35.3 47.3 2018 47,915 100,954 29.1% 47.5% 83,774 29.4% 57.2%
85 8,661 Total: 202,964 47.7 52.3 8.5 141 28.6 42.0 2020 96,701 137,610 15.2% 70.3 % 127,901 151 % 75.6 %
4.46% VAP: 154,177 51.5 48.5 7.7 14.3 25.0 38.9 2018 73,070 128,100 14.7 % 57.0% 117,931 14.7 % 62.0 %
86 -8,995 Total: 185,308 60.6 394 20 4.1 31.2 34.7 2020 77,800 115,191 179% 67.5% 103,304 17.7% 75.3%
-4.63% VAP: 138,631 64.7 35.3 1.9 34 274 30.5 2018 58,797 108,850 17.2% 54.0 % 97,393 17.1 % 60.4 %
87 -6,855 Total: 187,448 45.5 54.5 4.4 8.7 394 47.4 2020 58,548 97,194 231% 60.2 % 85,357 23.0% 68.6 %
-3.53% VAP: 138,418 50.1 49.9 3.9 7.8 35.4 42.9 2018 43,754 94,194 22.3% 46.5 % 82,320 22.3% 53.2 %
88 -8,244 Total: 186,059 46.5 535 0.7 4.0 47.6 51.0 2020 63,478 107,965 331% 58.8 % 96,800 32.7% 65.6 %
-4.24% VAP: 135,454 50.2 49.8 0.7 39 43.6 47.2 2018 48,141 106,016 32.5% 45.4 % 95,802 32.2% 50.3 %
89 -33 Total: 194,270 52.5 47.5 14.6 11.7 19.3 304 2020 91,235 121,052 9.2% 75.4 % 111,191 9.2% 82.1%
-0.02% VAP: 139,747 55.8 44.2 14.1 10.6 17.2 274 2018 67,056 109,083 8.8 % 61.5 % 99,219 8.8 % 67.6 %
90 8,076 Total: 202,379 17.0 83.0 2.8 144 65.6 79.3 2020 52,114 88,771 41.8% 58.7 % 80,198 432% 65.0 %
4.16% VAP: 145,431 20.3 79.7 2.8 14.2 62.1 75.8 2018 39,736 82,899 41.1% 479 % 74,016 429 % 53.7 %
91 -7,543 Total: 186,760 535 46.5 7.7 9.2 274 35.9 2020 76,281 110,717 14.0% 68.9 % 98,550 141 % T7.4%
-3.88% VAP: 141,029 57.7 42.3 7.6 8.0 24.1 31.6 2018 57,950 104,554 13.3% 55.4 % 91,200 13.5% 63.5 %
92 -5,994 Total: 188,309 275 72.5 10.1 28.9 325 60.3 2020 55,912 88,773 16.0% 63.0 % 74,191 16.5% 75.4 %
-3.08% VAP: 144,186 31.2 68.8 10.5 27.5 29.2 56.0 2018 40,466 82,512 154 % 49.0 % 65,605 16.3 % 61.7 %
93 1,482 Total: 195,785 515 48.5 104 131 235 35.6 2020 81,436 114,497 14.0% 71.1% 101,109 142 % 80.5 %
0.76% VAP: 137,347 54.3 45.7 10.2 11.7 21.6 32.7 2018 53,412 99,033 13.7 % 53.9 % 84,645 14.0 % 63.1 %
94 -8,547 Total: 185,756 54.2 45.8 6.2 14.7 22.8 36.7 2020 85,494 118,993 10.2% 71.8% 106,719 10.1% 80.1%
-4.40% VAP: 143,762 58.9 41.1 6.0 12.9 19.6 32.0 2018 69,143 114,466 9.4 % 60.4 % 100,432 9.3% 68.8 %
95 9,690 Total: 203,993 18.7 81.3 38 41.9 35.6 76.4 2020 60,511 101,536 15.0% 59.6 % 88,738 15.6 % 68.2 %
4.99% VAP: 149,313 22.7 77.3 3.7 41.6 315 72.4 2018 46,023 96,897 13.6 % 47.5% 82,798 14.3 % 55.6 %
96 -5,710 Total: 188,593 52.6 474 58 201 19.8 39.0 2020 88,824 123,160 104 % 72.1% 111,740 104 % 79.5%
-2.94% VAP: 140,738 56.8 43.2 5.5 18.2 17.3 35.0 2018 67,691 115,318 9.8 % 58.7 % 102,458 9.9 % 66.1 %
97 -4,834 Total: 189,469 58.4 41.6 4.7 141 20.9 34.3 2020 86,296 119,242 111 % 72.4 % 106,115 11.0% 81.3%
-2.49% VAP: 147,798 62.2 37.8 4.6 12.7 18.1 30.4 2018 66,107 109,459 10.3 % 60.4 % 94,907 10.4 % 69.7 %
98 -9,505 Total: 184,798 66.7 333 114 6.3 13.2 191 2020 103,048 132,826 6.2 % 77.6% 119,391 6.1% 86.3 %
-4.89% VAP: 141,006 69.8 30.2 10.1 5.8 11.7 17.2 2018 81,639 124,798 5.9% 65.4 % 109,169 5.8 % 74.8 %
99 614 Total: 194,917 52.9 47.1 38 125 290 40.8 2020 76,589 114,028 159 % 67.2% 100,503 16.1 % 76.2 %
0.32% VAP: 146,865 57.5 42.5 3.7 11.0 25.5 36.1 2018 55,862 104,918 15.1 % 53.2 % 90,781 15.4 % 61.5 %
100 -9,612 Total: 184,691 111 88.9 18 374 49.9 86.4 2020 48,022 88,201 23.8% 54.4 % 78,072 252% 61.5%
-4.95% VAP: 136,545 13.7 86.3 2.1 38.3 45.7 834 2018 36,958 85,130 221% 43.4 % 74,240 23.7% 49.8 %
For technical reasons, election resultsin Texas Legidative Council reports may vary slightly from the official election results. Complete official results for al elections are maintained by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State.
SSVR = Spanish surname voter registration 63175
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101 -4,422 Total: 189,881 22.7 77.3 13.2 34.2 29.9 62.9 2020 68,324 103,793 17.2% 65.8 % 92,507 175 % 73.9 %
-2.28% VAP: 136,571 25.2 74.8 13.9 32.5 271.7 59.4 2018 50,121 96,921 16.5 % 51.7 % 83,772 17.0 % 59.8 %
102  -6,617 Total: 187,686 26.3 73.7 13.0 26.9 334 59.6 2020 58,401 90,118 13.0% 64.8 % 79,390 13.2% 73.6 %
-3.41% VAP: 141,854 29.9 70.1 13.3 26.0 30.0 55.5 2018 46,656 87,193 12.3% 53.5% 75,294 12.7% 62.0 %
103  -9,664 Total: 184,639 222 77.8 52 10.3 61.8 714 2020 55,806 86,659 33.3% 64.4 % 77,718 345% 71.8%
-4.97% VAP: 143,421 26.1 73.9 5.8 10.8 56.4 66.8 2018 43,006 79,189 33.5% 54.3 % 70,199 35.0 % 61.3 %
104  -8,803 Total: 185,500 14.9 851 2.6 121 70.0 81.3 2020 48,158 83,389 49.0% 57.8% 76,506 50.0 % 62.9%
-4.53% VAP: 135,335 17.9 82.1 2.8 11.6 66.7 77.8 2018 37,186 78,459 48.4 % 47.4 % 70,988 49.8 % 52.4 %
105 -2,659 Total: 191,644 21.0 79.0 13.6 14.6 50.2 64.0 2020 50,797 80,342 254 % 63.2 % 71,040 26.2 % 71.5%
-1.37% VAP: 143,476 24.7 75.3 13.7 14.4 46.2 60.0 2018 38,941 76,283 24.4% 51.0 % 65,593 254 % 59.4 %
106 -3,210 Total: 191,093 55.8 44.2 14.8 10.9 16.3 26.6 2020 90,589 118,304 84 % 76.6 % 109,189 84 % 83.0%
-1.65% VAP: 136,666 59.3 40.7 13.4 10.1 14.8 24.5 2018 59,366 100,508 8.1 % 59.1 % 90,399 8.2% 65.7 %
107  -9,700 Total: 184,603 19.3 80.7 2.7 16.0 61.6 76.8 2020 47,106 80,546 325% 58.5 % 73,184 33.6% 64.4%
-4.99% VAP: 132,648 234 76.6 2.9 15.6 57.1 72.2 2018 37,457 77,739 29.9 % 48.2 % 70,029 31.1% 53.5 %
108 -7,125 Total: 187,178 75.6 24.4 6.6 5.3 10.7 15.7 2020 112,701 139,986 48 % 80.5% 127,209 48 % 88.6 %
-3.67% VAP: 150,711 76.9 231 6.2 5.2 9.8 14.8 2018 93,694 132,758 4.7 % 70.6 % 119,493 4.6 % 78.4%
109 -9,703 Total: 184,600 14.9 85.1 17 54.6 28.9 824 2020 72,969 108,857 12.8 % 67.0 % 99,188 131 % 73.6 %
-4.99% VAP: 135,061 17.9 82.1 1.8 54.4 255 79.2 2018 56,830 103,059 11.8 % 55.1 % 93,363 12.1% 60.9 %
110  -9,689 Total: 184,614 6.7 93.3 0.7 34.1 58.7 92.1 2020 43,395 84,287 244 % 51.5% 76,596 25.3% 56.7 %
-4.99% VAP: 127,657 8.1 91.9 0.7 36.9 54.2 90.6 2018 32,828 82,327 21.7% 39.9 % 74,213 22.7% 442 %
111 -9,548 Total: 184,755 12.5 87.5 31 49.8 34.6 835 2020 72,146 109,572 16.7 % 65.8 % 100,288 17.2% 71.9%
-4.91% VAP: 136,448 14.8 85.2 3.2 50.6 31.0 80.9 2018 57,784 106,120 15.2 % 54.5 % 95,647 15.8 % 60.4 %
112 -9,099 Total: 185,204 54.7 45.3 121 133 18.2 30.9 2020 92,562 122,329 9.2% 75.7% 113,302 9.2% 81.7%
-4.68% VAP: 144,361 57.6 42.4 11.9 12.2 16.2 28.0 2018 74,184 115,009 8.7% 64.5 % 105,515 8.8 % 70.3%
113 -9,092 Total: 185,211 27.6 72.4 9.0 26.3 36.3 61.7 2020 67,258 102,658 19.2 % 65.5 % 92,934 19.7 % 72.4%
-4.68% VAP: 137,513 31.8 68.2 9.4 24.7 32.8 56.9 2018 52,928 98,751 18.1 % 53.6 % 88,832 18.7 % 59.6 %
114  -9,654 Total: 184,649 45.6 54.4 6.8 14.2 322 45.7 2020 78,760 112,935 149% 69.7 % 98,595 15.3% 79.9%
-4.97% VAP: 151,157 49.5 50.5 6.4 13.7 28.9 42.1 2018 62,507 105,197 14.8 % 59.4 % 89,394 15.3% 69.9 %
115 4,262 Total: 198,565 35.2 64.8 279 14.0 21.7 35.1 2020 78,437 108,013 10.7 % 72.6 % 95,680 10.7 % 82.0%
2.19% VAP: 156,391 39.2 60.8 25.6 13.8 20.0 33.3 2018 60,624 102,112 10.2 % 59.4 % 86,890 10.3 % 69.8 %
116 5418 Total: 199,721 219 78.1 8.3 8.8 61.3 68.9 2020 68,856 113,894 50.1 % 60.5 % 93,941 51.8% 73.3%
2.79% VAP: 159,526 24.4 75.6 7.8 8.3 59.3 66.7 2018 51,600 110,168 50.0 % 46.8 % 89,863 52.0 % 57.4 %
117 8,754 Total: 203,057 17.8 82.2 3.8 9.1 70.1 77.8 2020 66,408 107,793 56.2 % 61.6 % 96,190 57.4 % 69.0 %
4.51% VAP: 142,508 19.7 80.3 3.6 8.4 68.1 75.7 2018 41,899 94,416 57.5% 44.4 % 83,779 59.0 % 50.0 %
118 8,942 Total: 203,245 27.2 72.8 2.7 6.6 63.4 68.8 2020 72,703 115,897 47.6 % 62.7 % 103,852 48.5 % 70.0%
4.60% VAP: 151,094 30.6 69.4 2.6 6.1 59.9 65.3 2018 49,488 107,279 46.9 % 46.1 % 95,219 48.1 % 52.0 %
119 7,231 Total: 201,534 174 82.6 24 11.7 69.3 79.3 2020 67,340 113,214 55.6 % 59.5 % 100,574 56.6 % 67.0%
3.72% VAP: 149,782 19.7 80.3 2.4 10.9 66.8 76.7 2018 46,249 105,856 55.6 % 43.7 % 93,603 56.8 % 49.4 %
120 5,959 Total: 200,262 204 79.6 39 249 52.2 74.7 2020 63,677 109,404 34.6 % 58.2% 93,715 35.3% 67.9%
3.07% VAP: 147,538 23.6 76.4 4.0 24.0 48.6 71.1 2018 42,871 102,376 335% 41.9% 86,498 34.6 % 49.6 %
For technical reasons, election resultsin Texas Legidative Council reports may vary slightly from the official election results. Complete official results for al elections are maintained by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State.
SSVR = Spanish surname voter registration 63175



Red-202T

Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB Document 398-1 Filed 07/01/22

Data 2020 Census Population and Voter Data

PLANH2316 10/13/2021 3:55:04 AM

with Voter Registration Comparison
HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316

Page 28 of 63

Texas Legidlative Council
10/13/21 4:02 AM

Page 7 of 8

Population Total Voter Registration Non-Suspense Voter Registration
District Deviation Total %Anglo %Non-Anglo %Asian %Black %Hispanic %B+H General Election Turnout Total SSVR TO/VR Total SSVR TO/VR
121 8,906 Total: 203,209 48.3 51.7 6.8 8.1 36.4 43.3 2020 104,849 139,399 225 % 75.2 % 122,500 22.6 % 85.6 %
4.58% VAP: 155,904 51.4 48.6 6.2 7.4 33.8 40.4 2018 78,685 130,484 21.6 % 60.3 % 113,331 21.6 % 69.4 %
122 9,578 Total: 203,881 48.6 514 7.8 5.8 374 42.3 2020 112,156 142,530 241 % 78.7% 129,385 244 % 86.7 %
4.93% VAP: 152,559 51.7 48.3 7.1 5.2 34.9 39.5 2018 81,973 127,718 22.9 % 64.2 % 114,829 23.1% 71.4 %
123 2,820 Total: 197,123 253 74.7 2.8 5.7 66.3 70.9 2020 75,567 119,143 50.2 % 63.4 % 104,134 50.9 % 72.6 %
1.45% VAP: 157,560 28.5 715 2.7 5.2 63.1 67.7 2018 58,748 115,419 50.5 % 50.9 % 99,810 51.5% 58.9 %
124 205 Total: 194,508 16.2 83.8 38 10.1 70.8 79.3 2020 59,324 100,761 60.2 % 58.9 % 88,163 61.7 % 67.3%
0.11% VAP: 143,923 18.5 81.5 3.8 10.0 67.8 76.8 2018 40,030 94,304 60.2 % 42.4 % 81,796 62.0 % 48.9 %
125 8481 Total: 202,784 22.7 77.3 4.6 7.0 66.3 71.9 2020 82,920 125,907 52.7 % 65.9 % 112,721 53.6 % 73.6 %
4.36% VAP: 151,994 25.0 75.0 4.5 6.3 63.8 69.4 2018 59,126 118,368 52.7 % 50.0 % 104,921 53.7 % 56.4 %
126 -5,498 Total: 188,805 454 54.6 10.9 16.5 26.3 419 2020 86,536 120,140 13.9% 72.0% 110,096 141 % 78.6 %
-2.83% VAP: 142,610 49.2 50.8 10.7 15.0 23.6 38.0 2018 65,511 113,791 13.0% 57.6 % 102,765 13.2 % 63.7 %
127 8,661 Total: 202,964 47.2 52.8 4.4 19.3 27.7 46.0 2020 92,717 128,613 15.6 % 721% 118,933 15.8 % 78.0%
4.46% VAP: 147,142 50.7 49.3 4.3 18.1 25.0 42.5 2018 68,480 120,377 14.5 % 56.9 % 109,192 14.8 % 62.7 %
128 -1,3%4 Total: 192,949 447 55.3 25 121 395 50.6 2020 68,867 103,757 229% 66.4 % 95,827 23.2% 71.9%
-0.70% VAP: 142,045 49.1 50.9 2.5 11.2 35.2 45.9 2018 48,908 97,586 21.1% 50.1 % 88,807 21.5% 55.1 %
129 7,593 Total: 201,896 48.6 514 11.3 9.7 29.1 38.0 2020 91,064 126,555 17.0% 72.0 % 116,196 171 % 78.4 %
3.91% VAP: 157,245 52.0 48.0 111 8.9 26.1 34.5 2018 68,032 119,189 15.8 % 57.1% 107,279 16.1 % 63.4 %
130 -1,700 Total: 192,603 54.7 45.3 9.3 105 24.0 339 2020 89,868 119,217 134 % 75.4 % 111,684 135% 80.5%
-0.87% VAP: 138,299 57.7 42.3 8.8 9.7 21.8 31.2 2018 64,229 108,840 12.5% 59.0 % 100,014 12.7 % 64.2 %
131 8,364 Total: 202,667 53 94.7 7.0 34.9 535 86.9 2020 53,345 88,367 26.8% 60.4 % 82,004 27.6 % 65.1 %
4.30% VAP: 146,134 6.3 93.7 8.0 35.8 50.3 84.9 2018 39,495 85,462 25.3 % 46.2 % 77,660 26.3 % 50.9 %
132 2,407 Total: 196,710 43.1 56.9 133 141 285 41.7 2020 83,606 111,915 15.6 % 4.7 % 104,231 15.7% 80.2 %
1.24% VAP: 142,413 46.0 54.0 12.7 13.2 26.8 39.3 2018 56,114 96,718 14.8 % 58.0 % 88,276 15.1 % 63.6 %
133  -4,656 Total: 189,647 49.5 50.5 14.3 16.3 19.2 345 2020 83,675 111,386 8.9% 75.1% 101,393 8.7% 82.5%
-2.40% VAP: 148,744 51.4 48.6 13.7 15.6 18.3 33.1 2018 65,824 105,166 8.5 % 62.6 % 93,703 8.4 % 70.2 %
134 2,710 Total: 197,013 58.8 41.2 17.0 7.6 15.3 225 2020 107,348 138,586 81% 775 % 126,229 8.0% 85.0%
1.39% VAP: 163,800 60.6 394 15.8 7.4 14.7 21.8 2018 87,306 130,021 8.0 % 67.1 % 116,244 8.0 % 75.1 %
135 8,869 Total: 203,172 20.0 80.0 9.9 239 46.7 69.0 2020 67,758 101,884 28.6 % 66.5 % 95,262 29.2% 71.1%
4.56% VAP: 144,609 224 77.6 10.5 22.2 44.7 65.9 2018 46,342 92,405 27.6 % 50.2 % 84,640 28.4 % 54.8 %
136 9,284 Total: 203,587 46.8 53.2 16.9 10.2 24.7 34.0 2020 85,491 120,036 14.9% 71.2% 105,380 14.9% 81.1%
4.78% VAP: 152,857 50.4 49.6 154 9.5 229 31.8 2018 65,994 110,348 14.6 % 59.8 % 95,336 14.6 % 69.2 %
137 1,794 Total: 196,097 14.6 854 124 20.5 53.0 72.1 2020 38,056 64,146 21.8% 59.3 % 57,319 22.0% 66.4 %
0.92% VAP: 147,453 16.7 83.3 12.7 20.7 50.2 69.7 2018 28,292 62,185 21.3% 45.5 % 53,876 22.0% 52.5 %
138 4,116 Total: 198,419 36.9 63.1 115 10.0 41.1 50.2 2020 80,764 112,271 19.7% 71.9% 104,398 19.8 % 774 %
2.12% VAP: 152,454 40.6 59.4 11.9 9.4 37.3 46.0 2018 62,089 105,899 18.9 % 58.6 % 96,607 19.1 % 64.3 %
139 7,847 Total: 202,150 134 86.6 59 37.0 43.9 79.9 2020 67,696 108,513 20.3% 62.4 % 100,534 20.8% 67.3%
4.04% VAP: 148,506 15.2 84.8 6.5 37.7 40.5 774 2018 50,919 104,991 18.9 % 48.5 % 95,759 19.4 % 53.2 %
140 -8,115 Total: 186,188 56 94.4 22 10.2 824 91.8 2020 35,202 69,905 62.4 % 50.4 % 66,421 63.4% 53.0%
-4.18% VAP: 130,011 6.9 93.1 2.4 10.6 80.2 90.2 2018 25,200 66,390 61.4 % 38.0% 62,187 62.6 % 40.5 %
For technical reasons, election resultsin Texas Legidative Council reports may vary slightly from the official election results. Complete official results for al elections are maintained by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State.
SSVR = Spanish surname voter registration 63175
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141 7,192 Total: 201,495 6.1 93.9 2.0 46.3 46.1 91.1 2020 47,004 87,422 212% 53.8% 77,586 22.0% 60.6 %
3.70% VAP: 141,906 7.4 92.6 2.2 47.2 434 89.6 2018 32,953 84,391 19.5 % 39.0 % 73,995 20.4% 44.5 %
142 -691 Total: 193,612 12.6 874 2.8 384 46.7 83.8 2020 55,807 90,617 254 % 61.6 % 83,893 26.2 % 66.5 %
-0.36% VAP: 138,996 14.3 85.7 2.8 39.7 43.2 81.9 2018 38,306 83,735 23.6 % 45.7 % 76,226 24.5% 50.3 %
143 6,226 Total: 200,529 10.1 89.9 13 13.2 75.8 88.0 2020 44,344 83,255 57.3% 53.3% 77,393 58.6 % 57.3%
3.20% VAP: 143,834 12.0 88.0 1.3 134 73.2 85.9 2018 32,635 80,009 56.3 % 40.8 % 73,810 57.8 % 442 %
144 9,657 Total: 203,960 13.6 86.4 33 7.6 75.6 82.3 2020 46,657 85,062 57.6 % 54.9% 78,291 58.8 % 59.6 %
4.97% VAP: 146,211 16.3 83.7 3.6 7.2 72.7 79.3 2018 34,152 81,527 56.0 % 41.9 % 73,811 57.4 % 46.3 %
145  -5401 Total: 188,902 235 76.5 3.6 9.1 63.4 719 2020 65,089 102,385 45.3% 63.6 % 95,067 46.3 % 68.5 %
-2.78% VAP: 146,523 26.3 73.7 3.6 8.8 60.6 68.9 2018 50,300 96,333 46.7 % 52.2 % 88,078 48.1 % 57.1%
146 -2,026 Total: 192,277 16.4 83.6 8.8 45.7 29.6 74.0 2020 65,157 102,714 11.6 % 63.4 % 92,655 11.9% 70.3%
-1.04% VAP: 146,202 18.3 81.7 9.7 45.5 26.6 71.1 2018 49,827 98,692 10.8 % 50.5 % 87,715 11.1% 56.8 %
147 6,730 Total: 201,033 21.3 78.7 9.0 329 37.0 68.8 2020 71,638 116,426 19.8 % 61.5 % 103,313 20.8% 69.3 %
3.46% VAP: 162,711 24.8 75.2 9.8 32.2 33.1 64.4 2018 55,117 111,751 18.8 % 49.3 % 98,358 19.8 % 56.0 %
148 9,336 Total: 203,639 19.0 81.0 8.7 15.8 56.4 71.2 2020 59,529 93,893 324% 63.4% 86,542 329% 68.8 %
4.80% VAP: 151,087 221 77.9 9.3 15.3 52.7 67.3 2018 43,535 88,845 31.6 % 49.0 % 80,449 32.3% 54.1 %
149 4,437 Total: 198,740 13.2 86.8 19.2 27.1 40.8 66.6 2020 58,226 94,725 24.0 % 61.5% 87,350 245 % 66.7 %
2.28% VAP: 149,180 14.8 85.2 20.9 25.3 38.9 63.2 2018 39,635 89,675 23.3% 44.2 % 80,705 24.2% 49.1 %
150 1,375 Total: 195,678 43.3 56.7 85 175 295 46.0 2020 81,109 113,704 16.0% 71.3% 105,041 16.2 % 77.2%
0.71% VAP: 141,469 46.6 534 8.4 16.3 27.0 42.7 2018 57,016 102,691 15.2 % 55.5 % 93,361 155% 61.1%
For technical reasons, election resultsin Texas Legidative Council reports may vary slightly from the official election results. Complete official results for al elections are maintained by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State.
SSVR = Spanish surname voter registration 63175
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Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB Document 398-1 Filed 07/01/22
Incumbents by District

HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316

District Incumbents
1 VanDeaver - R
2 Slaton - R
3 C.Bdl, J.-R
4 K.Bel-R
5 Hefner - R
6 Schaefer - R
7 *Dean - R

*Paddie- R
8 Harris- R
9 *Ashby - R

*White- R

10 N/A

11 Clardy - R

12 *Kacd - R
*Leman- R

13 N/A

14 Raney - R

15 Toth- R

16 Metcaf - R

17 Cyrier - R

18 Bailes- R

19 *Biedermann - R
*Wilson - R

20 N/A

21 Phelan - R

22 Deshotel - D

23 Middleton - R

24 Bonnen - R

25 Vasut - R

26 *Jetton - R
*Stephenson - R

27 Reynolds - D

28 Gates- R

29 E. Thompson - R

30 Morrison - R

31 Guillen-D

32 Hunter - R

33 Holland - R

34 Herrero - D

35 Longoria- D

36 Mufioz, Jr. - D

37 N/A

38 *Dominguez - D
*Luciolll -D

39 Martinez - D

40 Candles- D

41 Guerra- D

42 Raymond - D

43 Lozano- R

44 Kuempel - R

45 Zwiener - D

46 Cole-D

47 Goodwin - D

48 Howard - D

49 Hinojosa- D

50 Israel - D

51 Rodriguez - D

52 Taarico- D

53 Murr - R

54 Buckley - R

55 Shine- R

56 Anderson - R
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Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB Document 398-1 Filed 07/01/22
Incumbents by District

HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316

District I ncumbents
57 N/A
58 Burns- R
59 Slawson - R
60 *P. King- R
*Rogers- R
61 Sanford - R
62 Smith- R
63 *Beckley - D
*Parker - R
64 Stucky - R
65 N/A
66 Shaheen - R
67 Leach- R
68 Spiller - R
69 Frank - R
70 N/A
71 Lambert - R
72 Darby - R
73 N/A
74 Morales, J.-D
75 M. Gonzalez - D
76 N/A
77 *Qrdaz Perez - D
*Ortega- D
78 Moody - D
79 Fierro- D
80 T.King-D
81 Landgraf - R
82 Craddick - R
83 Burrows- R
84 Frullo- R
85 N/A
86 Smithee - R
87 Price-R
88 K.King-R
89 Noble- R
90 Romero, Jr. - D
91 Klick - R
92 Cason- R
93 Krause- R
94 Tinderholt - R
95 Collier - D
9% Cook - R
97 Goldman - R
98 Capriglione- R
99 Geren- R
100 Crockett - D
101 C.Turner -D
102 Ramos- D
103 Anchia- D
104 J. Gonzalez - D
105 Meza- D
106 Patterson - R
107 N/A
108 *J. Turner - D
*Meyer - R
109 Sherman, Sr. - D
110 Rose- D
111 Davis- D
112 Button - R
113 Bowers- D
114 Neave - D
115 Ju. Johnson - D

Pag € 3‘;B<gteg§alive Council
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Red-350
Data: 2020 Census

PLANH2316 10/13/2021 3:55:04 AM

* |ncumbents paired.

Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB Document 398-1 Filed 07/01/22
Incumbents by District

HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316

District I ncumbents
116 Martinez Fischer - D
117 Cortez - D
118 N/A
119 Campos - D
120 Gervin-Hawkins - D
121 Allison- R
122 Larson- R
123 Berna - D
124 Minjarez - D
125 Lopez- D
126 Harless- R
127 Huberty - R
128 Can-R
129 Paul - R
130 Oliverson - R
131 Allen-D
132 Schofield - R
133 Murphy - R
134 A. Johnson - D
135 Rosenthal - D
136 Bucy Il - D
137 Wu-D
138 Hull - R
139 Ja. Johnson - D
140 Walle- D
141 S. Thompson - D
142 Dutton, Jr. - D
143 Hernandez - D
144 Perez - D
145 Morales- D
146 Thierry - D
147 Coleman - D
148 Morales Shaw - D
149 Vo-D
150 Swanson - R

Pag € B?Eyg[eggaﬂve Council

10/13/21 4:02 AM
Page 3 of 3
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Red-116

Data: 2015-2019 ACS; 2020 Census
PLANH2316 10/13/2021 3:55:04 AM

Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB Document 398-1 Filed 07/01/22 Page 33 of 63
American Community Survey Special Tabulation

Using Census and American Community Survey Data
HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316

Texas Legidative Council
10/13/21 4:02 AM
Page1lof 5

Special Tabulation of Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) from the 2015-2019 American Community Survey with Margins of Error
Hispanic Not Hispanic or Latino
2020 Census CVAP Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)
% Black % American % Native % American
% Black % Black + American % White Indian %Asian  Hawaiian Indian % Asian % Remainder
District Total VAP CVAP % Hispanic Alone + White Indian Alone Alone Alone Alone + White + White 2or More Other
1 194,995 | 150,743 147,285 (x3,251) | 4.0 (=0.5) 198 (*1.1) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.1(+0.1) 733 (£1.0) 0.6 (£0.2) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 1.0 (£02) | 0.2 (x0.1) 0.1 (0.2
2 196,284 149,984 134,540 (£2,887) 8.7 (£0.7) 6.6 (£0.6) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0(£0.1) 82.4 (£0.9) 0.7 (£0.2) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.7 (0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.1 (£0.1)
3 202,477 | 147,859 120,760 (+4,183) | 15.3 (+1.6) 3.5@09) 0.4 (x0.3) 0.2(+0.2) 77.1 (£1.4) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.6 (£0.5) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.9 (£0.3) | 0.2 (x0.2) 0.3 (+0.2)
4 195,819 143,550 120,820 (+2,897) | 11.9 (£1.0) 10.6 (£1.0) 0.2 (£0.1) 0.0(£0.1) 75.2 (£1.0) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.8 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.6 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.1 (£0.1)
5 186,084 | 142,286 134,625 (+3,369) | 9.2 (+0.9) 9.8(x0.9) 0.2 (x0.2) 0.0(+0.1) 79.0 (+1.1) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(#0.2) | 0.2 (z0.1) 0.1 (+0.1)
6 189,005 144,223 127,265 (£3,455) | 11.6 (£1.0) 19.7 (x1.4) 0.2 (£0.1) 0.1(£0.1) 66.0 (£1.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.5 (£0.4) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.1 (£0.1)
7 202,803 | 153,884 140,185 (+3,303) | 7.9 (+0.8) 217 (+1.1) 0.3 (+0.2) 0.1(+0.1) 68.0 (+1.1) 0.2 (£0.1) 0.8 (+0.3) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.6 (£0.2) | 0.1 (20.1) 0.1 (+0.1)
8 192,599 149,542 135,895 (£3,058) | 11.3 (£0.9) 16.0 (x0.9) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.0(£0.1) 70.4 (£1.0) 0.6 (£0.2) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.5 (20.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
9 199,902 | 156,851 149,765 (+3,189) | 9.7 (+0.7) 149 (+0.8) 0.1 (+0.1) 0.1(+0.1) 73.1 (£1.0) 0.5 (£0.1) 0.6 (+0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.7 (£0.2) | 0.1 (20.1) 0.1 (+0.2)
10 192,455 140,984 119,700 (£2,779) | 18.8 (x1.3) 10.6 (£0.9) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.1(£0.1) 68.0 (£1.0) 0.3 (£0.1) 0.6 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (£0.2) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)
11 185491 | 143703 139,515 (+3,007) | 7.5 (+0.7) 182 (+1.0) 0.3 (+0.2) 0.0(+0.1) 72.3 (£0.9) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.5 (+0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(#0.2) | 0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (+0.1)
12 202,487 162,321 140,090 (£3,628) | 13.0 (x0.8) 20.5(x1.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.1(£0.1) 64.1 (£0.9) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.9 (£0.3) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.1 (£0.1)
13 188,981 | 145,156 135,440 (+2,687) | 15.1 (+0.9) 17.1 (£0.9) 0.2 (+0.1) 0.0(+0.1) 65.7 (+0.8) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.6 (+0.2) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.6 (£0.2) | 0.1 (20.1) 0.1 (+0.1)
14 203,047 163,186 142,930 (£3,478) | 18.9 (£1.1) 8.8(x0.7)  0.5(0.2) 0.1(£0.1) 66.6 (£1.1) 0.1 (£0.1) 3.6 (£0.4) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)
15 200,185 | 147,396 126,815 (+3,934) | 13.0 (+1.3) 6.8(x0.9) 0.1 (x0.1) 0.0(+0.1) 75.2 (£1.4) 0.1 (+0.1) 3.7 (+0.6) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5(#0.2) | 0.4 (x0.2) 0.2 (+0.1)
16 190,052 143,293 112,295 (£3,420) | 15.3 (x1.4) 54(x0.8) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.0(£0.1) 77.0 (£1.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.2 (£0.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
17 202,973 | 153215 128,360 (+3,399) | 25.8 (+1.4) 8.9 (x1.0) 0.2 (x0.2) 0.0(+0.1) 63.4 (+1.1) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.6 (+0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5(#0.2) | 0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (+0.1)
18 202,990 151,159 136,745 (£3,656) | 10.7 (x0.9) 82 (£0.9) 0.2 (0.2) 0.0(£0.1) 79.2 (£1.0) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
19 202,995 | 159,395 135,195 (+3,270) | 13.8 (+1.1) 1.1(£03) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.0(+0.1) 82.3 (+0.7) 0.2 (£0.1) 1.2 (+0.3) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.7 (0.2) | 0.3 (x0.2) 0.1 (+0.1)
20 203,898 155,291 141,965 (£3,297) | 16.6 (£1.2) 33(x0.5) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.0(£0.1) 76.0 (£0.7) 0.2 (£0.1) 2.0 (£0.5) 0.2 (£0.1) 0.6 (£0.2) 0.7 (£0.3) 0.1 (£0.1)
21 187,992 | 144,682 136,910 (+3,276) | 5.9 (+0.6) 114 (0.9) 0.1 (+0.1) 0.0(+0.1) 80.3 (+1.0) 0.2 (£0.1) 1.4 (+0.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.7 (£0.3) | 0.1 (20.1) 0.0 (+0.1)
22 186,322 141,013 126,425 (£3,201) | 14.2 (£1.0) 453 (x14)  0.2(£0.2) 0.0(£0.1) 36.7 (£1.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 2.6 (£0.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.3 (20.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.1 (£0.2)
23 198405 | 151,425 129,560 (+3,427) | 22.0 (+1.4) 144 (+1.1) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.1(+0.2) 60.2 (+1.1) 0.2 (£0.2) 1.8 (+0.4) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.4 (£0.2) | 0.2 (z0.1) 0.2 (+0.1)
24 198,848 149,421 132,540 (£3,397) | 14.1 (£1.1) 10.5 (x1.0) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.1(£0.1) 69.9 (£1.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 3.5 (£0.5) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (£0.3) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)
25 186,855 | 139,436 125,650 (+3,445) | 23.8 (+1.5) 17.6 (+1.4) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.0(+0.1) 52.3 (£1.4) 0.1 (+0.1) 5.3 (+0.7) 0.0 (£0.1) 03 (£0.2) | 0.3 (x0.2) 0.0 (+0.1)
26 199,811 140,059 109,075 (£3,920) | 20.3 (£1.8) 10.8 (£1.5) 0.4 (£0.4) 0.0(£0.1) 54.6 (£1.5) 0.6 (£0.5) 12.4 (£1.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.3 (20.2) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
27 197,352 | 145,498 117,100 (+3,355) | 17.6 (+1.5) 479 (+1.9) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.1(+0.2) 21.4 (£1.1) 0.1 (x0.1) | 11.8(+0.9) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.1 (#0.1) | 0.3 (x0.2) 0.2 (+0.2)
28 197,627 142,051 108,715 (£2,928) | 23.2 (£1.6) 103 (x1.0) 0.2 (x0.1) 0.0(£0.1) 51.2 (£1.3) 0.2 (£0.1) 14.1 (£1.0) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.2 (20.1) 0.5 (£0.3) 0.1 (£0.1)
29 185,176 | 136,464 118,025 (+3,525) | 25.1 (+1.6) 122 (+1.4) 0.1 (20.1) 0.0(+0.1) 55.7 (+1.4) 0.6 (£0.4) 5.4 (+0.9) 0.0 (£0.1) 03 (£0.2) | 0.2 (z0.1) 0.4 (+0.3)
30 189,735 143,889 135,245 (£3,095) | 33.1 (x1.4) 7.6 (0.7) 0.2 (x0.1) 0.0(£0.1) 57.5 (£1.0) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.7 (£0.3) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.3 (20.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.1 (£0.2)
31 184,966 | 137,003 116,540 (+3,178) | 66.6 (+1.6) 1.7 (£03) 0.1 (0.1) 0.1(+0.1) 30.7 (+1.0) 0.1 (+0.1) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4 (£0.2) | 0.1(x0.2) 0.1 (+0.1)
32 187,448 146,778 136,580 (£3,173) | 42.0 (x1.4) 3.4(x0.5) 0.1 (x0.1) 0.0(£0.1) 50.4 (£1.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 2.6 (£0.4) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.6 (£0.2) 0.3 (£0.1) 0.1 (£0.1)
33 190,539 | 140,932 114,095 (+2,671) | 12.0 (+1.0) 8.0 (x0.9) 0.5 (x0.2) 0.0(+0.1) 70.5 (+1.0) 0.5 (£0.2) 7.2 (+0.8) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(#0.2) | 0.4 (x0.2) 0.3 (+0.2)
34 189,560 143,094 136,030 (£3,521) | 71.7 (£1.5) 3.9(x0.5) 0.1 (x0.1) 0.0(£0.1) 23.5 (£0.9) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.1 (20.1) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.1 (£0.1)

The American Community Survey provided estimated citizen voting age population (CVAP) data at the block group level in a Special Tabulation. Because the MOE can only be calculated using whole block groups, all block groups with more than 50% of
the population in adistrict are included in the analysis. The Red-118 report provides a summary of the block groups used in the analysis.
The percent for each CVAP population category isthat group's CVAP divided by the CVAP total.
Numbers in parentheses are margins of error at 90% confidence level.
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Red-116

Data: 2015-2019 ACS; 2020 Census
PLANH2316 10/13/2021 3:55:04 AM

Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB Document 398-1 Filed 07/01/22 Page 34 of 63
American Community Survey Special Tabulation

Using Census and American Community Survey Data
HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316

Texas Legidative Council
10/13/21 4:02 AM
Page2 of 5

Special Tabulation of Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) from the 2015-2019 American Community Survey with Margins of Error
Hispanic Not Hispanic or Latino
2020 Census CVAP Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)
% Black % American % Native % American
% Black % Black + American % White Indian % Asian Hawaiian Indian % Asian % Remainder
District Total VAP CVAP % Hispanic Alone + White Indian Alone Alone Alone Alone + White + White 2or More Other
35 193328 | 128,027 71,655 (£2,966) | 93.7 (x1.2) 0.1(=0.2) 0.0 (x0.2) 0.0(£0.2) 5.9 (£0.7) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.2 (0.3) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.0 (x0.2) [ 0.0(=0.2) 0.0 (=0.2)
36 186,731 | 131,138 87,365 (+3,346) | 89.0 (+1.3) 0.3 (£0.3) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0(0.1) 10.1 (+1.1) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4 (£0.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.0(x0.1) | 0.0(z0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
37 184,892 | 135,324 113,160 (+3,190) | 77.8 (+1.6) 0.7 (£0.2) 0.0 (x0.1) 0.0(+0.1) 20.3 (+0.9) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.8 (+0.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.1(x0.1) | 0.0(z0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
38 186,152 | 132,804 99,660 (+3,028) | 91.5 (+1.0) 0.4(£0.2) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0(0.1) 7.3 (£0.8) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.5 (£0.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.0(x0.2) | 0.0(z0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
39 186,199 | 129,174 92,430 (+£3,267) | 89.0 (+1.4) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0(0.1) 10.5 (+0.9) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.1 (20.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.1(x0.2) | 0.0(z0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
40 185455 | 128,995 91,630 (+3,345) | 90.5 (+1.4) 1.4 (0.3) 0.0 (x0.1) 0.0(0.1) 7.3 (£0.8) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5 (£0.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.1(x0.2) | 0.0(z0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
41 189,205 | 139,455 105,085 (+3,165) | 80.4 (+1.4) 0.7 (£0.3) 0.0 (x0.1) 0.0(0.1) 15.8 (+1.0) 0.2 (£0.2) 2.7 (20.5) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.1(x0.1) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
42 184,728 | 132,081 101,285 (+2,800) | 92.6 (+0.9) 0.5(£0.2) 0.0 (z0.1) 0.0(0.1) 6.1 (£0.7) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.6 (+0.3) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.1(x0.1) | 0.0(z0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
43 196,580 | 149,566 142,740 (+3,457) | 59.7 (+1.5) 3.2(£0.3) 0.2 (x0.1) 0.1(0.1) 35.1 (£1.0) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.9 (+0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.4 (x0.1) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)
44 192,359 | 142,911 126,835 (+2,821) | 33.9 (x1.4) 8.3 (£0.8) 0.2 (x0.1) 0.1(x0.1) 54.8 (£0.9) 0.2 (+0.2) 1.4 (20.3) 0.1 (£0.3) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.4(x0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
45 201,407 | 154,436 128,120 (+3,802) | 37.7 (+1.8) 48 (+0.7) 0.2 (x0.1) 0.0(0.1) 54.9 (£1.4) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.1 (20.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.3(z0.1) 0.2 (+0.1)
46 203,324 | 151,543 113,875 (£3,290) | 25.8 (+1.5) 213 (x1.5) 0.6 (£0.2) 0.3(£0.2) 45.9 (£1.5) 0.2 (£0.1) 4.5 (+0.6) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.6(x0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)
47 203643 | 153,837 130,720 (+2,745) | 12.9 (+1.0) 29(*0.6)  0.2(0.1) 0.0(0.1) 73.7 (£0.9) 0.1 (£0.1) 8.2 (£0.7) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.9(x0.2) 0.4 (+0.2)
48 202,586 | 161,721 147,485 (+2,859) | 21.5(1.2) 3.6 (£0.5)  0.5(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 68.9 (£0.8) 0.1 (£0.1) 4.0 (+0.5) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.6(0.2) 0.2 (x0.1)
49 203558 | 174,979 153,475 (+3,389) | 20.3 (+1.0) 4.6 (+0.5) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 68.0 (£0.8) 0.2 (£0.1) 4.8 (+0.5) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.4 (x0.1) | 0.9(=0.2) 0.3 (20.2)
50 202,082 | 158,533 114,755 (+3,212) | 29.1 (x1.7) 152 (£1.2)  0.5(%0.2) 0.1(x0.1) 45.7 (+1.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 7.1 (20.8) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.7 (x0.3) | 0.8(x0.3) 0.4 (£0.4)
51 203508 | 160,986 124,895 (+3,158) | 44.7 (+1.6) 9.9 (£0.9) 0.3 (20.2) 0.2(+0.2) 41.1 (+1.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 2.4 (+0.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.6(=0.2) 0.2 (+0.2)
52 201,532 | 144,897 109,450 (+3,065) | 22.5 (+1.5) 8.7(x12) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 62.2 (£0.9) 0.2 (£0.1) 4.1 (+0.6) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.3) | 0.6(0.2) 0.6 (+0.6)
53 199,548 | 159,656 152,915 (+3,433) | 30.6 (+1.3) 1.9 (*0.3) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0(0.1) 65.7 (=0.9) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.3 (20.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.8(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.1 (20.1)
54 185290 | 134,595 121,315 (+3,249) | 19.9 (+1.3) 254 (x1.4) 0.8 (x0.2) 0.2(0.1) 47.5 (+1.1) 0.3 (£0.2) 3.1 (£0.5) 0.9 (£0.3) 0.6 (x0.3) | 0.5(z0.2) 1.0 (20.3)
55 185357 | 137,568 117,280 (+2,914) | 20.4 (+1.3) 18.6 (£1.2) 1.1 (x0.4) 0.2(£0.2) 55.5 (£1.3) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.9 (£0.4) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.6 (20.2) | 0.6(=0.2) 0.4 (+0.2)
56 199,975 | 152,415 136,230 (+3,004) | 16.7 (+1.0) 10.5 (£1.0) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.0(0.1) 70.3 (£0.9) 0.2 (£0.1) 1.4 (20.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.2(z0.1) 0.1 (x0.1)
57 186,531 | 133,748 106,865 (+3,054) | 13.8 (+1.4) 9.6 (£1.3) 0.4 (0.2) 0.1(£0.2) 71.8 (£1.4) 0.5 (+0.2) 2.2 (+0.5) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.9 (x0.3) | 0.4(z0.2) 0.2 (+0.2)
58 189,132 | 140,933 126,570 (+2,928) | 16.6 (+1.2) 3.2(£0.6)  0.2(x0.1) 0.0(0.1) 77.6 (£0.9) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.7 (£0.3) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.8(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.1 (£0.2)
59 195458 | 152,143 138,090 (+3,116) | 12.5 (+0.9) 6.4 (£0.5) 0.5 (=0.2) 0.2(£0.2) 76.5 (=0.9) 0.7 (£0.3) 0.9 (+0.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.5(0.3) | 0.3(z0.1) 0.3 (£0.1)
60 185,732 | 140,599 124,540 (+2,911) | 9.1 (20.8) 1.5(04) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 87.0 (0.8) 0.6 (+0.2) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.8(x0.3) | 0.2(z0.1) 0.1 (x0.1)
61 202,295 | 139,746 113,945 (+2,646) | 9.7 (20.9) 112 (#12) 0.3 (%0.2) 0.1(0.1) 68.1 (£1.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 8.9 (£0.8) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4 (x0.1) | 0.6(x0.2) 0.2 (£0.1)
62 186,794 | 144,154 132,100 (+2,823) | 6.7 (x0.6) 5.9(£0.6)  0.5(=0.2) 0.1(x0.1) 83.7 (£0.8) 1.0 (20.2) 0.7 (+0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 1.1(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.2 (£0.2)
63 202,319 | 152,377 128,395 (+2,443) | 14.6 (+0.9) 9.6 (£0.8) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.1(0.1) 65.4 (=0.9) 0.3 (£0.2) 8.0 (£0.7) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)
64 192,862 | 153,317 139,290 (+3,163) | 14.2 (+1.0) 7.1(£0.8) 0.3 (20.2) 0.0(0.1) 75.2 (£0.8) 0.4 (£0.2) 1.4 (20.3) 0.2 (£0.1) 0.6(x0.2) | 0.4(x0.2) 0.2 (+0.1)
65 202,249 | 154,144 124,245 (+2,734) | 12.6 (+1.0) 12.7 (£1.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.2(+0.2) 62.5 (=0.9) 0.4 (£0.2) 9.7 (+0.8) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.6(=0.2) 0.2 (£0.1)
66 198,718 | 149,863 119,635 (+2,674) | 8.8 (x0.9) 8.1(£0.9) 0.2 (x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 70.5 (£1.0) 0.5(£0.2) | 10.8 (%0.8) 0.1 (£0.1) 03(x0.1) | 0.4(z0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
67 200,888 | 148,161 112,015 (+3,128) | 11.8 (+1.3) 102 (£1.2) 0.5 (%0.2) 0.1(0.1) 68.2 (£1.3) 0.3 (£0.1) 8.2 (+1.0) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4 (x0.2) | 0.4(z0.2) 0.1 (20.1)
68 193,744 | 150,323 142,310 (+2,796) | 13.1 (20.8) 2.8(+04)  0.2(+0.1) 0.0(0.1) 81.9 (0.7) 0.5 (+0.2) 0.5 (+0.2) 0.0 (+0.1) 0.7(x0.2) | 0.2(x0.1) 0.0 (£0.1)

The American Community Survey provided estimated citizen voting age population (CVAP) data at the block group level in a Special Tabulation. Because the MOE can only be calculated using whole block groups, all block groups with more than 50% of
the population in adistrict are included in the analysis. The Red-118 report provides a summary of the block groups used in the analysis.
The percent for each CVAP population category isthat group's CVAP divided by the CVAP total.
Numbers in parentheses are margins of error at 90% confidence level.
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HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316
Special Tabulation of Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) from the 2015-2019 American Community Survey with Margins of Error
Hispanic Not Hispanic or Latino
2020 Census CVAP Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)
% Black % American % Native % American
% Black % Black + American % White Indian %Asian  Hawaiian Indian % Asian % Remainder
District Total VAP CVAP % Hispanic Alone + White Indian Alone Alone Alone Alone + White + White 2or More Other
69 185518 | 144,494 141,470 (+2,687) | 14.7 (=0.8) 83 (£0.6) 0.5 (x0.2) 0.1(x0.1) 73.3 (£0.7) 0.8 (£0.2) 1.2 (x0.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) [ 0.2(=0.1) 0.3 (£0.2)
70 185574 | 146,914 116,560 (+2,907) | 9.9 (x0.9) 10.9 (£1.0) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.3(£0.2) 64.5 (+0.8) 03(£0.2) | 11.8=0.9) 0.1 (£0.1) 1.0(x0.2) | 0.5(0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
71 191,317 | 146,476 135,865 (+2,830) | 20.4 (+1.0) 7.6 (£0.6) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.1(0.1) 69.0 (+0.9) 0.4 (£0.2) 1.0 (20.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.3(20.2) 0.1 (x0.1)
72 186,421 | 143,348 134,515 (+3,004) | 32.5(x1.4) 4.0(+0.6)  0.2(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 61.0 (x0.9) 0.4 (+0.2) 0.8 (£0.3) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.6(x0.2) | 0.2(x0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
73 201,161 | 157,622 130,150 (+2,888) | 20.0 (+1.2) 1.8 (#04) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 76.0 (+0.9) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.7 (+0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.8(x0.2) | 0.3(z0.1) 0.1 (x0.1)
74 203,239 | 149,920 119,115 (+3,414) | 77.4 (x1.5) 22(*04)  0.1(x0.1) 0.1(20.2) 18.5 (+1.0) 0.7 (£0.3) 0.5 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 02(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.2 (£0.2)
75 200,505 | 137,361 84,870 (+3,148) | 89.8 (+1.5) 2.1(*0.6)  0.0(0.2) 0.0(0.1) 6.9 (+0.9) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.4 (+0.3) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.1(x0.2) | 0.0(z0.2) 0.1 (£0.2)
76 198,548 | 148,367 119,260 (+3,643) | 18.2(x1.7) 222 (x1.8) 0.1 (x0.1) 0.0(0.1) 32.8 (+1.8) 02 (£0.2) |25.61.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 02(x0.1) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.1 (£0.1)
77 203921 | 158,812 126,485 (+3,195) | 85.6 (+1.0) 23(*04)  0.2(+0.2) 0.0(+0.2) 10.6 (+0.8) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.7 (+0.3) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.1(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.2) 0.1 (£0.2)
78 203,786 | 153,882 127,635 (+3,101) | 66.4 (+1.5) 48 (+0.6)  0.2(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 25.2 (£1.0) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.9 (20.3) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.1(x0.1) | 0.4(z0.2) 0.3 (£0.3)
79 201,379 | 154,313 135,790 (+3,364) | 75.1 (+1.3) 4.6(*0.5) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 17.8 (+0.9) 0.4 (£0.2) 1.0 (20.2) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.3(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.2 (x0.1)
80 192,601 | 135,888 114,485 (+3,430) | 77.6 (+1.6) 0.6 (£0.2)  0.1(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 20.7 (£1.1) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.3) | 0.0(z0.1) 0.0 (+0.1)
81 184,670 | 133588 111,510 (+3,350) | 51.9 (+1.9) 48 (+0.8) 0.1 (+0.2) 0.0(0.1) 415 (£1.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.7 (+0.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.1(z0.2) 0.0 (+0.1)
82 187,676 | 136,280 120,135 (+3,341) | 37.6 (+1.8) 6.4(£0.7)  0.2(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 53.8 (x1.1) 0.4 (+0.2) 0.8 (£0.3) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.2(x0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
83 185,969 | 140,204 132,590 (+2,636) | 28.6 (+1.2) 4.0(+0.5)  0.2(x0.1) 0.2(+0.3) 64.8 (+0.8) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.9 (+0.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.2(z0.1) 0.1 (x0.1)
84 187,524 | 144,770 133,365 (+3,556) | 35.6 (+1.5) 8.5(0.8) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.1(x0.1) 52.8 (x1.3) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.4 (20.3) 0.1 (£0.1) 03(x0.2) | 0.3(z0.1) 0.1 (x0.1)
85 202,964 | 154,177 129,475 (+3,218) | 18.6 (+1.1) 165 (£1.2) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0(0.1) 58.7 (+1.0) 0.1 (£0.1) 5.4 (£0.7) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.3(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.1 (x0.1)
86 185,308 | 138,631 124,965 (+2,649) | 23.3 (x1.1) 22(04)  0.2(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 71.6 (x0.9) 0.4 (£0.2) 1.1 (20.3) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.7 (x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.2 (£0.2)
87 187,448 | 138418 118,805 (+2,538) | 27.6 (+1.3) 7.2 (£0.6) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.1(£0.2) 60.5 (+0.9) 0.8 (+0.2) 2.4 (+0.5) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.7 (x0.2) | 0.1(z0.2) 0.0 (+0.1)
88 186,059 | 135,454 123,095 (+2,552) | 37.7 (x1.4) 42(04) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.2(+0.2) 56.0 (+0.8) 0.4 (+0.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.1 (£0.2)
89 194,270 | 139,747 111,320 (+2,985) | 11.6 (=1.1) 10.6 (£1.3) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0(0.1) 66.6 (+1.2) 0.3 (£0.1) 9.3 (1.1) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.4 (£0.4)
90 202,379 | 145431 107,375 (+3,019) | 49.2 (+1.8) 18.1 (£1.3) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.0(0.2) 30.3 (+1.0) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.3 (20.3) 0.0 (£0.2) 02(x0.2) | 0.3(x0.2) 0.1 (£0.2)
91 186,760 | 141,029 122,890 (+3,245) | 18.2 (+1.4) 6.1(£0.9) 0.3 (20.2) 0.1(0.1) 68.2 (x1.1) 0.5 (+0.2) 5.3 (£0.8) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.5(=0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
92 188,309 | 144,186 107,030 (+2,828) | 22.7 (x1.4) 254 (x1.5) 0.7 (£0.3) 0.1(x0.1) 429 (£1.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 5.9 (£0.8) 0.7 (£0.4) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.3(x0.2) 0.4 (0.2)
93 195,785 | 137,347 117,195 (+3,939) | 16.2 (+1.4) 11.1 (£1.5) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.1(0.1) 63.7 (x1.5) 0.7 (£0.3) 6.1 (+1.0) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.8 (x0.3) | 0.4(=0.2) 0.5 (+0.3)
94 185,756 | 143762 127,580 (+2,703) | 12.4 (x0.9) 11.5(*1.1)  0.5(%0.3) 0.1(x0.1) 69.6 (+0.8) 0.5 (+0.2) 4.4 (+0.5) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.4(z0.2) 0.1 (£0.1)
95 203,993 | 149,313 114,955 (+3,292) | 19.1 (=1.2) 49.1 (£1.8) 0.6 (£0.3) 0.2(+0.2) 27.3 (£1.1) 0.2 (£0.2) 2.4 (+0.5) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.3 (£0.2)
96 188,593 | 140,738 128,690 (+2,993) | 14.2 (x1.1) 15.6 (£1.2) 0.3 (0.2) 0.1(x0.1) 64.1 (x1.1) 0.3 (£0.2) 4.0 (+0.6) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.5(=0.3) 0.3 (£0.2)
97 189,469 | 147,798 131,110 (+2,925) | 13.4 (+1.0) 103 (£1.0) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.1(0.1) 71.9 (20.9) 0.2 (£0.1) 2.4 (+0.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.6(=0.2) 0.1 (x0.1)
98 184,798 | 141,006 128,860 (+2,841) | 9.2 (1.0) 3.4(£0.5)  0.2(x0.1) 0.0(0.1) 79.2 (£0.5) 0.3 (£0.2) 6.1 (+1.0) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.8(x0.2) 0.2 (£0.1)
99 194917 | 146,865 126,680 (+3,200) | 20.6 (+1.4) 8.6 (£1.0) 0.4 (=0.2) 0.1(£0.2) 67.0 (x0.9) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.9 (20.5) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.4(z0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
100 184,691 | 136,545 104,380 (+2,937) | 29.1 (x1.5) 50.7 (£1.6) 0.1 (x0.2) 0.1(20.2) 18.1 (0.9) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.1 (20.3) 0.0 (£0.2) 02(x0.2) | 0.2(x0.2) 0.1 (£0.2)
101 189,881 | 136,571 113,980 (+3,788) | 22.8 (+1.6) 324 (x22) 0.6 (£0.3) 0.0(0.1) 32.3 (21.3) 0.4 (£0.3) | 104 12) 0.2 (£0.2) 03(x0.2) | 0.4(=0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)
102 187,686 | 141,854 107,345 (+2,992) | 17.2 (+1.3) 27.9 (x1.6) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.3(+0.2) 41.5 (£1.1) 03(£0.2) |10.7*12) 0.1 (+0.2) 0.8(+0.3) | 0.5(0.3) 0.3 (0.2)

The American Community Survey provided estimated citizen voting age population (CVAP) data at the block group level in a Special Tabulation. Because the MOE can only be calculated using whole block groups, all block groups with more than 50% of

the population in adistrict are included in the analysis. The Red-118 report provides a summary of the block groups used in the analysis.

The percent for each CVAP population category isthat group's CVAP divided by the CVAP total.

Numbers in parentheses are margins of error at 90% confidence level. 63175
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Special Tabulation of Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) from the 2015-2019 American Community Survey with Margins of Error
Hispanic Not Hispanic or Latino
2020 Census CVAP Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)
% Black % American % Native % American
% Black % Black + American % White Indian % Asian Hawaiian Indian % Asian % Remainder
District Total VAP CVAP % Hispanic Alone + White Indian Alone Alone Alone Alone + White + White 2or More Other
103 184,639 | 143421 92,170 (2,499) | 35.6 (+1.6) 133 (£1.2) 0.5 (=0.3) 0.3(+0.2) 449 (£1.2) 0.2 (£0.2) 4.3 (x0.6) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.4(x0.2) [ 0.4(=0.2) 0.2 (x0.2)
104 185500 | 135,335 98,070 (+2,800) | 56.3 (+1.8) 14.0 (£1.2) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.0(0.2) 25.6 (+1.0) 0.4 (£0.2) 2.8 (£0.5) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.2(x0.2) 0.1 (£0.2)
105 191,644 | 143476 85,990 (+2,499) | 32.9 (+1.6) 19.7 (£1.6) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.1(£0.2) 37.9 (£1.2) 0.4 (£0.3) 7.3 (20.9) 0.3 (£0.3) 03(x0.2) | 0.4(z0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)
106 191,093 | 136,666 108,765 (+2,603) | 11.0 (+1.0) 8.7 (x1.1) 0.4 (x0.3) 0.1(x0.1) 71.4 (£1.1) 0.3 (£0.2) 7.1 (20.7) 0.0 (£0.1) 03(x0.1) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.1 (x0.1)
107 184,603 | 132,648 91,890 (+2,990) | 37.9 (+1.9) 205 (x1.7) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.2(+0.2) 37.9 (£1.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 2.2 (+0.5) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.4 (x0.3) | 0.1(z0.2) 0.1 (20.2)
108 187,178 | 150,711 133,385 (+2,289) | 6.6 (x0.5) 43(+0.6)  0.2(x0.1) 0.0(0.1) 83.8 (£0.6) 0.2 (£0.1) 3.5 (£0.4) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.4(x0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
109 184,600 | 135,061 110,820 (+3,230) | 16.0 (+1.3) 58.5 (x1.8) 0.8 (x0.4) 0.3(£0.2) 22.0 (+1.1) 0.2 (£0.1) 1.3 (20.4) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.3(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.5 (+0.2)
110 184,614 | 127,657 88,845 (+2,939) | 28.0 (£1.5) 57.8 (+1.9) 0.1 (x0.2) 0.2(+0.2) 13.3 (+1.1) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.1(x0.2) | 0.0(z0.2) 0.1 (£0.2)
11 184,755 | 136,448 121,820 (+3,497) | 20.6 (+1.5) 56.1 (x1.7) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.2(£0.2) 19.6 (1.1) 0.2 (£0.2) 2.6 (£0.6) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.0 (x0.1) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.3 (£0.2)
112 185204 | 144,361 123,185 (+3,087) | 12.6 (x1.2) 10.7 (£1.2) 0.5 (%0.3) 0.2(£0.2) 65.7 (£1.0) 0.4 (£0.2) 8.4 (£0.9) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.7 (x0.2) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
113 185211 | 137,513 111,000 (+2,984) | 22.4 (+1.4) 26,5 (x1.7) 0.7 (x0.3) 0.2(£0.2) 413 (*1.1) 0.4 (£0.2) 7.5 (20.8) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.3(z0.2) 0.4 (+0.2)
114 184,649 | 151,157 121,085 (+2,702) | 19.1 (x1.2) 14.1 (£1.0) 0.5 (%0.2) 0.2(+0.2) 61.1 (£0.9) 0.3 (£0.2) 3.5 (£0.5) 0.0 (£0.1) 03(x0.2) | 0.7(0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)
115 198,565 | 156,391 115,150 (+2,534) | 16.2 (+1.1) 144 (£1.1) 0.5 (%0.2) 0.5(+0.3) 52.7 (1.0) 0.4 (£0.2) | 13.0(0.8) 0.1 (£0.1) 1.0(20.2) | 0.6(0.2) 0.6 (+0.2)
116 199,721 | 159,526 142,830 (£3,662) | 59.1 (x1.5) 6.8(£0.8) 0.4 (0.2) 0.0(0.1) 29.5 (+1.1) 0.2 (+0.2) 3.0 (£0.4) 0.1 (£0.1) 02(x0.1) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.2 (x0.1)
117 203,057 | 142,508 109,280 (+3,347) | 68.7 (+1.8) 6.7 (£0.8) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.1(0.1) 21.4 (+1.0) 0.4 (£0.2) 1.5 (20.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 02(x0.2) | 0.4(=0.2) 0.5 (+0.2)
118 203,245 | 151,004 122,125 (+3,406) | 56.4 (+1.7) 5.0(£0.8) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.1(x0.1) 35.5 (£1.3) 0.1 (£0.1) 1.6 (x0.4) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.3) | 0.2(z0.1) 0.4 (£0.2)
119 201534 | 149,782 137,095 (+3,583) | 64.8 (+1.5) 9.7(£0.9) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.1(£0.2) 23.0 (1.1) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.9 (+0.2) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.2(z0.1) 0.2 (+0.2)
120 200,262 | 147,538 120,070 (+3,250) | 42.9 (+1.6) 255 (x1.4) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.1(x0.1) 27.3 (*1.1) 0.3 (£0.2) 2.3 (£0.4) 0.1 (£0.2) 03(x0.2) | 0.2(z0.1) 0.5 (£0.3)
121 203209 | 155,904 134,400 (+3,095) | 31.5 (+1.4) 5.8 (£0.8) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.0(0.1) 58.2 (£1.2) 0.2 (£0.1) 2.9 (+0.5) 0.0 (£0.1) 02 (0.1) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.4 (+0.2)
122 203,881 | 152,559 118,605 (+2,684) | 32.2 (1.5) 4.1(+0.6)  0.2(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 57.6 (£1.1) 0.1 (£0.1) 4.2 (+0.5) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.6(0.2) 0.3 (£0.1)
123 197,123 | 157,560 147,115 (+3,583) | 62.0 (+1.5) 3.8(£0.5)  0.2(x0.2) 0.2(£0.2) 31.4 (£1.0) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.2 (20.3) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.3(x0.2) | 0.3(z0.1) 0.1 (£0.1)
124 194508 | 143,923 130,840 (+3,732) | 68.9 (+1.7) 8.8 (£1.0) 0.6 (x0.4) 0.1(x0.1) 18.5 (+1.0) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.6 (20.3) 0.2 (£0.2) 02(x0.1) | 0.5(z0.3) 0.3 (£0.2)
125 202,784 | 151,994 149,280 (+3,533) | 62.6 (+1.5) 48 (+0.6)  0.2(+0.2) 0.0(0.1) 28.6 (+1.0) 0.1 (£0.1) 2.3 (£0.5) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.3(20.2) 0.1 (£0.1)
126 188,805 | 142,610 122,510 (+3,363) | 16.9 (+1.3) 13.9 (£1.3) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0(0.1) 60.7 (£1.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 7.0 (£0.8) 0.1 (£0.1) 03(x0.2) | 0.5(z0.3) 0.2 (£0.2)
127 202,964 | 147,142 129,230 (+3,261) | 21.0 (+1.4) 16.7 (£1.3) 0.4 (£0.2) 0.0(0.1) 58.5 (£1.2) 0.1 (£0.1) 2.3 (£0.4) 0.3 (£0.3) 03(x0.2) | 02(20.2) 0.3 (£0.3)
128 192,949 | 142,045 118,840 (+3,233) | 28.9 (x1.7) 102 (£1.1) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0(0.1) 58.0 (£1.2) 0.3 (£0.2) 1.5 (£0.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.2 (x0.1)
129 201,806 | 157,245 136,765 (+3,016) | 23.0 (+1.4) 7.4(£0.9)  0.5(=0.2) 0.1(0.1) 59.1 (=0.9) 0.2 (£0.1) 8.0 (£0.7) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.6 (x0.2) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.4 (+0.3)
130 192,603 | 138,299 118,515 (+3,242) | 17.2 (x1.9) 9.8 (£1.0) 0.1 (x0.1) 0.0(0.1) 64.2 (£1.3) 0.2 (+0.2) 7.1 (20.9) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.7 (x04) | 0.3(x0.2) 0.3 (£0.3)
131 202,667 | 146,134 106,485 (+3,670) | 33.8 (+1.7) 47.6 (£2.1) 0.2 (£0.2) 0.2(+0.2) 11.0 (+0.8) 0.1 (£0.2) 6.9 (+0.8) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.0(0.1) | 0.2(x0.2) 0.1 (£0.1)
132 196,710 | 142,413 112,705 (+3,235) | 22.0 (x1.7) 10.7 (£1.4) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0(0.1) 56.8 (£1.2) 0.5 (£0.3) 8.5 (£0.9) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.5(z0.2) 0.4 (£0.3)
133 189,647 | 148,744 111,775 (+2,804) | 14.1 (=1.1) 13.0 (£1.3) 0.2 (%0.2) 0.2(+0.3) 63.4 (£1.0) 0.2 (£0.2) 7.6 (£0.7) 0.0 (£0.1) 03(x0.2) | 0.6(=0.2) 0.1 (20.2)
134 197,013 | 163,800 137,355 (+2,883) | 12.0 (x0.8) 6.3 (£0.7)  0.3(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 69.7 (£1.0) 0.2 (+0.2) 9.8 (+0.7) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.5 (+0.2) 1.0 (20.3) 0.2 (£0.2)
135 203172 | 144,609 100,300 (+3,714) | 34.9 (+2.4) 23.6 (x2.0) 0.4 (+0.3) 0.1(0.1) 30.1 (£1.7) 0.2 (£0.2) 9.4 (£1.2) 0.1 (£0.2) 02(x0.2) | 0.6(=0.3) 0.3 (20.2)
136 203587 | 152,857 120,480 (+3,455) | 21.7 (x1.7) 8.2 (x1.1) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.1(x0.1) 60.4 (£0.9) 0.2 (+0.2) 7.3 (+0.7) 0.0 (+0.1) 0.5(x0.2) | 0.9(x0.2) 0.3 (£0.2)

The American Community Survey provided estimated citizen voting age population (CVAP) data at the block group level in a Special Tabulation. Because the MOE can only be calculated using whole block groups, all block groups with more than 50% of
the population in adistrict are included in the analysis. The Red-118 report provides a summary of the block groups used in the analysis.
The percent for each CVAP population category isthat group's CVAP divided by the CVAP total.
Numbers in parentheses are margins of error at 90% confidence level.
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Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB Document 398-1 Filed 07/01/22 Page 37 of 63
American Community Survey Special Tabulation

Using Census and American Community Survey Data
HOUSE DISTRICTS- PLANH2316

Texas Legidative Council
10/13/21 4:02 AM
Page 5 of 5

Special Tabulation of Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) from the 2015-2019 American Community Survey with Margins of Error
Hispanic Not Hispanic or Latino
2020 Census CVAP Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)
% Black % American % Native % American
% Black % Black + American % White Indian %Asian Hawaiian Indian % Asian % Remainder
District Total VAP CVAP % Hispanic Alone + White Indian Alone Alone Alone Alone + White + White 2or More Other
137 196,097 | 147,453 78,335 (£2,685) | 30.8 (x1.8) 273 (x2.2) 0.2 (%0.2) 0.0(£0.2) 29.4 (+1.4) 03 (£0.3) | 11.0 (*1.2) 0.0 (£0.2) 03 (£0.2) | 0.3 (x0.2) 0.2 (x0.3)
138 198,419 | 152,454 112,070 (+2,717) | 25.5 (x1.5) 9.0 (£1.1)  0.3(x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 54.9 (£0.9) 0.2 (+0.2) 9.3 (£0.9) 0.0 (£0.1) 03(x0.2) | 0.3(z0.1) 0.3 (£0.2)
139 202,150 | 148,506 118,515 (£3,350) | 27.5 (£1.6) 443 (£1.7) 0.3 (0.2) 0.4(+0.2) 20.5 (+0.8) 0.2 (£0.2) 6.1 (£0.8) 0.1 (£0.2) 03 (£0.2) | 0.2(0.2) 0.1 (£0.1)
140 186,188 | 130,011 79,725 (+2,654) | 70.2 (+2.0) 15.0 (£1.2) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.1(20.2) 10.8 (+0.9) 0.3 (£0.2) 3.3 (20.7) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.1(x0.2) | 0.0(z0.2) 0.0 (£0.2)
141 201,495 | 141,906 107,125 (+3,498) | 26.8 (£1.7) 582 (x1.9) 0.4 (x0.2) 0.5(+0.3) 11.8 (+1.0) 0.1 (£0.1) 1.7 (£0.4) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.1 (£0.1) | 0.1 (x0.2) 0.1 (20.2)
142 193612 | 138,996 109,910 (+4,452) | 31.0 (x1.6) 458 (£2.2) 0.3 (%0.2) 0.0(0.1) 20.2 (+1.1) 0.2 (+0.2) 1.7 (£0.4) 0.0 (£0.1) 0.4(x0.3) | 0.1(z0.1) 0.3 (£0.2)
143 200,529 | 143,834 100,165 (£2,971) | 60.0 (£1.6) 19.5 (£1.5) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.1(£0.2) 18.5 (+1.0) 0.1 (£0.2) 1.0 (20.4) 0.0 (£0.2) 0.3 (£0.2) | 0.0(x0.2) 0.1 (20.2)
144 203,960 | 146,211 107,960 (+3,248) | 64.8 (+1.8) 8.6(x1.1) 0.2 (x0.2) 0.2(0.3) 22.8 (+1.1) 0.1 (£0.2) 2.8 (£0.5) 0.0 (£0.1) 03(x0.2) | 0.1(z0.2) 0.0 (£0.1)
145 188,902 | 146,523 108,435 (+2,825) | 55.7 (£1.6) 9.2 (£0.8) 0.1 (x0.2) 0.1(£0.2) 32.1 (£0.9) 0.1 (£0.2) 2.1 (£0.4) 0.0 (£0.2) 02 (£0.2) | 0.3(x0.2) 0.1 (20.2)
146 192,277 | 146,202 114,925 (+3,157) | 15.5(x1.2) 524 (x1.8) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.0(0.1) 25.1 (+1.0) 0.2 (+0.2) 6.0 (£0.7) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.1(x0.1) | 0.2(x0.2) 0.1 (x0.2)
147 201,033 | 162,711 129,899 (+3,439) | 24.8 (+1.4) 39.1 (x1.4) 0.6 (x0.3) 0.1(0.1) 28.7 (+1.0) 0.1 (£0.1) 5.7 (£0.6) 0.1 (£0.1) 0.2 (£0.1) | 0.4 (x0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)
148 203,639 | 151,087 114,430 (+3,323) | 37.7 (x1.8) 18.7 (£1.6) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0(0.1) 32.7 (£1.2) 0.2 (+0.2) 9.5 (+1.0) 0.1 (£0.2) 0.4(x0.2) | 0.2(z0.1) 0.2 (£0.2)
149 198,740 | 149,180 116,320 (+3,621) | 31.4 (£1.9) 243 (x1.7) 0.3 (x0.2) 0.1(£0.2) 22.1 (+1.2) 03 (£0.2) |[20.7 *1.3) 0.0 (£0.1) 02 (£0.2) | 0.5(z0.3) 0.1 (£0.1)
150 195678 | 141,469 113,180 (+3,001) | 20.0 (+1.3) 14.1 (£1.4) 0.3 (£0.2) 0.0(0.1) 58.2 (£1.2) 0.5 (+0.4) 6.0 (+0.7) 0.0 (+0.1) 03(x0.2) | 0.4(x0.2) 0.2 (£0.2)

The American Community Survey provided estimated citizen voting age population (CVAP) data at the block group level in a Special Tabulation. Because the MOE can only be calculated using whole block groups, all block groups with more than 50% of
the population in adistrict are included in the analysis. The Red-118 report provides a summary of the block groups used in the analysis.
The percent for each CVAP population category isthat group's CVAP divided by the CVAP total.
Numbers in parentheses are margins of error at 90% confidence level.
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