Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 1198  Filed 09/23/25 Page 1 of 7

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

EL PASO DIVISION
LEAGUE OF UNITED LATIN AMERICAN §
CITIZENS, et al., §
Plaintiffs, S Case No. 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVV

§ [Lead Case]

V. §
§ &

GREG ABBOTT, et al., §

Defendants. § All Consolidated Cases

STATE DEFENDANTS’ REPLY IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION TO STRIKE EXPERT REPORTS OF DR. BARRETO

Defendants Greg Abbott, in his official capacity as Governor of Texas, Jane Nelson, in her
official capacity as Secretary of State of Texas, Dave Nelson, in his official capacity as Deputy
Secretary of State, and the State of Texas file this Reply in Support of their Motion to Strike the
“August 2025 Declaration of Dr. Matt A. Barreto and Michael B. Rios, MPP” (Aug. 24, 2025,
Brooks Ex. 269) and the “September 2025 Supplemental Declaration of Matt Barreto and Michael
Rios” (Sep. 5, 2025) (the “Reports”), ECF No. 1169.

INTRODUCTION

Conclusions only become fact when they are confirmed by data. It is difficult for
Defendants to understand why, if Barreto is so convinced of the results produced by his algorithmic
study, he refuses to share either the outputs of that study, or information sufficient to explain how
they were derived; instead, his Reports consist of the presentation of bare conclusions that are
unaccompanied by any material explanation of the process leading to them. Brooks Plaintiffs’
(“Plaintiffs”) Opposition to the Motion to Strike (ECF No. 1193) does nothing to fill in the gaps
and serves to confirm that the Reports should indeed be stricken.

Just as Barreto does in his Reports, Plaintiffs in their Opposition describe Barreto’s

conclusions without the data to substantiate them, talking about the results of simulations (i.e., the
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robot’s outputs) that no one has seen, and no one can recreate. ECF No. 1193 at 1-3. Similarly, if
Barreto has such confidence in the parameters he designed to conduct the study and that led to
those outputs—whether it be a shapefile or a seed or the inputs themselves—why is he refusing to
disclose that information? The Opposition also does not address why Barreto is insisting on
distinguishing himself in this regard from Professor Duchin, who has, as Defendants noted,
disclosed massive quantities of data to support her opinions.

Further, while it appears Barreto did produce his code, he exploits the Court’s technical
unfamiliarity to elide central issues. Barreto says he has produced the data he ran through his code;
he has not. Instead, he has vaguely gestured at an enormous bank of data that are publicly available
and stated simply that he used some of it. Even assuming this gesture were sufficient, Barreto
further waves away State Defendants’ request to see how he prepared his data to run through his
code; instead, he insists Dr. Trende is capable of performing such data preparation. While State
Defendants are heartened to learn that Barreto and his lawyers concede that Dr. Trende knows
what he is doing, Dr. Trende’s competence is an entirely separate issue from how Barreto
performed his work and whether he performed it correctly.

There is more than one way to skin a cat, not all of them effective. Barreto has never
attempted a simulation analysis before but insists that the world assume his competence at each
stage of the process. Without a clear statement of Barreto’s data manipulation—both the data used
and the method of manipulation—State Defendants are hamstrung to reproduce his methods or
results.

Barreto’s obfuscation of his methodology and underlying data undermines confidence that
his study is irreproachable and can withstand scrutiny. Rule 26 requires that experts, including
Barreto, facilitate the opposing party’s and the Court’s substantive comprehension of the study
and, hence, their review of the reliability of his evidence. But Barreto’s approach appears designed
to do precisely the opposite—to slow down, or prevent altogether, any critical review of the

evidence.
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Plaintiffs instead project that Defendants “seek to obscure” Barreto’s reports by not
attaching them to the Motion to Strike. ECF No. 1193 at 1. It is common however not to attach as
exhibits the reports that the moving party is arguing are prejudicial; State Defendants did likewise
in their Motion to Exclude the reports of Dr.Jacob Grumbach, ECF No. 920. And as State
Defendants are arguing here that Barreto failed to supply his output data or a means of recreating
it, it is unclear why State Defendants would include the Reports, which likewise do not contain
that information.! Plaintiffs argue that Dr. Trende can and likely has replicated Barreto’s results
and “that (Trende’s) analysis is why Defendants chose to seek to strike Dr. Barreto’s report,
because the result confirms what Dr. Barreto reported and is incredibly harmful to their case.”
ECF No. 1193 at 14. This does not logically follow. Again, the case of Dr. Grumbach is instructive.
State Defendants moved to exclude his reports not because results are only challenged if they are
harmful, but because of problems with his data, as verified by the fact that LULAC Plaintiffs
withdrew Dr. Grumbach and did not call him at trial. ECF No. 952.

I. The emails included in the Opposition show that Barreto has not supplied State
Defendants with sufficient information.

Plaintiffs evidently intended for the headline aspect of their Opposition to be the inclusion
of an email from each of the two professors, Kosuke Imai and Cory McCarten, responsible for
developing the “redist” software that both Drs. Barreto and Trende use to conduct their analyses
in this case. These two emails were, we are told, designed to set Barreto’s mind at rest that he had
supplied everything that Dr. Trende would need to scrutinize Barreto’s August and September
2025 Reports. ECF No. 1193 at 10.

Plaintiffs offer no reason to believe that either of these professors is qualified to opine on

the scope of disclosure obligations under Rule 26. Further, both Drs. Imai and McCarten were

1 State Defendants have the attached the Sept. 5, 2025 supplemental report as Exhibit A to this Reply
to demonstrate that the time it would take for Barreto to re-run his analysis is greater than the time
until the preliminary injunction hearing begins.
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unable or unwilling to provide substantive backing for Barreto’s analysis but instead offered tepid
and noncommittal statements of support.

Dr. Imai’s email, which is integrated it in its entirety in the Opposition at p. 11, states
unequivocally that it is a “standard requirement” for the proponent of the redistricting simulation
analysis published in an academic journal to “provide the code and data necessary to reproduce
the results reported.” That email to Barreto continues by noting that as the proponent of the
simulation, he is “expected to deposit [his] code and the original input data (shapefiles, VTD
election data, census data, etc.).” The reason for this is that “running the code with the data will
reproduce the simulated plans” (emphasis added), such that “there is no need to deposit the
simulated plans themselves.”

Dr. McCartan’s email is equally unhelpful to Plaintiffs. He confirms that “running the
same code twice might produce different simulated output,” though he suggests that “[w]hen
simulation methods are applied properly,” the simulations’ output can be compared to one
another. But critically, Dr. McCartan suggests that for two sets of simulated output to be
considered as outputs that can be compared and from which conclusions can be drawn, the
individual running the second simulation must have access to both “the code and the underlying
shapefiles” employed by the first. Dr. McCartan confirms that in such cases “the actual simulated
plans” are not needed, because the code and the shapefile data “suffice to recreate the analysis
and the conclusions [drawn].”?

These two emails collectively sustain the fundamental criticism that State Defendants
make in their Motion to Strike—namely, that they cannot reproduce Barreto’s results, which
necessarily places them and their experts at a great disadvantage in rebutting the Reports. As State

Defendants have repeatedly informed opposing counsel, if Barreto neither produces his output file

2 It is also worth noting that Dr. McCartan’s conclusions are couched in a number of hedges,
qualifications, and conditional language, including the caveat that he only “briefly reviewed the
code and report” Barreto sent and the lukewarm endorsement that Barreto’s “process seems
consistent with what [Dr. McCartan] has seen from, inter alia, “other expert reports using
simulation methods.”
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nor produces seed (as described in the Motion to Strike), Dr. Trende will never be able to obtain
or assess the same results as Barreto.

Barreto did not provide a shapefile from which his maps were generated—indeed, his
lawyers insisted “There is no foundational shapefile, aside from redistricting plan (e.g., Plan
C2333).” ECF No. 1169.6 at 1. However, it is clear that Barreto had to merge data to create his
simulations (as discussed earlier regarding the different choices governed by the
instructions/criteria fed into the robot to generate the random districts). Yet Plaintiffs and Barreto
refuse to explain how the simulations were created or to identify the types of data that were used
to do so. In their Opposition, Plaintiffs simply dodge this fundamental issue and repeat their mantra
that State Defendants have everything they need to rebut the Reports.

As State Defendants have repeatedly told Plaintiffs, ultimately and fundamentally, the
result of Plaintiffs’ recalcitrant withholding of disclosable information is that Dr. Trende cannot
reproduce the simulated plans with the limited information provided. The best he can do is to
develop his own outputs that approximate the characteristics of Dr. Barreto’s outputs; he cannot
reproduce and analyze the same set of outputs. Plaintiffs’ counsel seems to encourage this result.

II. Plaintiffs admit that Barreto cannot replicate his own results.

Plaintiffs propose that instead of striking Barreto’s reports, the Court order him to re-run
them with the seed used by Dr. Trende. ECF No. 1193 at 15. At no point in the underlying
conference among counsel did Plaintiffs offer this seeming compromise. That they only suggest a
middle ground at this late hour underscores the purpose of Barreto’s disclosure shell game: delay.
Indeed, the possibility of such a compromise undercuts Barreto’s own description of why he
submitted the September 2025 supplemental report almost two weeks after the August 2025
report: “Given the high computing demands required to complete analysis on the newly passed
maps for the second most populous state in the country with nearly 19 million registered voters
and 38 congressional districts, we have now completed our full analysis.” Ex. A. Barreto refused
to provide basic data when it would have been useful and only offers a compromise position when

it is too late. All this gamesmanship, despite the weeks provided for civil exchange of basic
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information before the PI hearing—during which time Plaintiffs have compounded their expert
reports—demonstrates clearly Plaintiffs’ time-wasting tactics. These tactics are incompatible with
the insistent certitude of Plaintiffs’ claims.?

Plaintiffs’ offer to have Barreto re-run his results (and presumably issue a new report) is
impractical with just over a week until the October 1, 2025, preliminary injunction hearing. Unless
the Reports are stricken, State Defendants will be prejudiced.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons above, and those listed in their Motion to Strike, ECF No. 1169, State
Defendants respectfully request the Court strike the Aug. 24, 2025, and Sep. 5, 2025 declarations

and reports of Barreto and his assistant, Michael Rios.

3 “It is statistically smpossible that the racially skewed outcomes of Plan C2333 could arise absent an
overriding focus on race.” ECF No. 1193 at 2.
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EXHIBIT A
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September 2025 Supplemental Declaration of Matt Barreto and Michael Rios

1. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. section 1746, I, Matt Barreto, and my co-author, Michael Rios,
declare as follows:

2. We previously submitted a declaration on August 24, 2025. My qualifications and CV as
reflected in that report remain the same. Given the high computing demands required to
complete analysis on the newly passed maps for the second most populous state in the
country with nearly 19 million registered voters and 38 congressional districts, we have
now completed our full analysis. Included in this supplement are additional simulations
and map visualizations that build directly on data and models in our August 2025

declaration.

3. As laid out on page 2, paragraph 7 of the August 2025 declaration, we were asked to
“assess the degree to which the state of Texas relied on racial population patterns in
drawing the new 2025 map boundaries,” and to “determine the probability that the
various racial features of the map boundaries (C2333) as passed by the Texas legislature
would have been drawn at random using a redistricting simulation programmed to
achieve the purported partisan goals, or if they are considered ‘outliers’ as very unlikely

boundary scenarios to have arisen absent racially motivated intent.”

4. In our August declaration, our statewide and regional map simulation analyses are
discussed in paragraph 14 as part of our summary conclusions and then discussed in
detail in Section V “Redistricting Simulations Reveal Texas Map C2333 is an Extreme
Outlier,” in paragraphs 47-54. Specifically, paragraph 50, footnote 29 stated we “intend
to continue computing analysis using redist and will supplement as appropriate.” In this

supplement we continue to assess both regional and statewide analyses.
I.  Regional Redist Simulation Analysis

5. In the prior report, we already focused on a county-based approach to examine the San
Antonio/Bexar county region and the Houston/Harris county region, and reported those
results in Simulation Plots 1, 2, 3 in Appendix A of our August 2025 declaration.
Building on that analysis we supplement those model simulations here using redist
package! to focus on the exact congressional district boundaries created by Map C2333 to

!'Full instructions with original source code and detailed examples for redist are available online at the following
locations: https://alarm-redist.org/redist/ and https://github.com/alarm-redist/redist/ and https://cran.r-
project.org/web/packages/redist/index.html

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.1
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determine how likely it is to create majority-Hispanic and majority-Black CVAP districts
while also following compactness, contiguity, and county-split guidelines.

6. Starting in the Harris County region, we ran simulations confining the geography to Map
(C2333 districts 7, 18, 29 to assess the probability of drawing a majority BCVAP district
when drawing 3 congressional districts (see Appendix A, Figure S1). By limiting the
analysis to the territory comprising the three Democratic districts in Map C2333, we
control for any purported partisan goals of the Legislature in the neighboring Republican
districts. Across more than 1.1 million district simulations, the model reports zero
districts would be expected to be majority Black CVAP. The overwhelming majority of
draws would fall between 30% to 40% BCVAP. There is less than a 1% chance that a
district as high as 42.5% BVCAP would be drawn, but nothing higher than 42.5% is

returned in the computer simulation.

7. Next, when we turn to the Black population in the Dallas region and run simulations
confining the geography to Map C2333 districts 30 and 33 to assess the probability of
drawing a majority BCVAP district when drawing 2 congressional districts controlling
for partisanship as discussed above (see Appendix A, Figure S2). Across more than
787,000 district simulations, the model reports zero districts would be expected to be
majority BCVAP. The overwhelming majority of draws would fall between 30% to 45%
BCVAP. There is a 1% chance that a district as high as 47.5% BCVAP would be drawn,
but nothing higher than 47.5% is returned in the computer simulation.

8. It is statistically impossible, given this analysis, that a majority BCVAP district would
arise within the particular district boundaries the Legislature chose to encompass the
Democratic districts in either the Harris or Dallas County regions absent an intent to
achieve that racial target. A normal distribution would never have achieved this target in
either region absent a race-based intent. And because only the geographic area of the
regions’ Democratic districts was considered, there can be no partisan explanation to
explain this deviation from expected outcomes.

9. There are also questions as to whether the majority HVCAP districts that were drawn in
Trump-favored districts were expected or forced? We started with the larger Harris
metro area that covers 7 Trump districts in Map C2333: CDs 2, 8, 9, 14, 22, 36, 38 and
confined our simulations to the exact boundaries of these 7 districts and constrained the
model to draw 7 districts that are 56% or higher for Trump.? Figure S3 reports the

2 The state map, Plan C2333 created 7 districts in this regional cluster that were 59% or higher for Trump. When
using traditional redistricting principles of compactness, contiguity, and county/city splits the redist simulation
package was only able to draw 6 districts in this geography in which Trump received 59% or higher. It appears that

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.2
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expected HCVAP percent across 7 Trump districts in this region using the exact
boundaries of Map C2333. The result is zero majority HCVAP districts are expected out
of 7 Trump districts across more than 2.7 million district simulation draws. The highest
possible HCVAP district would be expected to be 42% and never higher than 44%. Yet
Plan C2333 contains a district (9) that is 50.1% HCVAP.

10. It is clear that a specific effort was made to focus on hitting the 50.1% HCV AP target and
that a normal distribution would never have achieved this target in the region among the
Trump leaning districts. Further, at the time they drew CD9 in Harris County the state
was aware that a clear majority of Hispanic voters did not vote Republican in Harris
County, as we noted in our prior August 2025 declaration (pg 9, paragraph 28).
Specifically, on page 8 of Dr. Alford’s expert report commissioned by the state of Texas
in March 2025 he notes that across six recent elections Hispanic voters in Harris County
gave an average of 33.2% support to Republicans Trump and Cruz. There is no question
that the state of Texas knew that placing a majority Hispanic population in a Republican
CD9 would lead to the Hispanic candidate of choice losing elections.

11. Indeed, we have outlined the purposeful efforts of map drawers to focus on race in
changes between maps C2331 and C2333 in our original report of August 2025 pages 14-
15, paragraphs 45-46. Further, we provide additional map visualizations showing how
Texas map drawers selected on race while foregoing options that would have better
advanced a Republican partisan goal, described in paragraph 19 below in this report and
map images found in Appendix B.

12. Next we focus on the creation of 3 Trump leaning districts in Central and South Texas in
districts 21, 23, 35 (the three Trump-won districts that contain parts of Bexar County).
Plan C2333 drew two majority HCVAP districts out of three in 21, 23, 35. However the
combined population in this territory is 45% Hispanic CVAP and 45% Anglo/White
CVAP so from a starting point it is not clear how or why two majority Hispanic districts
would be created. Further, as noted in the August 2025 report, in the Bexar-Guadalupe-
Wilson-Karnes counties region 332,000 simulation draws produced a 0.0% probability of
drawing a majority-HCV AP district won by Trump. Here, we build on that analysis by
confining the districts to the exact territory in Plan C2333 districts 21, 23, 35 and running

Plan C2333 was only able to obtain this magnitude of Trump vote share by sacrificing compactness of the area’s
districts. Indeed, according to TLC’s reporting, CD 14 has the second lowest area rubber band compactness score
and CD 36 has the third lowest perimeter to area compactness score In order for the redist software to be able to
generate 7 Trump districts in the region, we thus set the Trump vote share threshold to 56% (see Figure S4 in
Appendix A). This does not affect the likelihood of the model resulting in a majority Hispanic CVAP district, given
that a majority of Hispanics in this region voted for Harris according to the RPV analysis. Indeed, that fact illustrates
the even greater unlikelihood of achieving a 59% Trump but majority Hispanic CVAP district in the region.

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.3
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1,180,824 district simulations constraining the model to draw three districts won by
Trump with at least 55% of the vote. The results are presented in Figure S5 in Appendix
A. Across all simulations, 86.1% had exactly 1 majority Hispanic district out of 3, while
9.6% had 0 majority Hispanic districts out of 3, and 4.3% had 2 majority Hispanic
districts out of 3.

13. Further, when comparing partisan performance across districts in the CD21-23-35
territory the model simulations report a lower Trump advantage in the map with 2
majority HCVAP districts as compared to only 1 majority HCVAP district. This means
that Texas map drawers sacrificed partisan performance to elevate race in creating two
Hispanic districts in the CD21-23-35 region. If partisan performance was their actual
objective, they would have created only 1 majority Hispanic district which reports overall
higher Trump support numbers across all three districts in this region (see Table S6). It
thus appears that creating a Trump Hispanic majority CVAP version of CD 35 was more
important than maximizing Trump performance in that district.

14. This allowed the state to declare they had created a majority Hispanic district that overall
voted Republican because of higher Anglo registration and turnout, and extremely high
Anglo bloc-voting against Hispanic candidates of choice. In the expert report by Dr.
Alford of March 2025 on behalf of the state of Texas he reports that Spanish Surname
voter support for Trump in Bexar County was just 29% and for Republican Ted Cruz was
just 23% in 2024. Dr. Alford also reported that Hispanic voters in South Texas counties
voted against Trump and Cruz in 2024. Thus, even though the state was fully aware that
Hispanic voters in this region voted consistently Democrat, they placed a majority
Hispanic population in a district (CD35) that would not elect their candidate of choice, in
a district that computer simulations suggest is statistically highly unlikely or impossible.

II.  Statewide Redist Simulation Analysis

15. In map Plan C2333 the state created 27 districts in which Trump won 55% or higher of
the vote in 2024, and 3 districts in which Trump won 54.6% or higher. Among these 30
Trump-won districts, 6 are majority Hispanic CVAP. Following a 55% or higher Trump
metric causes the redist simulation package to only return 29 such districts, given other
requirements for compactness, contiguity and county splits. In our model of 1,951,984
district possibilities there was no such outcome in which 30 Trump districts at 55% or
higher emerged using traditional redistricting principles. Instead, only 29 Trump districts
and 9 Harris districts could be created (Figure S7).

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.4
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I11.

16.

17.

18.

19.

When the model is tasked with creating as many Trump 55% or higher districts as
possible, while still minding compactness, contiguity and county splits, it only returns
four districts which are majority HCVAP, and statistically improbable to achieve a fifth
or a sixth, as noted in Figure S8. This statewide analysis, together with the regional
analysis, shows that making CD9 and CD35 bare majority HCV AP was the criterion that

guided map drawers, not any partisan metric.

In order to achieve the state objective of creating 30 districts that voted majority Trump,
the redist software constraints had to be set to 53% or higher for Trump, while still
incorporating compactness, contiguity and county splits. Notably, setting this level still
creates 29 districts in which Trump received 55% or greater of the vote in 2024; it just
creates 1 district in which he received below 55% (Figure S10). This is similar to Plan
(C2333, which had three districts in which Trump received less than 55% of the vote in
2024 (54.6% in CDs 34 and 35 and 54.8% in CD 28). Under these constraints, the model
reports it is possible to draw a maximum of 4 majority HCVAP districts out of 30 (Figure
S11). Thus, the effort by Texas to artificially create 6 majority HVCAP districts carried
by Trump is, statistically speaking, an extreme outlier, if not a statistical impossibility
absent an overriding purpose to achieve that racial goal.

Notably, Plan C2333 dropped from 9 to 4 the number of districts in which there was no
single race that formed the majority of a district’s CVAP compared to the 2021 map, Plan
C2193. Yet the statewide computer simulations that control for the purported partisan
goal by creating 30 Trump performing districts yield between 12 and 15 districts in which
no single race constitutes a majority of a district’s CVAP, with between 23 and 26 single-
race majority districts. It is thus statistically impossible that a partisan motivation could
have resulted in the extreme outlier in Plan C2333 of just 4 districts lacking a single-race
majority CVAP. These results are found in Table S9 in Appendix A.

Changes to CD9

This supplement also includes detailed screen shots of maps outlining the changes
between Map plan C2331 and C2333 to Congressional District 9 in Harris County related
to the detailed analysis already contained in our August 2025 declaration, pages 14-15,
paragraphs 45-46°. These map images (see Appendix B in this report Figures S12 - S24)
make clear the process that was followed in the changes that added Liberty County to
District 9 and the subsequent changes in Harris County to remove more heavily Anglo
neighborhoods and replace them with more heavily Hispanic neighborhoods in order to

3 Consistent with our August 2025 declaration we continue to rely on the same methodology and software as
described on page 13, paragraph 40 of that report including ARCGIS, DRA and TLC District Viewer.

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.5
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20.

21

22.

cross the 50.0 Hispanic CVAP threshold. It is critical to note that after the addition of the
whole of Liberty County which is majority Anglo,* the remaining changes all had the
effect of making the district less Republican and more Hispanic, contrary to the claim
that partisan performance was their goal (Figures S22 and S23).

As noted in the prior August 2025 report, if partisan performance was the frue objective
map drawers for Texas could have created a version of district 9 that included Liberty
County and increased Trump share to over 60% (Figure S16) and while also maintaining
over 60% Trump share in district 2 and over 61% Trump share in district 36. However,
the final map reduced Republican voters and increased Hispanic population to
intentionally create a majority HVCAP district. The partisan shading maps herein make
clear that across the greater Houston region, the greater Dallas region, and the Austin-San
Antonio to South Texas region, partisanship does not explain map boundaries.

. The new map and accompanying TLC reports have only recently been made public.

Some nonpublic TLC reports may be ordered. I will provide additional data and analysis
of population statistics, redistricting simulations, map visualizations and election results
to supplement this report including testimony concerning TLC products. All materials I
have relied on are equally available to both sides and I have provided the data from the
state/public sources as part of my previous March, April and August 2025 reports.
Further produced in August 2025 was a Dropbox folder including the materials listed in
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26 and I have added materials to that folder based on this
September 2025 supplemental declaration.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true to the best of my personal
knowledge.

September 5, 2025 W . W

Dr. Matt A. Barreto
Los Angeles, California

4 According to the 2021 5-year ACS Liberty County was 59% Anglo White and 29% Hispanic or Latino, see,
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDT5Y2021.B03002?g=B03002:+Hispanic+or+Latino+Origin+by+Race&g=050X

X00US48291

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.6
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Appendix A: Redist Simulation Plots

Figure S1: Simulation Plot of Probability of a Majority-Black CVAP District in CD7-
CD18-CD29 Region Across 1,180,824 District Possibilities
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Figure S2: Simulation Plot of Probability of a Majority-Black CVAP District in CD30-
CD33 Region Across 787,216 District Possibilities
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Figure S3: Probability of Majority-Hispanic CVAP District Among 7 Trump Districts in
CD2-CD8-CD9-CD14-CD22-CD36-CD38 Region Among 2.7 Million District Possibilities

Latino CVAP by Districts in Maps w/ 7 Trump Districts
(Using Territory of CDs 2, 8, 9, 14, 22, 36, 38)
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Figure S4: Estimated Trump Vote Share in the 7 Trump Districts in CD2-CD8-CD9-CD14-
CD22-CD36-CD38 Region Among 2.7 Million District Possibilities

Trump Vote by Districts in Maps w/ 7 Trump Districts
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Figure S5: Probability of Majority-Hispanic CVAP District Among 3 Trump Districts in
CD21-CD23-CD35 Region Among 1,180,824 District Possibilities

Latino CVAP by Districts in Maps w/ 3 Trump Districts
(Using Territory of CDs 21, 23, and 35)
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Table S6: Comparison of Trump support in maps with 1 HVCAP vs. 2 HVCAP districts

Percent Vote For Trump
1HCVAP 2 HCVAP Difference
Dist | median upper median upper median upper
a | 56.28 58.4 56.04 58.38 -0.24 -0.02
2 58.09 60.69 57.82 60.11 -0.27 -0.58
3 61.06 67.03 60.92 63.51 -0.14 -3.52
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Figure S7: Estimated Trump vote share by district in statewide map with 55% constraint
across 1,951,984 district simulations

Trump Vote by Districts in Maps w/ 29 Trump Districts
(Statewide)
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Figure S8: Estimated Hispanic CVAP by district within Trump-leading districts,
statewide map with 55% constraint across 1,951,984 district simulations

Latino CVAP by Districts in Maps w/ 29 Trump Districts
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Table S9: Total count of single-race or multi-racial majority districts in statewide
simulation map

Certain Frobable Fossible
majority- majority- majarity-
single race | single race | single race
Anglo/White 17 18 19
Hispanic/Latino B B 7
Black/AfAm 0 0 0
Mo single majority 15 14 12
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Figure S10: Estimated Trump vote share by district in statewide map with 53% constraint
across 1,951,984 district simulations

Trump Vote by Districts in Maps w/ 30 Trump Districts
(Statewide)

.:l'
0.75- "' -
e
8
'..l
§ ---.--.ll."..'.
Rl T NEn iR anninnneii i
2 Se
= -
---'
gal
'l
0.25-
OOO- | /IR SR S VR ]

12345678 91011121314151617 181920 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
Ordered District

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.13



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 1198-1  Filed 09/23/25 Page 15 of 34

Figure S11: Estimated Hispanic CVAP by district within Trump-leading districts,
statewide map with 53% constraint across 1,951,984 district simulations

Latino CVAP by Districts in Maps w/ 30 Trump Districts
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Appendix B: Maps of Congressional District 9

Filed 09/23/25

Page 16 of 34

Figure S12: CD9 - Plan C2331 Map Boundary (yellow) with C2333 overlaid (red)
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Liberty

@ District Details  #
9
Total Population 2020

Pop %
Total 766,987 100.0%
White 189,917 248%
Hispanic 471,215 61.4%
Black 85,683 11.2%
Asian 17,211 2.2%
Native 22,017 2.9%
Pacific 1,184 0.2%

Citizen VAP 2023

Pop %
Total 425,757 100.0%
White 145,464 34.2%
Hispanic 214,556 50.4%
Black 53,431 12.5%
Asian 8,952 2.1%
Native 2,807 0.7%
Pacific 154 0.0%

President 2024

Votes %
Democratic 87,423 41.9%
Republican 119,154 57.1%
Other 2,147 1.0%

Hardin

Chambers
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Figure S13: CD9 Changes: Step 1 Addition of Liberty County

@ District Details  #
9
Total Population 2020

Pop %
Total 858,615 100.0%
White 239961  27.9%
Hispanic 502,012 58.5% Hardin
Black 93,735 10.9%
Asian 17,945 2.1%
Native 24853 29%
Pacific 1,293 0.2%

Citizen VAP 2023

Pop %
Total 485,077 100.0%
White 185084  38.2% v
Hispanic 226,691 46.7%
Black 59,930 12.4%
Asian 9312 1.9%
Native 3,439 0.7%
Pacific 172 0.0% -VJ’J

President 2024

Votes % |2
Democratic 93,375 38.9%
Republican 144395 60.2%
Other 2277 09%

District 9
858,615
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Figure S14: CD9 Changes: Step 2 Removing Anglo/Republican portion in NE Harris

County
@ District Details  # Brush Size
9
Total Population 2020
Pop %
Total 795,190 100.0%
White 196,103 24.7%
Hispanic 491,636 61.8% Hardln
Black 89,160 11.2%
Asian 15,040 1.9%
Native 23,204 2.9%
Pacific 1,123 0.1%
Citizen VAP 2023
Pop %
Total 444,169 100.0%
White 154,072 347%
Hispanic 221,407 49.8% k”
Black 57,129 12.9%
Asian 7,834 1.8%
Native 3,115 0.7%
Pacific 168 0.0% Lo
President 2024
Votes %
Democratic 83,586 40.5%
Republican 121,035 58.6%
Other 1918 09%
District 9
795,190
+28,203

5 AN\
rial Good Fund for Dave's Redistr

ina.
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Figure S15: CD9 Changes: Step 2 Showing Population Detail of Area Removed in NE

Harris
@ District Details  #
1
Total Population 2020
Pop %
Total 63,425 100.0%
White 43858  69.1%
Hispanic 10,376 16.4% Hardln
Black 4575 7.2%
Asian 2,905 46%
Native 1,649 2.6%
Pacific 170 0.3%
Citizen VAP 2023
Pop %
Total 40,908  100.0%
White 31,012 75.8%
Hispanic 5,284 12.9% \Jf
Black 2,801 6.8%
Asian 1,478 3.6%
Native 324 0.8%
Pacific 4 0.0% ——
President 2024
Votes %
Democratic 9,789 29.2%
Republican 23360 69.7%
Other 359 1.1%
District 9
795,190
+28,203
,\ 5
Jokial Good Fund for Dave's Redistritting. /]
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Figure S16: Alternative Map of CD9 (yellow) to maximize Republican performance with
Trump 60.1% but HCVAP 49.7%

@ District Details #
1STriIC alls ‘

9
Pop % Q

Total Population 2020

Total 766,987 100.0%
White 197,938  25.8%
Hispanic 471297  61.4% Hardin
Black 79236  10.3%
Asian 14,847 1.9%
Native 22466  2.9%
Pacific 1054  0.1% Liberty
Citizen VAP 2023
Pop %
Total 429426  100.0% 9
White 154363 359% %

Hispanic 213,250 49.7%

Black 50,721 11.8%
Asian 7,659 1.8%
Native 3,064 0.7%
Pacific 68 0.0%
President 2024

Votes %
Democratic 78,579 39.0%
Republican 120948 60.1%
Other 1,849 09%

Chambers
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Figure S17: CD9 Changes: Step 3 Continue to Remove More Population than needed from

Harris (showing removed areas population demographics)

@ District Details  #

1

Total Population 2020

Pop %
Total 100,617 100.0%
White 46,517 46.2%
Hispanic 34127 33.9%
Black 15,070 15.0%
Asian 3,437 3.4%
Native 2,664 2.6%
Pacific 247 0.2%
Citizen VAP 2023
Pop %
Total 60,890 100.0%
White 33,663 55.3%
Hispanic 15,174 249%
Black 9,740 16.0%
Asian 1,729 2.8%
Native 431 0.7%
Pacific 104 0.2%
President 2024
Votes %
Democratic 15719 37.2%
Republican 26,125 61.7%
Other 468 1.1%
District 9
757,998
-8,989
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Figure S18: CD9 Changes: Step 3 continued to remove more population than needed from

Harris
@ District Details #
9
Total Population 2020
Pop %
Total 757,998 100.0%
White 193444  255%
Hispanic 467,885 61.7%
Black 78,665  10.4%
Asian 14,508 1.9%
Native 22,189 29%
Pacific 1,046 0.1%
Citizen VAP 2023
Pop %
Total 424187 100.0%
White 151421  357%
Hispanic 211,517 49.9%
Black 50,190 11.8%
Asian 7,583 1.8%
Native 3,008 0.7%
Pacific 68 0.0%
President 2024
Votes %
Democratic 77,656 39.3%
Republican 118270 59.8%
Other 1,809 0.9%
District 9
757,998
-8,989
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Filed 09/23/25
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Figure S19: CD9 Changes: Step 4 Adding more Hispanic population to increase HCVAP

over 50%
@ District Details  #
3
Total Population 2020
Pop %
Total 19,826 100.0%
White 3,043 15.3%
Hispanic 13,786 69.5%
Black 2,769 14.0%
Asian 170 0.9%
Native 673 3.4%
Pacific 35 0.2%
Citizen VAP 2023
Pop %
Total 11,003 100.0%
White 3,476 31.6%
Hispanic 5,945 54.0%
Black 1,450 13.2%
Asian 100 0.9%
Native 78 0.7%
Pacific 0 0.0%
President 2024
Votes %
Democratic 1,756 52.0%
Republican 1,584 469%
Other 37 1.1%
District 9
777,824
+10,837
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Figure S20: CD9 Changes: Step 5 removing Republican areas to achieve population

balance
@ District Details  #
3 4 il
Total Population 2020 -
Pop % O\
Total 11,518 100.0%
White 4216 36.6%
Hispanic 5,375 46.7%
Black 1,659 14.4%
Asian 144 1.3%
Native 321 2.8%
Pacific 23 0.2%
Citizen VAP 2023
Pop %
Total 6,764 100.0%
White 3,448 51.0%
Hispanic 2,576 38.1%
Black 479 7.1%
Asian 140 2.1%
Native 84 1.2% 3
Pacific 0 0.0%
President 2024
Votes %
Democratic 941 33.1%
Republican 1,878 66.0% o
Other 27 0.9%
District 9
766,987
+-0
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Figure S21: CD9 Final Map C2333 with racial and partisan demographics

@ District Details  #
9 4 *
Total Population 2020 -

Pop % Q
Total 766,987 100.0%
White 192417  25.1%
Hispanic 476,484  62.1% Hardin
Black 80,038  10.4%
Asian 14619 1.9%
Native 22,544 2.9% Liberty
Pacific 1,059 0.1%

Citizen VAP 2023

Pop %
Total 428810 100.0% 9 M v
White 151,533 35.3%
Hispanic 214961  50.1%
Black 51,357  12.0%
Asian 7,572 1.8%
Native 3,002 0.7%
Pacific 68 0.0%

President 2024

Votes %
Democratic 78,639 39.6%
Republican 118,132 59.5%
Other 1823  0.9%

Chambers
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Figure S22: CD9 - partisan shading (Trump-Harris Nov 2024)
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Figure S23: CD9 - pct Hispanic shading
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Figure S24: CD9 - pct Black shading
San Jacinto \
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Figure S25: Houston/Harris region partisan shading (Trump-Harris Nov 2024)
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Figure S26: Dallas/Tarrant region partisan shading (Trump-Harris Nov 2024)

Figure S27: Austin/San Antonio region partisan shading (Trump-Harris Nov 2024)

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.29



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 1198-1  Filed 09/23/25 Page 31 of 34

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.30



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 1198-1  Filed 09/23/25 Page 32 of 34

Figure S28: San Antonio region partisan shading (Trump-Harris Nov 2024)

>

Barreto-Rios Supplement September 5, 2025 p.31



Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB  Document 1198-1  Filed 09/23/25 Page 33 of 34

Figure S29: CD21-23-35 region partisan shading (Trump-Harris Nov 2024)
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Figure S30: CD21-23-35 HCVAP shading
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