
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

EL PASO DIVISION 

LULAC, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

GREG ABBOTT, in his official capacity as 
Governor of Texas, et al., 

Defendants. 

Case No.: 3:21-CV-00259-DCG-JES-JVB 
[Lead Case] 

ROY CHARLES BROOKS, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

GREG ABBOTT, in his official capacity as 
Governor of Texas, et al., 

Defendants. 

Case No.1-21-CV-00991-DCG-JES-JVB 
[Consolidated Case] 

THE BROOKS PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF SUBMISSION OF EXPERT REPORTS 

Pursuant to the Court’s Supplemental Pretrial Scheduling Order dated May 1, 2025 (Dkt. 

921), the Brooks Plaintiffs hereby submit the expert reports that it intends to affirmatively rely on 

and submit as evidence at the upcoming trial in the above-captioned matter, scheduled to 

commence on May 21, 2025.  The expert reports attached to this submission are as follows: 

• Attachment A:  Dr. Matt Barreto Expert Report, dated May 20, 2022

• Attachment B: Dr. Matt Barreto Rebuttal Expert Report, dated July 27, 2022

• Attachment C: Supplemental Dr. Matt Barreto Expert Report, dated March 31, 2025

• Attachment D:  Dr. Tye Rush Expert Report, dated March 31, 2025

• Attachment E:  Dr. Matt Barreto Rebuttal Expert Report, dated April 16, 2025
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Consistent with the Court’s Order, color copies of the above-referenced expert reports 

will be delivered to the chambers of each judge on or before May 8, 2025.   

The following expert reports were relied upon in the Preliminary Injunction Hearing and 

remain evidence the Brooks Plaintiffs rely upon for this Court's final judgment.   

• Matt Barreto Expert Report, dated November 24, 2021 (Ex. 7 - PI Hrg. Exhibits) 

• Dr. Jeronimo Cortina Expert Report, dated January 7, 2022 (ECF 158-1) 

• Matt Barreto Rebuttal Expert Report, dated January 19, 2022 (ECF 158-2) 

• Dr. Jeronimo Cortina Rebuttal Expert Report, dated January 19, 2022 (ECF 158-3) 
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Declaration of Dr. Matt A. Barreto 

1. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. section 1746, I, Matt Barreto, declare as follows: 

2. My name is Matt Barreto, and I am currently Professor of Political Science and Chicana/o 

Studies at the University of California, Los Angeles.  I was appointed Full Professor with 

tenure at UCLA in 2015.  Prior to that I was a tenured professor of Political Science at the 

University of Washington from 2005 to 2014.  At UCLA I am the faculty director of the Voting 

Rights Project in the Luskin School of Public Affairs and I teach a year-long course on the 

Voting Rights Act (VRA), focusing specifically on social science statistical analysis, 

demographics and voting patterns, and mapping analysis that are relevant in VRA expert 

reports. I have written expert reports and been qualified as an expert witness more than three 

dozen times in Federal and State voting rights and civil rights cases, including many times in 

the state of Texas.  I have published peer-reviewed, social science articles specifically about 

minority voting patterns, racially polarized voting, and have co-authored a software package 

(eiCompare) specifically for use in understanding racial voting patterns in VRA cases.  I have 

been retained as an expert consultant by counties across the state of Texas to advise them on 

racial voting patterns as they relate to VRA compliance during redistricting. As an expert 

witness in VRA lawsuits, I have testified dozens of times and my testimony has been relied on 

by courts to find in favor of both plaintiffs and defendants. 

3. I have also published books and articles specifically about the intersection of partisanship, 

ideology and racially polarized voting. My 2013 book, Change They Can’t Believe In was 

published by Princeton University Press and was about the inherent connectedness between 

partisanship and racial attitudes in America today, and won the American Political Science 

Association award for best book on the topic of racial and ethnic politics. 

4. I submitted an expert report in this matter in November 2021 and a rebuttal report in January 

2022, and gave expert testimony in this court in January 2022, which the court found reliable 

and credible.  I am continuing to rely on my earlier report and testimony in this case. 

5. In this portion of my expert analysis, I was asked to assess voting patterns across the state of 

Texas to determine if Hispanic and Anglo voters exhibit racially polarized voting. In some 

instances where large Black populations are present, I also examined Black voting patterns. 

6. I also reviewed Plan H2316 for the State House, Plan S2168 for the State Senate, Plan E2106 

for the State Board of Education, and Plan C2193 for U.S. Congress to determine what impact 

the adopted plans had on Hispanic opportunities to elect candidates of choice.  As part of this 

analysis, I reviewed alternative maps submitted by MALC and Brooks Plaintiffs that would 

allow minority voters to create and/or maintain opportunities to elect candidates of choice.  
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7. I obtained data from the Texas Legislative Council (TLC) and the Capitol Data Project for 

statewide election results by county and voter demographics by county.  I obtained district map 

data from the Texas Red Apple system and from Texas District Viewer. All data are available 

at the voting precinct (VTD) level and I have merged together the election returns with voter 

racial/ethnic demographics to create a standard dataset for analyzing voting patterns.  Race and 

population data were obtained from the U.S. Census 2010 and 2020 PL-94 Redistricting files, 

as well as Spanish Surname Registered Voters and Spanish Surname Turnout, which was 

obtained from TLC repository. 

I. Background Conclusions 

 

8. First, across the state of Texas, election results from 2014 to 2022 reveal a strong and 

consistent pattern of racially polarized voting.  This analysis was conducted across 18 regions 

and/or districts for 15 different primary and general elections, using two complimentary court-

approved ecological inference techniques, and relying on Census VAP data, Spanish Surname 

voter turnout data and Census Spanish-speaking household data.  The result was more than 700 

ecological inference models and in every single instance Hispanic voters were found to be 

strongly cohesive in their support for Hispanic preferred candidates.  Similarly, Black voters 

are strongly cohesive, and vote consistently with Hispanic voters. Last, the analysis reports 

Anglo voters uniformly bloc vote against Hispanic and Black candidates of choice. 

 

9. Second, Spanish-speaking language minorities, a group specifically protected by the VRA in 

Texas, face even more stark racial bloc voting vis-à-vis Anglos in regions with large Spanish-

speaking voter populations. Ecological inference estimates report statistically significant 

findings that precincts with high concentrations of Spanish-speaking, limited English proficient 

voters are very unified with 80% to 90% cohesiveness in support of Hispanic candidates of 

choice while Anglo voters bloc-vote against these same candidates.   

 

10. Third, the state of Texas racial and ethnic population demographics changed significantly over 

the last decade with Anglos declining from 46% of the state population in 2010 to 39% in 2020. 

At the same time, the Hispanic population grew by nearly 2 million and by 2020 surpassed 

Anglos as the largest racial or ethnic group in the state. Hispanic population growth alone 

accounted for 49.5% of the entire population growth in the state of Texas. 

 

11. Fourth, the State House map adopted by the Texas Legislature dilutes the Hispanic vote by 

eliminating currently performing districts that elect Hispanic candidates of choice.  Further, 

given the large increases in the Hispanic population, and the conclusive finding of racially 

polarized voting, the adopted map failed to draw additional Hispanic performing districts 

consistent with the Federal Voting Rights Act (VRA). The map further failed to reflect growth 

in African-American communities and dilutes the ability of African-Americans to elect 

candidates of choice. 
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12. Fifth, the U.S. Congressional map adopted by the Texas Legislature dilutes the Hispanic vote 

by eliminating currently performing districts that elect Hispanic candidates of choice.  And, 

like the State House map, the adopted Congressional map failed to draw additional Hispanic 

performing districts consistent with the Federal Voting Rights Act (VRA).  The map further 

failed to reflect growth in African-American communities and dilutes the ability of African-

Americans to elect candidates of choice. 

 

 

13. Sixth, the Texas State Board of Education map adopted by the Texas Legislature dilutes the 

Hispanic vote by reducing opportunities for Hispanic-majority performing districts, in 

particular in Harris County and in Central Texas.  Despite robust growth in the Hispanic 

population, and an opportunity to create a new majority-Hispanic CVAP district, the SBOE 

plan actually reduces opportunities for Hispanic candidates of choice. 

 

II. Statewide Population Growth and Enacted Map Characteristics 

 

14. I begin with a broader view of the entire state of Texas and how its population has changed and 

shifted over the past decade. Overall, Texas gained almost 4 million in population, however, 

these gains were uneven by geography and race/ethnicity. Specifically, the Anglo/White 

population experienced a 7 point drop in population share from 2010 to 2020 going from 46% 

of the state population to now just 39%.  In contrast, the Latino population grew by almost 2 

million, a 21% increase, and the Black population grew by 557,887, a 19% increase.  The 

Asian American population also grew by 65% adding over 600,000 new residents in the last 10 

years.  Thus, the entire population growth of almost 4 million occurred because of increases in 

non-Anglo populations, driven principally by the Hispanic population.  A districting scheme 

must take into account population shifts and draw boundaries around communities of interest, 

careful not to overly pack or crack minority communities.  

15. From a population growth perspective, the 1,980,797 increase in Hispanic residents should 

account for slightly more than 10 additional full state House districts, given a district size of 

194,303 people.  It is possible to draw 14 additional full state House districts that are greater 

than two-thirds Hispanic from this population growth alone. In fact, a floor amendment offered 

by Representative Rafael Anchia, Plan-H2249, demonstrates the ability to draw 43 Hispanic 

CVAP majority House districts, rather than the 30 drawn in the adopted map. Rather than 

seeing an increase in Hispanic-performing districts, the State House Plan H2316 overly packs 

Hispanics into existing districts, while also cracking the population so that it is narrowly too 

small to be able to elect candidates of choice. 

16. Similarly, the 1,980,797 increase in Hispanic residents should account for roughly two to three 

additional U.S. Congressional districts that could be entirely Hispanic, given a district size of 
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766,986 people.  Indeed, the reason Texas received two additional Congressional seats during 

apportionment is because of the Hispanic population growth.  The Hispanic population growth 

of nearly 2 million could similarly be drawn into almost four U.S. Congressional districts that 

are over two-thirds Hispanic and elect Hispanic candidates of choice.  

Table 1: Texas Population Change 2010 to 2020 by race/ethnicity 

 2020 2010 Change Pct 

Texas Statewide Total 29,145,505 25,145,558 3,999,947 16% 

Hispanic 

11,441,717 

(39.3%) 

9,460,920 

(37.6%) 

1,980,797 

(49.5%) 21% 

Anglo 

11,397,343 

(39.1%) 

11,584,597 

(46.1%) 

-187,254         

(-4.7%) -2% 

Black 

3,444,712 

(11.8%) 

2,886,825 

(11.5%) 

557,887 

(13.9%) 19% 

Asian 

1,561,518 

(5.4%) 

948,426 

(3.8%) 

613,092 

(15.3%) 65% 

All other/multi-racial 

1,300215 

(4.5%) 

264,790 

(1.1%) 

1,035,425 

(25.9%) 391% 

 

17. However, the State House and U.S. Congressional maps instead diluted the minority 

population, cracking it into multiple districts, combining it with conservative Anglo voters who 

bloc vote against minority candidates of choice, while also overly packing Hispanics into 

districts, creating what courts have called “wasted votes.”   
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18. This inequality is visible on the Congressional map in Districts 15 and 23.  District 15 is an 

existing performing district for Hispanic candidates of choice, however in the new map the 

district reduces Hispanic voting strength making this a toss-up district that is unlikely to 

perform for Hispanic candidates of choice in November 2022.  The second is district 23 which 

had formerly been a toss-up district, but despite robust Hispanic population growth in this 

region, the new map further reduces Hispanic voting strength and turns district 23 into a strong 

Anglo-performing district that will not elect candidates of choice.  This is despite Hispanic 

population growth that should have resulted in at least two additional Congressional seats as 

compared to the benchmark plan.  For example, it is clearly possible to create a new Hispanic 

performing district that complies with the VRA in the Houston/Harris County area, and a 

second Hispanic performing districts in the Dallas area. 

19. The State House maps similarly reduces Hispanic performing and opportunity districts as 

compared to the benchmark plan.  While the population growth should have yielded an 

additional 10 new Hispanic districts, the new map dilutes Hispanic and/or Hispanic and Black 

voting strength in districts 31, 37, 54, 76, 80, 90, 118, 145, 148. 

20. The State Board of Education map also fails to take into account Hispanic population growth, 

in particular in the Central Texas region where a Hispanic performing district can be drawn, 

however, the new map dilutes the Hispanic vote in district 3. Additionally, population growth 

should have yielded an additional Hispanic performing district in the Harris County area. 

Table 2: List of benchmark districts that diluted Hispanic vote - Demographics 

  Benchmark Map New Map 

District 
Latino 

CVAP 

Spanish 

Surname 

Reg 

Spanish 

Surname 

TO 

Latino 

CVAP 

Spanish 

Surname 

Reg 

Spanish 

Surname 

TO 

U.S. House District 23 63.6% 54.1% 47.8% 58.1% 49.2% 42.9% 

House District 31 77.3% 74.1% 68.7% 66.7% 63.9% 56.3% 

House District 37 85.7% 78.9% 74.1% 77.7% 70.5% 65.8% 

House District 54 20.3% 12.7% 11.2% 19.6% 12.8% 11.0% 

House District 76 86.9% 79.7% 80.1% 20.5% 15.3% 14.2% 

House District 80 85.7% 80.6% 76.5% 77.5% 73.3% 66.1% 

House District 90 58.0% 50.8% 48.1% 49.7% 41.8% 37.9% 

House District 118 67.5% 59.5% 55.7% 55.9% 47.6% 43.9% 
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House District 145 62.8% 53.9% 50.4% 54.4% 45.3% 39.3% 

House District 148 44.9% 36.1% 30.1% 39.4% 32.4% 28.9% 

SBOE District 3 67.9% 59.0% 56.0% 58.4% 48.8% 28.9% 

Table 3: List of benchmark districts that diluted Hispanic vote - Elections 

  Benchmark Map New Map 

District Trump Cornyn Abbott Trump Cornyn Abbott 

U.S. House District 15 48.5% 48.6% 47.5% 50.9% 50.8% 49.3% 

U.S. House District 23 50.2% 51.1% 52.9% 52.9% 54.0% 56.3% 

House District 31 56.1% 53.4% 51.7% 62.1% 59.9% 58.8% 

House District 37 40.9% 39.1% 40.3% 48.4% 48.1% 53.0% 

House District 54 49.0% 49.9% 54.5% 52.4% 53.4% 57.9% 

House District 76 24.7% 23.7% 22.6% 38.0% 39.6% 41.4% 

House District 80 45.8% 42.6% 41.2% 51.6% 49.7% 48.6% 

House District 90 26.3% 27.7% 24.6% 29.4% 31.2% 30.4% 

House District 118 42.4% 43.6% 45.9% 47.9% 49.1% 52.7% 

House District 145 34.5% 35.1% 33.1% 28.3% 30.8% 30.4% 

House District 148 32.6% 35.9% 37.1% 40.5% 41.7% 42.4% 

SBOE District 3 39.2% 39.9% 41.1% 43.4% 45.0% 47.6% 

 

III. Racially Polarized Voting Analysis 

 

21. I next examine whether voters of different racial/ethnic backgrounds tend to prefer different or 

similar candidates in a wide range of electoral settings. The phenomenon called racially 

polarized voting (RPV) is defined as voters of different racial or ethnic groups exhibiting 

different candidate preferences in an election. It means simply that voters of different groups 

are voting in polar opposite directions, rather than in a coalition. Voters may vote for their 

candidates of choice for a variety of reasons, and RPV analysis is agnostic as to why voters 

make decisions, instead RPV simply reports how voters are voting.  It measures the outcomes 
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of voting patterns and determines whether patterns track with the race/ethnicity demographics 

of neighborhoods, cities, and voting precincts. 

 

22. Issues related to minority vote dilution are especially consequential in the face of racially 

polarized voting.  In 1986, the Supreme Court issued a unanimous ruling (Thornburg v. 

Gingles) that redistricting plans cannot dilute minority voting strength by cracking their 

population into multiple districts, nor can they pack the population into too few districts.  In 

this decision, the Court established specific tests to determine if a redistricting plan violated the 

VRA, calling on a statistical analysis of voting patterns by race and ethnicity. The Gingles test 

concerns how minorities and Anglos vote, and whether they prefer the same, or different 

candidates.  Specifically, the Court asks if minority voters are cohesive? Do they generally tend 

to vote for a “candidate of choice”?  And next, the Court examines who the larger majority (or 

Anglo) voters prefer as their candidate.  Evidence of voting patterns differing by the race of 

voters was called “racially polarized voting” by the courts, to simply describe a finding in 

which voters of one racial group were voting in one direction, but voters of the other racial 

group were voting in the opposite direction, i.e., their patterns are polarized. 

 

23. In regions across Texas that have sizable populations of both Anglo and minority voters, 

ecological inference models point to a clear pattern of racially polarized voting.  Hispanic 

voters, but also Black and Asian American voters demonstrate unified and cohesive voting, 

siding for the same candidates of choice with high support.  In contrast, Anglo voters tend to 

bloc vote against minority candidates of choice.  Anglo bloc voting varies by degree and by 

region.  In some pockets of Austin and Dallas, Anglos evidence some cross-over voting in 

support of minority voters, creating the possibility of functional Hispanic-performing districts, 

or coalition districts in compliance with the VRA.  However, in most instances outside of these 

two cities, Anglo voters demonstrate considerable bloc voting against Hispanic candidates of 

choice, often voting in the exact opposite pattern of Hispanic and other minorities. 

 

24. It is important to acknowledge that not every election contest contains a minority-preferred 

candidate.  In some elections, voters are more or less agnostic about the candidates, while in 

other elections voters have deep preferences for their candidates of choice.  In Texas, most 

elections are partisan and candidates register and run for office most commonly as a Democrat 

or Republican. In these instances, partisan general elections are often understood by voters 

through a racial/ethnic lens. There is nothing in the Federal VRA which requires a voting 

analysis free of partisanship, or for experts to somehow “control for” the effects of partisanship. 

Even if voting patterns are influenced by partisanship, it is still evidence of racially polarized 

voting. Indeed, political science research has proven conclusively that racial animus and anti-

immigrant viewpoints influence partisanship among White voters1.  Thus, it is negative racial 

 
1Marc Hooghe and Ruth Dassonneville. 2018. "Explaining the Trump Vote: The Effect of Racist Resentment 

and Anti-Immigrant Sentiments" PS: Political Science & Politics , Volume 51 , Issue 3 , July 2018 , pp. 528 – 
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attitudes towards Blacks or Hispanics that often push White voters today into voting for 

Republican candidates in the first place, providing a clear link to racially polarized voting even 

when one considers partisanship.2 (For more on partisanship being intertwined with racial 

attitudes, see Section IV below, page 12) 

 

25. Several methods are available to assess the Gingles preconditions of minority cohesion and 

Anglo bloc voting.3 Ecological Inference (EI) “has been the benchmark in evaluating racial 

polarization in voting rights lawsuits and has been used widely in comparative politics research 

on group and ethnic voting patterns.”4 Two variations of EI that have emerged are referred to as 

King’s EI and EI: RxC. The two methods are closely related, and Professor Gary King, the 

creator of King’s EI,5 was a co-author and collaborator on the RxC method.6 Generally 

speaking, both methods take ecological data in the aggregate —such as precinct vote totals and 

racial demographics—and use Bayesian statistical methods to find voting patterns by 

regressing candidate choice against racial demographics within the aggregate precinct. Kings 

EI is sometimes referred to as the iterative approach, in that it runs an analysis of each 

 
534; Ashley Jardina. 2021. "In-Group Love and Out-Group Hate: White Racial Attitudes in Contemporary U.S. 

Elections" Political Behavior volume 43, pages 1535–1559 
2 Michael Tesler and David Sears. 2010. "President Obama and the Growing Polarization of Partisan 

Attachments by Racial Attitudes and Race." American Political Science Association Annual Conference. 

August.; Michael Tesler. 2012. "The Spillover of Racialization into Health Care: How President Obama 

Polarized Public Opinion by Racial Attitudes and Race" American Journal of Political Science. 56(3); Michael 

Tesler. 2013. "The Return of Old-Fashioned Racism to White Americans’ Partisan Preferences in the Early 

Obama Era" The Journal of Politics. 75(1); Caroline J. Tolbert, David P. Redlawsk and Kellen J. Gracey. 2018. 

"Racial attitudes and emotional responses to the 2016 Republican candidates." Journal of Elections, Public 

Opinion and Parties. 28 
3 For an approachable overview of this material, see Bruce M. Clarke & Robert Timothy Reagan, Federal 

Judicial Center, Redistricting Litigation: An Overview Of Legal, Statistical, and Case-Management Issues 

(2002). 

4 Loren Collingwood, Kassra Oskooii, Sergio Garcia Rios, and Matt Barreto, eiCompare Comparing Ecological 

Inference Estimates across El and EI:R x C, 8 R. J., 93 (2016); see also Abrajano et al., Using Experiments to 

Estimate Racially Polarized Voting, UC Davis Legal Studies Research Paper No. 419 (2015) (“ecological 

inference (EI)...[is] the standard statistical tool of vote-dilution litigation). Despite the method’s prominence, 

researchers have identified certain limitations on EI’s ability to reveal race-correlated voting patterns in 

jurisdictions with more than two racial groups and non-trivial residential integration. See D. James Greiner, Re-

Solidifying Racial Bloc Voting: Empirics and Legal Doctrine in the Melting Pot, 86 Indiana L. J. 447–497 

(2011); D. James Greiner & Kevin M Quinn, Exit Polling and Racial Bloc Voting: Combining Individual Level 

and Ecological Data, 4 Annals Applied Statistics, 1774–1796 (2010). Strategic calculations by potential 

candidates as well as interest groups and donors also skew EI data. Abrajano, Marisa A., Christopher S. 

Elmendorf, and Kevin M. Quinn, Racially Polarized Voting (2015); D. James Greiner, Causal Inference in Civil 

Rights Litigation, 122 Harv. L. Rev. 533, 533–598 (2008). 

5 See Gary King, A Solution to the Ecological Inference Problem Reconstructing Individual Behavior from 

Aggregate Data, Princeton University Press (1997). 

6 See Ori Rosen, Wenxin Jiang, Gary King, and Martin Tanner, Bayesian and frequentist inference for 

ecological inference: the R x C case, Statistica Neerlandica, vol. 55 at 134-46 (2001). 
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candidate and each racial group in iterations, whereas the RxC method allows multiple rows 

(candidates) and multiple columns (racial groups) to be estimated simultaneously in one model. 

In essence, both versions of EI operate as described above: by compiling data on the percentage 

of each racial group in a precinct and merging that with precinct-level vote choice from 

relevant election results.  

 

26. One popular software program that has been relied on by Federal Courts is eiCompare, which 

imports data and runs both King’s EI and RxC models and offers comparison diagnostics.7 

Collingwood, et al. (2016) have concluded that both EI and RxC produce similarly reliable 

regression estimates of vote choice.  The EI models are agnostic on what type of input data 

political scientists use for racial demographics. It can be Voting Age Population (VAP) data 

from the U.S. Census, it can be a Spanish surname analysis of registered voters, or it can be a 

BISG estimate of race of the voter file. If the analyst is well-trained and uses the software 

properly, the models will perform the same statistical analysis and produce reliable estimates 

about voter preference by race.  

 

27. To conduct analysis on a state as diverse as Texas I rely on three different types of racial/ethnic 

demographic data.  First, I used VAP data from the U.S. Census, downloaded for each voting 

precinct/VTD from the TLC website.  VAP data is useful for Anglo and Black racial estimates 

which are more difficult to derive from a surname analysis alone.  The second data source is 

Spanish surname turnout, downloaded for each voting precinct/VTD from the TLC website.  

Spanish surname lists can be used to flag Hispanic voters on the actual voter file, in this case, 

among those who actually turned out to vote in elections.  For all models, I relied on both VAP 

and Spanish surname voters to produce estimates, and in every instance the Spanish surname 

estimates closely replicated and matched the Hispanic VAP estimates.  The third source for 

voting estimates is U.S. Census ACS (16-20) data on Spanish speakers who are Limited 

English Proficient (LEP).  This data at the Census Block-Group level is matched to voting 

precincts/VTDs to identify the percent of voters who live in Spanish LEP areas and to 

determine their candidate choices. 

 

28. Across all elections analyzed there is a clear, consistent, and statistically significant finding of 

racially polarized voting.  Time and again, Hispanic voters in Texas are cohesive and vote for 

candidates of choice by a 2-to-1 or 3-to-1 margin, and always in contrast to Anglo voters who 

bloc-vote against Hispanic candidates of choice.  These voting patterns have been widely 

reported for at least three decades of voting rights litigation and Federal courts in Texas have 

routinely concluded that elections in Texas are racially polarized.  What’s more, this 

information is well-known to state legislators, state map drawers and demographers and expert 

consultants for the State of Texas.  In the more than 700 ecological inference statistical models 

 
7 Loren Collingwood, Kassra Oskooii, Sergio Garcia Rios, and Matt Barreto, eiCompare Comparing Ecological 

Inference Estimates across El and EI:R x C, 8 R J., 93 (2016). 
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I performed for this report, based on well-established social science published methodology, I 

conclude that across the 18 regions I analyzed, elections in Texas are defined by racially 

polarized voting.  

Table 4: Summary of Regions Analyzed 

Geography Elections Race data EI Total Models Result 

Bell 

County 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

Bexar 

County 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

Cameron 

County 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO, 

Spanish LEP 

King’s EI, 

RxC 

54 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

Central 

Texas 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

CD 6 14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

CD 15 14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO, 

Spanish LEP 

King’s EI, 

RxC 

54 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

CD 23 14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO, 

Spanish LEP 

King’s EI, 

RxC 

54 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

CD 24 14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

CD 25 14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO  King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

DFW 

Metro 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

Dallas 

County 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

Dallas-

Tarrant 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

El Paso 

region 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

Harris 

County 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

HD 118 14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

Nueces 

County 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

36 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

South 

Texas 

14G (2), 16G, 

18G (4), 20G (2) 

VAP, SSTO, 

Spanish LEP 

King’s EI, 

RxC 

54 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

Tarrant 

County 

18P (2), 20P (2), 

22P (2) 

VAP, SSTO King’s EI, 

RxC 

24 Statistically 

sig. RPV 

 

 

29. As we should expect, each region of Texas contains somewhat different voting patterns, 

however, all regions are characterized by some degree of racially polarized voting.  Even in 
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instances where the patterns are not so stark as to be in complete opposite directions, they still 

provide clear evidence of racially polarized voting.  For instance, if Hispanics are voting 60% – 

40% for their preferred candidate and Anglos are voting 40% – 60% against the Hispanic 

preferred candidate, this is still a finding of polarized voting in line with decades of court 

decisions.  Further, even if one or two election analyses are less conclusive, as political 

scientists our training informs us to look at the overall patterns and trends in the data to make 

conclusions with a reasonable degree of scientific certainty. In the case of elections in Texas, 

the statistical analyses point to an unmistakable pattern of racially polarized voting. 

 

30. Patterns of racially polarized voting were conclusive across the state of Texas including in Bell, 

Bexar, Cameron, Dallas, Nueces, DFW region (Dallas, Tarrant, Denton, Collin), Harris, 

Tarrant, Central Texas region (Hays, Blanco, Comal, Guadalupe, Caldwell) El Paso region (El 

Paso, Hudspeth, Culberson, Jeff Davis, Reeves, Presidio, Pecos, Brewster, Terrell) South Texas 

region (Webb, Duval, Jim Wells, Zapata, Jim Hogg, Brooks, Starr, Hidalgo, Maverick, Dimmit, 

La Salle, McMullen, Live Oak, Zavala, Frio, Atascosa), and within the new boundaries of U.S. 

House Districts 6, 15 and 23, 24, 25, State Senate Districts 9, 10 and 22, and State House 

District 118. 

 

31. In regions of Texas that have large Black and Hispanic populations we find clear and consistent 

evidence that the two minority groups vote cohesively, together, for like candidates of choice.  

In particular, the analysis reveals that Black and Hispanic voters are cohesive in Dallas, Harris, 

Tarrant and Bell counties, as well as within the greater DFW region (Dallas, Tarrant, Denton, 

Collin).  While less probative given low turnout, primary elections in DFW also support – and 

do not detract – from the overall evidence of minority cohesion. At the same time, Anglo voters 

in these geographies’ bloc-vote against minority candidates of choice. Anglo voters in U.S. 

House Districts 6, 24, and 25 bloc-vote such that Black and Hispanic voters can only elect 

preferred candidates in three, rather than four, congressional districts in the DFW region. 

 

32. Specifically looking at the region encompassing Senate District 10, Black and Hispanic voters 

demonstrate overwhelming political cohesion in SD10 and Tarrant County general elections. 

Here, primary elections are not as probative a source of information about political cohesion, 

given that neither group constitutes a majority and the relatively low voter turnout among 

minorities. But even when primary elections are added to the full analysis, the overall picture is 

clear cohesion among Black and Hispanic voters in SD10. Anglo voters in enacted SD10 bloc-

vote at high levels against the combined minority preferred candidates, and given reconstituted 

election results, will usually (or always) defeat the minority preferred candidates. 

 

33. It is also the case that Hispanic communities in Texas are considerably younger and have lower 

rates of citizenship, resulting in a smaller pool of eligible voters as compared to Anglos.  Due 

to a long history of discrimination and institutional policies related to voter registration, voter 
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identification laws, access to early voting and absentee-mail voting, Hispanics in Texas have 

lower rates of voter registration and lower rates of voter turnout.  The result is that map drawers 

in Texas, knowledgeable of these trends, dilute the Hispanic vote by creating districts in which 

Hispanic voters are not large enough in size to overcome the high degree of Anglo bloc-voting 

against their candidates of choice. 

 

34. While VAP data from the U.S. Census can provide reliable vote choice estimates by racial 

group, we can also examine Spanish Surname voters from data compiled by TLC.  In particular 

for groups that have lower rates of citizenship, registration or turnout, such as Hispanics in 

Texas, we can use data from the official voter rolls for actual people who voted to more 

precisely measure the percentage of Hispanics in a given voting precinct/VTD.  I have 

replicated all ecological inference analyses using Spanish Surname turnout for each respective 

election year to also provide vote choice estimates for Spanish Surname voters.  As the results 

make clear, Spanish Surname voters across all regions of Texas vote cohesively for Hispanic 

candidates of choice, and face bloc-voting against their candidates of choice by Anglo voters.  

In areas with large Black voting populations such as Bell, Dallas, Harris or Tarrant counties 

(among others), there is evidence of strong cohesiveness among Black and Spanish Surname 

voters. 

 

35. Beyond discrepancies by race or ethnicity, my analysis has identified clear patterns of cohesive 

voting by language minorities, who face even more significant gaps in polarized voting.  

Looking to pockets of Texas which have large Spanish-speaking voting populations, who are 

also limited English proficient (LEP) reveals that Spanish speaking voters are very unified and 

cohesive in their vote choice.  In instances where estimates of cohesiveness for Hispanic voters 

as a whole cohesiveness register 64% estimates of cohesiveness of Spanish-LEP voters are 20-

points higher at 84%.  In the 2020 presidential election in which much has been written about 

how the Hispanic vote in South Texas appeared to be less cohesive, Spanish-LEP voters in 

South Texas were just as unified and cohesive as ever, with an estimated 82% to 92% vote for 

Democrat Joe Biden.  Spanish-LEP voters, a group specifically protected by the Federal VRA 

demonstrate very high rates of cohesiveness and within the larger community they reside, 

Anglo voters demonstrate very high rates of bloc-voting against Spanish-LEP candidates of 

choice. 

 

36. Tarrant County has a large and growing Hispanic community and MALC plaintiffs’ 

demonstration maps make clear a majority-Hispanic CVAP district can be drawn which 

performs for Hispanic candidates of choice. Primary elections in Tarrant County are 

characterized by opposing candidate preferences between Anglos and Hispanics.  Hispanic 

voters regularly side with Hispanic candidates in Democratic primaries while Anglo voters 

routinely offer much lower levels of support for Hispanic-preferred candidates. 
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IV. Partisanship, Ideology and Racially Polarized Voting 

 

37. Racially polarized voting is well known and well documented as an indicator of discrimination 

and has been a hallmark statistical measured relied on by the courts in states and jurisdictions 

being challenged under the Federal VRA. But racially polarized voting does not occur in a 

vacuum. Social science research has documented extensively that the underlying catalysts 

triggering bloc voting are racial attitudes and stereotypes8 and courts have routinely relied on 

measures like these as evidence of discrimination in voting lawsuits.9 

 

38. In fact, extensive political science research has documented that measures of White racial 

attitudes have actually became more negative towards Blacks since 2008, and in turn, have 

become more intertwined with partisanship. Research by Crayton et al. (2013) reports more 

than a 10-point increase in the percent of Whites who agreed that “if Blacks would only try 

harder they could be just as well off as Whites” in 2008 following the election of Barack 

Obama. At the same time, the American National Election Study (ANES) has shown that in 

states such as Texas, White voters increasingly believe that Blacks, Hispanics, Asians and Jews 

have “too much influence in politics” and that Whites have too little influence.  Research 

documents these beliefs have now been solidified as guiding principles in party affiliation10.  

Specifically, Crayton et al. draw the link between racial attitudes and partisanship noting “One 

might be inclined to characterize these findings simply as the product of partisanship rather 

than racial bloc voting, but additional data refute any serious suggestion that ideology accounts 

for these changes.” To further investigate this relationship Crayton et al. examined racial 

attitudes, partisanship and voting patterns across all 50 states and dismissed the claim that 

racially polarized voting was nothing more than partisanship.  They conclude “party affiliation 

alone simply cannot account for this difference in states with roughly similar patterns of 

allegiance to Republican ideology.” 

 

39. Indeed, there is an abundance of published research in leading academic publications that finds 

racial animus and anti-immigrant attitudes are leading indicators of party affiliation among 

 
8 Edward G. Carmines & James A. Stimson, ISSUE EVOLUTION: RACE AND THE TRANSFORMATION 

OF AMERICAN POLITICS (Princeton Univ. Press 1989); Thomas B. Edsall & Mary D. Edsall, CHAIN 

REACTION: THE IMPACT OF RACE, RIGHTS, AND TAXES ON AMERICAN POLITICS (W.W. Norton 

1991); Michael W. Giles & Kaenan Hertz, Racial Threat and Partisan Identification, 88 Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 317 

(1994); Robert Huckfeldt & Carol Weitzel Kohfeld, RACE AND THE DECLINE OF CLASS IN AMERICAN 

POLITICS (Univ. of Illinois Press 1989); Martin Gilens, Paul M. Sniderman, & James H. Kuklinski, Affi 

rmative Action and the Politics of Realignment, 28 Brit. J. Pol. Sci. 159 (1998). 
9 See, e.g., Busbee v. Smith, 549 F. Supp. 494, 501 (D. D.C. 1982) (finding state reapportionment committee’s 

use of racially offensive terms to be probative of an intent to discriminate against Black voters). 
10 Christopher Parker and Matt Barreto. 2013. Change They Can’t Believe In: The Tea Party and Reactionary 

Politics in America. Princeton University Press. 
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Whites.11 Scholarly research has produced several significant findings showing that prejudice 

and discriminatory attitudes towards Blacks and Latinos persists and that it is one of the 

strongest predictors of party attachment among Whites.12 

 

40. Further, a preponderance of the scholarship concludes that harboring negative racial attitudes is 

the underlying mechanism responsible for producing racial bloc voting among Whites, against 

minority candidates for elected office. For example, in a large-scale study of racial attitudes and 

voting, Professor Keith Reeves finds that “a significant number of Whites harbor feelings of 

antipathy toward Black Americans as a categorical group – feelings and sentiments that are 

openly and routinely expressed…. And where such prejudices are excited….they constitute the 

critical linchpin in Black office-seekers’ success in garnering White votes.”13 Writing more 

than 10 years later about the 2008 presidential election, Michael Tesler and David Sears14 find 

the same pattern. Even after controlling for partisanship and ideology, they find “the most 

racially resentful were more than 70 percentage points more likely to support McCain in March 

2008 than were the least racially resentful.”  Tesler and Sears conclude that the Obama era 

unfortunately reshaped partisan affiliation in contemporary America almost entirely through the 

lens of racial attitudes. 

 

41. In what comes close to a consensus in published, empirical political science studies, scholarly 

work supports the finding that discriminatory attitudes and racial prejudice play a central role in 

driving White party identification, and this is especially strong in states such as Texas15. 

 

42. These findings comport with other existing research that has noted the pattern of polarized 

voting in national elections. The 2008 election of Barack Obama rekindled decades old 

research on racial attitudes, partisanship and voting patterns. Newer published research finds 

clear evidence that Barack Obama received less support in his presidential elections among 

 
11 Dana Ables Morales, Racial Attitudes and Partisan Identification in the United States, 1980-1992, 5 Party 

Politics 191 (1999); Nicholas A. Valentino & David O. Sears, Old Times There Are not Forgotten: Race and 

Partisan Realignment in the Contemporary South, 24 Am. J. Pol. Sci. 672 (2005). 
12 M. V. Hood & Seth C. McKee, Gerrymandering on Georgia’s Mind: The Effects of Redistricting on Vote 

Choice in the 2006 Midterm Election, 89 Soc. Sci. Q. 60 (2008); Richard Skinner & Philip Klinkner, Black, 

White, Brown and Cajun: The Racial Dynamics of the 2003 Louisiana Gubernatorial Election, The Forum 2 (1) 

(2004). 
13 Keith Reeves, VOTING HOPES OR FEARS? WHITE VOTERS, BLACK CANDIDATES & RACIAL 

POLITICS IN AMERICA 74 (Oxford Univ. Press 1997).  
14 Michael Tesler and David Sears, OBAMA’S RACE: THE 2008 ELECTION AND THE DREAM OF A 

POST-RACIAL AMERICA 61 (Univ. of Chicago Press 2010).  
15 Jonathan Knuckey, Racial Resentment and the Changing Partisanship of Southern Whites, 11 Party Politics 5 

(2005); Edward G. Carmines & James A. Stimson, ISSUE EVOLUTION: RACE AND THE 

TRANSFORMATION OF AMERICAN POLITICS (Princeton Univ Press) 
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White voters than John Kerry did in 2004 or Al Gore in 2000 as a direct result of racial 

prejudice and discriminatory attitudes.16  

 

43. In his analysis of the White vote for Obama in Southern states, Professor Ben Highton notes17, 

“at the state level, the influence of prejudice on voting was comparable to the influence of 

partisanship and ideology. Racial attitudes explain support for Obama and shifts in Democratic 

voting between 2004 and 2008.”  This finding is corroborated by Professor Spencer Piston’s 

individual-level analysis of voter attitudes and support for Barack Obama in Southern states, 

drawing a direct link between racial attitudes and voting, independent of partisanship18: 

“Negative stereotypes about Blacks significantly eroded White support for Barack Obama,” 

concluding that “White voters punished Obama for his race rather than his party affiliation.” 

 

44. Other research demonstrates that, recently, particularly after the election of Barack Obama, 

White American partisan preferences are increasingly the result of “old-fashioned racism.” In 

prior social science research, old-fashioned racism is, in part, conceived as a desire to maintain 

intimate social distance between the races. Published research by Tesler (2013) demonstrates 

that white Americans who oppose intra-racial dating are more likely to identify with the 

Republican party19. This correlation did not exist during the 1980s-early 2000s. But it 

manifested after the election of Barack Obama, the first Black president.  

 

45. While the Obama era certainly brought renewed attention to the link between partisanship and 

racial attitudes, scholars have been studying this phenomenon since the realignment of 

partisanship across the South. There is a plethora of research demonstrating that partisan 

sorting on the basis of ethno-racial group identification is a function of racial attitudes, 

specifically antipathy toward non-white groups among white Americans who have sorted into 

the Republican Party. A recent study from the American Economic Review20, the premier 

 
16 Michael S. Lewis-Beck, Charles Tien, & Richard Nadeau, Obama’s Missed Landslide: A Racial Cost?, 43 

Pol. Sci. & Politics 69 (2010); Todd Donavan, Obama and the White Vote, 63 Pol. Res. Q. 863 (2010); Anthony 

G. Greenwald, Colin Tucker Smith, N. Sriram, Yoav Bar-Anon, & Brian A. Nosek, Implicit Race Attitudes 

Predicted Vote in the 2008 U.S. Presidential Election, 9 Analysis of Soc. Issues & Pub. Pol.’y, 241 (2009); Tom 

Pyszczynski, Carl Henthorn, Matt Motyl, & Kristel Gerow, Is Obama the AntiChrist? Racial Priming, Extreme 

Criticisms of Barack Obama, and Attitudes Towards the 2008 U.S. Presidential Candidates, 46 J. of 

Experimental Soc. Psychol., 863 (2010) 
17 Ben Highton, Prejudice Rivals Partisanship and Ideology When Explaining the 2008 Presidential Vote across 

the States, 44 PS: Pol. Sci. & Politics 530 (2011).  
18 Spencer Piston, How Explicit Racial Prejudice Hurt Obama in the 2008 Election, 32 Pol. Behavior 431 

(2010). 
19 Tesler, Michael. "The return of old-fashioned racism to White Americans’ partisan preferences in the early 

Obama era." The Journal of Politics 75, no. 1 (2013): 110-123. 
20 Kuziemko, Ilyana, and Ebonya Washington. "Why did the Democrats lose the South? Bringing new data to an 

old debate." American Economic Review 108, no. 10 (2018): 2830-67. 
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journal in the field of economics, demonstrates that White Americans, particularly in states 

such as Texas, began to defect from the Democratic Party after the Democratic party became 

more strongly committed to Civil Rights (pinpointed as the moment President Kennedy 

addressed the nation that he was committed to implementing Civil Rights legislation in Spring 

1963). Research demonstrates White Americans in the southern states who were predisposed to 

leave the Democratic party in favor of the Republican party did so on the basis of racially 

conservative beliefs, defined in this particular paper as willingness to vote for a Black 

president, thus linking racial attitudes, partisanship and voting preference directly together.  

 

46. Perhaps the most conclusive causal evidence that racial attitudes are driving partisanship, and 

not merely conservative ideology comes from the detailed and comprehensive analysis 

presented by Kuziemko and Washington (2018). Importantly, this paper disentangles antipathy 

toward Black people from other factors that may motivate White Americans to support the 

Republican party and not be willing to vote for a Black president, such as conservative 

principles, support for reduced government intervention, and other policy preferences (e.g., 

being tough on the Russia). The overall effect is driven by White Americans in the southern 

states including Texas, showing that White Americans in the South relative to White 

Americans outside the South possess very similar attitudes on conservatism, outside the 

dimension of racial attitudes, such as economic and foreign policy.21 The findings also 

demonstrate that Democratic commitments to general civil rights in 1963 do not produce 

defections towards the Republican party among Southern whites, if they are unwilling to 

support a Jewish, Catholic, or Woman president, all other groups that were associated with 

liberal beliefs at the time. Instead, it is only among those who have negative racial attitudes or 

who are unwilling to support a Black president who leave the Democratic Party for the 

Republican Party. In their regression model, they statistically adjust for views towards Jewish, 

Catholic, or Female president and find that unwillingness to support a Black president is the 

single most critical factor determining defection from the Democratic party into the Republican 

party. 

 

47. More statistical evidence for this finding of the partisan shift in southern states like Texas has 

been published by Valentino and Sears (2005).22  In the years following the Civil Rights 

Movement, whites in the South became increasingly Republican over time. However, 

Valentino and Sears also prove that white Southerners who hold “symbolically racist” beliefs 

are more likely to identify with the Republican party over time.  That is, it was not just in the 

1960s and 1970s that things changed, but these attitudes stayed with people and continued to 

 
21 E.g. agreement that government should not guarantee jobs, agreement that government should help people get 

medicare care at low cost, agreement the government should not be able to fire suspected communists, keep 

soldiers abroad to fight communism, etc 
22 Valentino, Nicholas A., and David O. Sears. "Old times there are not forgotten: Race and partisan realignment 

in the contemporary South." American Journal of Political Science 49, no. 3 (2005): 672-688.  
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inform their partisan affiliation. In their detailed statistical analysis, the scholars rule out 

secular conservative principles outside of providing support for Black people by demonstrating 

that ideologically conservativism is not causing whites to become more Republican over time.  

Instead, conservative racial attitudes are directly linked to Republican affiliation. Therefore, 

although many Southern whites hold conservative principles, this is not their motivation for 

partisan switching, rather, the key motivation is their racial attitudes. 

 

48. The findings in political science are not limited to racial views towards Blacks, but increasingly 

today White partisanship is influenced by views towards Latinos and immigrants. Hajnal and 

Rivera (2014)23 conclude that negative views towards immigrants motivates defection from 

Democrats and toward the Republican party.  Likewise, more recent research published by 

Ostfeld (2019)24 demonstrates that when Democratic political elites make campaign appeals to 

Latinos, it results in partisan defections from the Democratic party toward the Republican party 

on part of white Americans.  

 

49. Perhaps most directly taking on the question of race and party are political scientists Sean 

Westwood and Erik Peterson in their 2020 published paper,25 “The inseparability of race and 

partisanship in the United States.”  The authors demonstrate that although partisanship and race 

are highly correlated with one another, white Americans’ viewpoints toward racial minority 

groups directly effects their attachment to either the Democratic or Republican Party, and vice 

versa. In other words, a negative evaluation of a Blacks or Hispanics translates into a negative 

evaluation of Democrats in general, and positive evaluation of Whites translates into positive 

evaluations of Republicans in general, and vice versa. They conclude that racial discrimination 

is intimately linked to partisan discrimination, and their research finds these two concepts to be 

“inseparable.” Indeed, how White Americans view or interact with Blacks and Latinos directly 

influences their views of political parties, as they write “out-race interactions rapidly spill into 

assessments of the other political party.” 

 

50. In Texas, the most critical elections to voters of color are often the general election when Black 

and Hispanic voters regularly vote together for similar candidates of choice.  These elections 

are critical because voters are deciding who to send to the State Capital or our Nation’s Capital 

to represent them in public policy debates. While candidates also face off in primary debates, in 

most instances minority voters can regularly elect their candidate of choice in a primary, given 

their electoral influence in a district. Indeed, when it is possible to create a majority-minority 

 
23 Hajnal, Zoltan, and Michael U. Rivera. "Immigration, Latinos, and white partisan politics: The new 

democratic defection." American Journal of Political Science 58, no. 4 (2014): 773-789. 
24 Ostfeld, Mara Cecilia. "The new white flight?: The effects of political appeals to Latinos on white democrats." 

Political Behavior 41, no. 3 (2019): 561-582. 
25 Westwood, Sean J., and Erik Peterson. "The inseparability of race and partisanship in the United States." 

Political Behavior (2020): 1-23. 
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performing district, the primary election becomes even less relevant, because a minority 

candidate of choice will almost certainly prevail if their group has a majority among primary 

voters. However, in some instances, jurisdictions intentionally create districts in which no 

racial group is a majority, even though creating a majority-minority is possible.  In these 

instances of diverse and mixed districts, coalitions can and do emerge.  In districts where no 

single racial group is large enough by themselves to determine who wins, there can be different 

candidates who emerge from different communities.  However, it is usually the case that even 

after a contested primary, minority voters form a very strong coalition in the November general 

election when voter turnout is much higher, and the stakes are much higher to select their 

ultimate representative for the State or Federal legislature. Primary elections are also not as 

probative a source of information about political cohesion, given the relatively low voter 

turnout and the skewed nature of the electorate. 

 

V. Performance Analysis of Different Districts 

 

51. As a result of the increase of nearly 2 million in the Hispanic population, Hispanic voters are 

easily large and geographically compact to form majority-Hispanic performing political 

districts at the State House, State Senate, U.S. House, and SBOE level.  However, even before 

this large growth in the Hispanic population between 2010 – 2020, the Hispanic community 

was already large enough in size and geographically compact enough by 2010 population 

standards to draw additional majority-Hispanic performing districts.  What the 2020 Census 

revealed was that, even despite the Federally acknowledged undercount of Texas Hispanics, 

there is no issue with Hispanic eligible voters being able to meet the Gingles first standard of 

being able to draw districts in almost every corner of the state with a noticeable Hispanic 

population.   

 

52. Looking closely at the adopted maps as compared to demonstration maps submitted by 

plaintiffs, it is clear that maps adopted by the State of Texas dilute the Hispanic and Black vote 

by creating numerous districts that do not perform for minority candidates of choice.  Given the 

large growth in the minority population and the more than 500,000 population decline in the 

Anglo population, Plaintiffs’ demonstration maps can remedy the dilution in the adopted maps 

and create additional districts that perform for Hispanic and Black candidates of choice. 

 

 

53. To assess district performance, I compiled election results constrained to the political 

boundaries of key State House, State Senate, SBOE and Congressional districts. Data were 

obtained from the State of Texas, TLC District Viewer and Red Apple platforms.  Reviewing 

demonstration plans submitted by Brooks and MALC plaintiffs, I conclude that several districts 

which perform for Black and Hispanic candidates of choice can be drawn. Examining prior 
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election results, sorted just for the precincts/VTDs within a given district, I conclude that the 

State of Texas has failed to create performing Hispanic, and Black + Hispanic districts. 

 

 

54. The MALC and/or Brooks demonstration plans show that: 

 

 

a. the Hispanic population is sufficiently large and geographically compact enough to 

form a majority of voters and elect its candidate of choice in a new Dallas County 

Congressional district; 

b. the Hispanic population is sufficiently large and geographically compact enough to 

form a majority of voters and elect its candidate of choice in a new Harris County 

Congressional district; 

c. the Hispanic population in a redrawn Congressional District 23 and a redrawn 

Congressional District 15 can be apportioned so as to provide it with a consistently 

equal opportunity to elect its candidate of choice as compared with the adopted plan, 

while drawing a large predominantly Hispanic population in Nueces County into a 

district which allows that population to vote for a successful Hispanic candidate of 

choice as opposed to being subsumed into the Anglo-performing Congressional District 

27; 

d. the Hispanic population is sufficiently large and geographically compact enough to 

form a majority of voters and elect the candidate of their choice in a new State Board of 

Education District in Harris County; 

e. it is possible to provide an opportunity for the sizeable Hispanic population in Central 

Texas to be part of a district in which it can vote for its candidate of choice, while 

making SBOE Districts 2 and 3 districts that consistently perform for the Hispanic 

candidate of choice as compared to the adopted map, which dilutes Hispanic voting 

strength in District 3; 

f. the Hispanic population is sufficiently large and geographically compact enough to 

form a majority of voters and elect its candidate of choice in an additional Texas House 

district in Central Texas; 

g. the Hispanic population is sufficiently large and geographically compact enough to 

form a majority of voters and elect its candidate of choice in an additional Texas House 

district in Harris County while maintaining the Hispanic voting strength in House 

Districts 145 and 148, unlike the adopted plan which draws no new Hispanic 

opportunity district and also significantly dilutes the Hispanic population in HDs 145 

and 148; 

h. it is possible to not overpopulate all of the majority Hispanic districts in Southwest 

Texas, and that by not doing so the Hispanic population is sufficiently large and 

geographically compact enough to elect its candidate of choice in seven districts along 
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the Southern Border as opposed to the only six performing Hispanic opportunity 

districts in the adopted plan; 

i. the Hispanic population is sufficiently large and geographically compact enough to 

form a majority of voters and elect its candidate of choice in a State House district 

wholly contained in Tarrant County; 

j. by maintaining the integrity of the Cameron County line as compared to the adopted 

plan, it is possible to draw two wholly contained Texas House districts in Cameron 

County in which the majority Hispanic population is able to consistently elect its 

candidate of choice in both districts 

 

55. Further, based on analysis of the newly adopted plans: 

a. White voters in enacted HD 54 and 55 bloc vote at high levels and reconstituted 

election results show they will usually (or always) defeat minority preferred candidates 

b. In the benchmark plan, Black and Latino voters were nearing the ability to elect their 

preferred candidates in HD54 

c. The minority population is sufficiently large and geographically compact enough to 

form a majority of voters and elect its candidate of choice in a state house district in 

Bell County; 

d. Latino voters were able to reliably elect candidate of choice in HD118 under benchmark 

plan. Only in two exceedingly low turnout special elections did Latino preferred 

candidate lose the HD118 race. 

e. Enacted plan reduced HD118's Latino CVAP by over 12% and HD118 will no longer 

reliably perform to allow Latino voters an opportunity to elect their preferred 

candidates.  

f. the Hispanic population is sufficiently large and geographically compact enough to 

form a majority of voters and elect its candidate of choice in a properly drawn HD118. 

 

56. My analysis and conclusions are based on Plans C2163, C2167, E2116, S2134, H2156, H2216, 

H2198, MALC-1 (Central Texas), MALC-2 (Harris), MALC-3 (South/West Texas), MALC-4 

(Cameron) which are provided contemporaneously herewith along with the other data and 

information in my file.  I will further provide testimony on minority performance in each of the 

enacted plans, the demonstration plans, as well as benchmark plans. I will offer testimony 

about the performance of districts in every plan submitted to the court, relying upon TLC R206 

reports.  TLC R206 reports are readily available to all experts and parties in this matter.  
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Table 5: Performance Analysis of State of Texas Adopted Districts 

 
 Gov 2014 Prez 2016 Sen 2018 Gov 2018 LtGov 2018 Prez 2020 Sen 2020 

District Davis Abbott Clinton Trump O'Rourke Cruz Valdez Abbott Collier Patrick Biden Trump Hegar Cornyn 

CD 6 29.7 68.5 32.5 63.7 37.7 61.5 32.9 65.5 36.8 61.1 37.4 61.3 35.5 62.1 

CD 15 48.7 49.0 54.7 41.5 55.5 43.8 49.5 49.3 54.1 43.9 48.1 50.9 46.1 50.8 

CD 23 38.5 59.6 45.5 49.5 48.7 50.5 42.2 56.3 46.1 51.6 45.8 52.9 43.2 54.0 

CD 24 30.4 68.0 35.4 59.3 42.3 56.9 34.0 64.0 39.3 58.2 43.0 55.4 38.3 59.4 

CD 25 29.9 68.2 29.5 66.3 34.7 64.5 29.9 68.5 33.7 64.2 33.7 64.9 31.8 65.7 

CD 27 35.2 62.5 37.2 58.5 39.7 59.6 33.7 65.0 38.9 59.1 38.1 60.5 36.6 60.9 

CD 38 26.7 71.8 34.2 60.9 39.4 59.8 33.0 65.4 37.9 60.2 40.2 58.4 36.6 61.2 

                              

HD 17 34.0 63.1 32.2 63.0 37.2 61.9 32.2 65.9 36.5 60.9 35.7 62.7 34.9 62.7 

HD 31 46.2 51.8 47.1 50.4 46.0 53.3 40.2 58.8 45.1 53.0 37.1 62.1 37.3 59.9 

HD 37 45.0 52.6 54.6 42.4 53.8 45.6 45.8 53.0 51.3 46.2 50.6 48.4 49.6 48.1 

HD 54 34.3 64.1 41.3 53.1 45.3 54.0 40.5 57.9 43.4 54.2 45.5 52.4 43.8 53.4 

HD 55 31.5 66.6 37.9 55.4 43.6 55.5 37.9 60.3 41.2 56.3 43.9 53.8 42.2 55.2 

HD 80 52.6 45.2 56.3 40.6 55.9 43.2 50.3 48.6 54.8 43.0 47.3 51.6 47.1 49.7 

HD 118 42.9 55.0 47.1 47.6 52.0 47.0 45.6 52.7 48.9 48.9 50.6 47.9 47.9 49.1 

                              

SBOE 2 47.8 49.8 53.9 42.3 54.6 44.7 47.8 51.0 53.0 44.9 49.4 49.4 47.6 49.3 

SBOE 3 48.8 49.4 53.2 41.8 57.5 41.6 50.8 47.6 54.7 43.1 55.1 43.4 52.2 45.0 

SBOE 6 30.9 67.5 38.1 56.8 43.8 55.4 37.7 60.7 41.9 56.2 43.5 55.0 40.3 57.4 
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Table 6: Demographic Composition of State of Texas Adopted Districts 

 
 CVAP Reg Vote 

District Hispanic Black Anglo SSVR SSTO 

CD 6 21.3 15.4 59.3 15.7 12.9 

CD 15 74.5 1.5 22.3 67.3 61.9 

CD 23 58.1 4.2 34.6 49.2 42.9 

CD 24 11.9 7.0 73.2 8.4 7.7 

CD 25 15.3 11.7 69.0 10.5 8.7 

CD 27 49.2 4.9 43.8 40.5 34.5 

CD 38 18.6 10.3 61.5 13.2 12.1 

            

HD 17 26.7 8.9 62.5 19.7 15.6 

HD 31 66.7 1.9 30.6 63.9 56.3 

HD 37 77.7 0.8 20.1 70.5 65.8 

HD 54 19.6 26.5 47.6 12.8 11.0 

HD 55 21.5 20.4 53.8 13.7 11.8 

HD 80 77.5 1.2 20.5 73.3 66.1 

HD 118 55.9 6.3 35.0 47.6 43.9 

            

SBOE 2 72.0 2.5 23.9 65.6 59.5 

SBOE 3 58.4 7.8 31.2 49.7 44.5 

SBOE 6 20.7 12.3 58.6 15.1 13.3 

 

57. Finally, I considered population changes in Senate District 10 as drawn in the benchmark plan, 

which the court was open to hearing more detailed calculations and evidence about in its 

previous ruling in this matter. The results of the 2020 Census revealed that the White, non-

Hispanic population is declining at a faster rate than the annual Census American Community 

Survey (ACS) had estimated and at the same time, the Hispanic population is growing at a 

faster rate than anticipated. This was also found to be the case in Tarrant County, Texas where 

the Anglo population actually dropped by more than 30,000 from 2010 to 2020, while the non-

white population increased by over 330,000 during the same 10-year period.  However, the 

annual ACS had been under-sampling minorities, and over-sampling Anglos and so the annual 

population projections for Tarrant were consistently over-estimating true Anglo population. 

While the ACS was picking up an annual decline in the Anglo population, Tarrant was 

estimated to be losing about 3,000 Anglos per year.  However, when the 2020 decennial Census 

numbers were posted as an official count, the 2020 Anglo population for Tarrant was 44,405 

lower than the 2019 Anglo population in the ACS only one year earlier.  Statisticians and 

demographers agree that it is not probable that 44,000 Anglo suddenly left in one year, but 

rather that the annual estimates from the 2% sample were over-reporting the Anglo population.  

Armed with the 2010 and 2020 numbers from the official decennial Census full household 

counts, it is possible to adjust the individual yearly estimates from 2011 to 2019, as well as 

more accurately forecast linear trends for 2021 and 2022.  These methods are well-known and 
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have been widely published in social science literature, often times by Census Bureau 

statisticians and demographers themselves.  

 

58. Given the large-scale decline in the Anglo population in Tarrant registered in the 2020 Census, 

we can use this information to apply a simple linear forecast of the total population, voting-age 

population (VAP), and citizen voting-age population (CVAP) by race and ethnicity.  To do this, 

I downloaded yearly CVAP estimates for the SD10-specific geography by race and ethnicity 

for each year from 2008 to 2019 and created an expected linear forecast for 2020.  I then 

compared the total population forecast for 2020 to the actual true population count in 2020 

reported by the decennial Census.  As noted, the Anglo population declined faster than the 

annual ACS surveys had estimated, as noted in the visible drop in the Anglo population in 

Figure 1 in 2020.  Using statistical and demographic forecast models relied on by social 

scientists and the Census itself, I adjusted the forecast to account for the drop in Anglos to fit a 

smoothed forecast line to the period from 2008 to 2022.  Relying heavily on the official count 

from the 2020 Census, it is clear that SD10 is now majority-minority CVAP, and likely passed 

this threshold in early 2020.  By 2022, SD10 is now expected to be 52.8% non-White CVAP 

and 47.2% white-alone, non-Hispanic CVAP (see Figure 2). 

 

Figure 1 
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Figure 2 

 

59. In preparing this report there were some data that was not yet produced, or readily available by 

Defendants, and as more data does become available, or new elections results are posted, I will 

provide additional data and analysis of population statistics and election results to supplement 

this report.  

 

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

knowledge. 

 

 

May 20, 2022    ________________________________ 

      Dr. Matt A. Barreto 

Agoura Hills, California 
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Appendix A: Racially Polarized Voting Tables 

 

Bell County Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo 

2014 Abbott 20.8 0.7 98.7 15.6 9.2 92.6 

Gov Davis 75.1 99.1 1.0 84.4 89.5 6.7 

          
2014 Cornyn 21.8 0.3 98.9 17.1 10.6 95.5 

Sen Alameel 69.9 98.9 0.9 82.9 86.9 3.6 

          
2016 Trump 5.8 0.1 96.5 20.7 6.3 93.6 

Prez Clinton 87.8 99.2 1.0 75.8 90.3 4.5 

          
2018 Paxton 18.5 1.3 96.8 15.7 6.8 95.1 

Att Gen Nelson 81.3 98.1 3.2 84.3 93.3 4.9 

          
2018 Abbott 15.9 0.5 99.1 30.0 6.3 96.6 

Gov Valdez 84.0 99.2 1.0 70.0 93.7 3.5 

          
2018 Patrick 7.7 0.0 96.3 30.9 9.6 87.5 

Lt Gov Collier 86.0 99.4 2.0 67.0 88.6 11.8 

          
2018 Cruz 35.4 0.7 96.3 14.1 5.9 94.9 

Sen O'Rourke 65.0 99.5 3.8 86.0 94.1 5.1 

          
2020 Trump 20.2 1.1 95.6 40.6 10.5 80.6 

Prez Biden 77.4 100.0 2.8 57.9 88.0 18.8 

          
2020 Cornyn 23.6 0.7 97.2 37.1 9.2 84.9 

Sen Hegar 84.7 99.8 1.6 61.2 89.1 14.5 
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Bexar County Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo 

2014 Abbott 18.8 86.0 27.5 83.4 

Gov Davis 78.3 13.3 71.4 15.5 

        
2014 Cornyn 26.9 91.9 25.1 88.5 

Sen Alameel 68.4 6.4 68.5 9.9 

        
2016 Trump 13.3 84.0 17.4 84.1 

Prez Clinton 84.3 12.5 78.1 13.5 

        
2018 Paxton 13.5 82.5 18.7 77.8 

Att Gen Nelson 85.5 16.4 79.3 21.1 

        
2018 Abbott 17.1 85.6 28.1 80.2 

Gov Valdez 81.4 13.3 71.2 18.8 

        
2018 Patrick 15.0 82.4 22.2 78.4 

Lt Gov Collier 83.8 16.3 76.2 20.6 

        
2018 Cruz 13.5 82.5 27.1 62.9 

Sen O'Rourke 86.0 17.3 72.5 36.5 

        
2020 Trump 19.2 77.8 26.0 69.4 

Prez Biden 80.3 20.6 73.1 29.8 

        
2020 Cornyn 19.1 82.8 24.6 77.6 

Sen Hegar 76.0 17.2 72.2 21.4 
 

  

Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB     Document 928-1     Filed 05/02/25     Page 26 of 42



p 27 

Cameron County Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC EI RxC King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo SSTO SSTO Spanish LEP Spanish LEP 

2014 Abbott 32.3 99.8 34.7 86.9 20.8 20.5  2.2 9.8 

Gov Davis 64.8 0.5 63.5 10.3 79.1 79.5  99.1 90.2 

             
2014 Cornyn 36.4 88.0 33.8 98.9 23.3 23.3  0.6 12.3 

Sen Alameel 57.4 6.6 58.6 1.9 76.6 76.7  98.1 87.7 

             
2016 Trump 22.0 95.5 24.2 87.2 14.1 13.7  0.1 11.8 

Prez Clinton 74.3 3.9 73.5 8.2 85.9 86.2  99.8 88.2 

             
2018 Paxton 25.1 94.5 27.3 87.1 18.0 17.2  2.9 11.4 

Att Gen Nelson 71.1 4.5 70.2 9.3 81.9 82.8  98.5 88.6 

             
2018 Abbott 35.7 95.6 39.6 77.1 28.5 28.1 1.0 12.3 

Gov Valdez 62.7 3.6 59.8 20.6 71.6 71.8 98.4 80.3 

             
2018 Patrick 27.7 94.8 29.9 88.1 20.6 19.6  0.1 11.8 

Lt Gov Collier 69.0 4.0 68.2 8.4 79.4 80.4  99.2 88.2 

             
2018 Cruz 26.9 94.5 28.7 88.1 19.2 18.3 0.9 10.6 

Sen O'Rourke 72.3 5.3 71.3 11.9 80.7 81.6 98.5 85.8 

             
2020 Trump 36.3 86.9 39.9 64.8 33.8 32.6 0.8 14.0 

Prez Biden 62.6 12.7 59.6 33.6 65.9 67.5 99.6 86.0 

             
2020 Cornyn 34.0 91.8 36.0 82.4 31.3 30.5  0.3 13.2 

Sen Hegar 62.5 9.1 61.5 15.0 68.6 69.4  99.0 86.7 
 

*SSTO = Spanish Surname Turnout (actual voters)  
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Central Texas Region* Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo 

2014 Abbott 28.9 91.8 28.8 93.5 

Gov Davis 68.3 7.8 69.1 5.0 

        
2014 Cornyn 29.2 94.0 29.5 92.5 

Sen Alameel 65.1 3.8 63.8 6.4 

        
2016 Trump 23.5 80.3 33.2 79.1 

Prez Clinton 71.0 14.5 61.5 19.4 

        
2018 Paxton 22.0 78.2 24.7 78.5 

Att Gen Nelson 78.0 21.7 75.3 21.5 

        
2018 Abbott 28.5 81.8 33.1 81.9 

Gov Valdez 71.7 18.2 66.9 18.1 

        
2018 Patrick 20.7 78.3 36.5 72.9 

Lt Gov Collier 77.3 18.8 62.2 26.5 

        
2018 Cruz 23.3 77.2 24.5 77.8 

Sen O'Rourke 76.9 23.0 75.5 22.3 

        
2020 Trump 26.3 77.2 28.8 77.4 

Prez Biden 74.0 23.2 71.2 22.6 

        
2020 Cornyn 24.7 78.5 37.8 74.7 

Sen Hegar 71.9 19.6 60.7 24.7 
 

*Central Texas Region Counties: Hays, Blanco, Comal, Guadalupe, Caldwell 
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Congressional District 6 Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo 

2014 Abbott 35.2 16.9 93.8 43.8 17.4 93.9 

Gov Davis 64.7 83.2 7.2 56.2 82.6 6.2 

          

2014 Cornyn 40.2 19.0 88.0 38.1 20.3 88.9 

Sen Alameel 59.7 80.7 12.0 61.9 79.7 11.1 

          

2016 Trump 26.7 18.1 94.2 32.0 17.3 94.8 

Prez Clinton 73.5 82.2 5.8 68.0 82.8 5.2 

          

2018 Paxton 20.5 13.6 91.7 25.4 11.8 92.0 

Att Gen Nelson 79.7 86.3 8.1 74.6 88.2 8.0 

          

2018 Abbott 27.8 14.3 95.1 33.3 14.7 95.4 

Gov Valdez 72.2 85.9 5.0 66.7 85.3 4.7 

          

2018 Patrick 22.2 12.8 92.0 27.5 11.0 91.9 

Lt Gov Collier 78.1 87.2 8.1 72.5 89.0 8.1 

          

2018 Cruz 21.0 13.4 91.6 24.2 11.7 92.6 

Sen O'Rourke 78.7 86.6 8.4 75.8 88.3 7.4 

          

2020 Trump 22.2 14.1 91.4 27.2 11.7 91.7 

Prez Biden 78.1 85.5 8.6 72.8 88.3 8.3 

          

2020 Cornyn 23.5 14.3 93.0 29.1 12.3 93.2 

Sen Hegar 76.8 85.7 7.2 70.9 87.7 6.8 
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Congressional District 15 Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC EI RxC King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo SSTO SSTO Spanish LEP Spanish LEP 

2014 Abbott 28.8 91.7 28.8 94.2 19.6 19.7    
Gov Davis 68.3 7.8 69.1 4.2 77.6 77.5    

             
2014 Cornyn 29.1 93.8 29.4 92.5 20.4 20.3    
Sen Alameel 65.1 3.9 63.9 6.3 79.6 79.6    

             
2016 Trump 22.0 93.5 22.5 92.0 15.5 15.4    
Prez Clinton 73.5 3.8 74.1 5.8 84.4 84.6    

             
2018 Paxton 23.8 90.2 24.1 88.4 16.5 16.2    
Att Gen Nelson 74.0 7.9 74.4 10.1 83.4 83.8    

             
2018 Abbott 31.7 92.1 32.1 90.0 24.8 24.2 8.6 5.7 

Gov Valdez 66.8 7.5 67.3 9.0 75.2 75.8 90.3 89.5 

             
2018 Patrick 25.1 91.5 25.7 92.6 17.9 17.6    
Lt Gov Collier 72.7 7.9 72.9 6.1 81.9 82.4    

             
2018 Cruz 25.1 90.8 27.5 81.7 17.6 17.3 4.8 5.5 

Sen O'Rourke 74.1 9.0 72.1 17.4 82.3 82.7 91.6 92.0 

             
2020 Trump 35.8 90.4 37.0 85.4 32.0 31.4 7.0 17.9 

Prez Biden 63.1 8.6 62.4 13.4 68.0 68.6 92.9 77.7 

             
2020 Cornyn 34.7 92.5 35.3 87.4 31.0 30.8    
Sen Hegar 61.2 5.3 60.9 11.2 68.9 69.2    
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Congressional District 23 Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC EI RxC King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo SSTO SSTO Spanish LEP Spanish LEP 

2014 Abbott 31.5 91.6 35.7 91.0 17.1 17.9    
Gov Davis 65.6 7.5 62.6 7.7 80.1 79.0    

             
2014 Cornyn 34.8 93.5 33.6 92.0 19.2 18.6    
Sen Alameel 59.8 4.3 59.6 6.1 80.9 81.4    

             
2016 Trump 22.9 89.6 26.3 89.7 15.0 15.1    
Prez Clinton 73.0 7.4 71.0 7.7 85.0 84.9    

             
2018 Paxton 24.5 86.9 28.8 87.5 15.4 15.6    
Att Gen Nelson 72.6 12.3 69.4 10.9 83.5 84.4    

             
2018 Abbott 31.4 89.1 36.8 87.1 21.6 22.5 17.0 4.6 

Gov Valdez 67.2 10.0 62.5 11.9 78.4 77.5 83.5 89.9 

             
2018 Patrick 25.9 86.9 30.8 87.5 16.5 17.4    
Lt Gov Collier 71.7 12.0 67.8 11.3 83.5 82.6    

             
2018 Cruz 25.4 87.1 31.6 76.7 15.9 15.9 20.6 7.4 

Sen O'Rourke 73.7 12.4 67.9 22.7 84.3 84.1 80.3 88.9 

             
2020 Trump 34.1 84.2 39.0 79.2 28.2 32.3 19.5 12.0 

Prez Biden 64.7 15.1 60.3 19.9 72.7 67.6 76.9 82.0 

             
2020 Cornyn 32.5 86.8 37.8 84.3 27.2 30.5    
Sen Hegar 63.4 12.6 59.7 14.5 72.9 69.5    
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Congressional District 24 Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo 

2014 Abbott 31.0 17.8 78.6 29.5 18.6 77.4 

Gov Davis 69.1 81.8 21.3 70.5 81.4 22.6 

          

2014 Cornyn 25.6 21.2 86.7 30.7 18.5 82.4 

Sen Alameel 74.7 79.3 13.4 69.3 81.5 17.6 

          

2016 Trump 27.4 13.4 71.1 37.9 16.1 71.2 

Prez Clinton 72.2 87.1 29.0 62.1 84.0 28.8 

          

2018 Paxton 20.3 6.8 68.6 29.9 11.1 67.9 

Att Gen Nelson 79.6 93.3 31.5 70.1 88.9 32.1 

          

2018 Abbott 20.1 7.0 77.4 31.1 9.6 76.9 

Gov Valdez 80.0 93.1 22.7 68.9 90.4 23.1 

          

2018 Patrick 21.5 7.0 69.8 32.7 7.8 69.3 

Lt Gov Collier 78.5 93.2 30.3 67.4 92.2 30.7 

          

2018 Cruz 20.5 5.0 67.4 28.6 10.6 66.8 

Sen O'Rourke 79.7 94.9 32.5 71.4 89.4 33.2 

          

2020 Trump 21.1 10.9 65.1 33.3 11.3 64.7 

Prez Biden 78.9 89.1 34.8 66.7 88.7 35.3 

          

2020 Cornyn 20.1 10.3 72.2 30.9 9.9 71.3 

Sen Hegar 80.1 89.9 27.7 69.1 90.1 28.7 
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Congressional District 25 Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo 

2014 Abbott 27.9 11.4 90.2 33.2 6.6 89.0 

Gov Davis 71.8 88.7 9.8 66.8 93.4 11.1 

          

2014 Cornyn 33.3 11.0 93.6 41.2 7.0 92.3 

Sen Alameel 66.6 89.0 6.4 58.8 93.0 7.7 

          

2016 Trump 30.1 10.9 91.3 24.1 5.0 91.6 

Prez Clinton 70.3 89.3 8.7 75.9 95.0 8.4 

          

2018 Paxton 23.7 8.3 87.2 17.7 4.4 87.6 

Att Gen Nelson 76.4 91.9 12.9 82.3 95.6 12.4 

          

2018 Abbott 31.8 8.4 91.6 25.5 4.7 91.8 

Gov Valdez 69.1 91.8 8.4 74.5 95.4 8.2 

          

2018 Patrick 22.0 7.1 87.8 19.7 4.0 87.7 

Lt Gov Collier 78.2 92.7 12.1 80.3 96.1 12.3 

          

2018 Cruz 25.8 9.2 86.7 17.1 4.0 87.6 

Sen O'Rourke 74.0 90.7 13.3 82.9 96.0 12.5 

          

2020 Trump 29.3 8.8 87.2 22.4 4.6 87.3 

Prez Biden 71.2 91.3 12.8 77.6 95.5 12.7 

          

2020 Cornyn 30.8 8.2 89.1 23.7 4.6 89.1 

Sen Hegar 69.5 91.8 11.0 76.3 95.4 10.9 
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Dallas County Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC EI Rxc 

    Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo SSTO SSTO 

2014 Abbott 23.2 5.0 75.0 33.1 5.5 68.7 21.9 21.9 

Gov Davis 74.3 93.0 23.9 65.8 93.4 30.5 74.0 67.7 

          
  

2014 Cornyn 35.1 2.4 77.9 24.9 5.5 79.2 22.0 24.5 

Sen Alameel 61.4 95.6 20.5 70.0 93.3 18.3 78.1 75.5 

          
  

2016 Trump 17.3 6.4 68.0 22.1 1.9 64.2 11.5 10.9 

Prez Clinton 80.0 93.1 26.8 75.3 96.6 33.3 88.5 89.0 

          
  

2018 Paxton 16.5 6.2 66.4 17.7 2.7 63.4 9.5 9.7 

Att Gen Nelson 83.4 94.8 33.7 82.3 97.3 36.6 90.5 90.3 

          
  

2018 Abbott 17.1 6.7 74.6 23.2 4.9 68.3 10.4 9.1 

Gov Valdez 81.1 92.4 23.6 75.6 93.1 30.9 89.8 90.9 

          
  

2018 Patrick 16.7 6.2 67.4 21.2 2.0 61.8 11.0 10.7 

Lt Gov Collier 81.3 93.3 30.8 77.4 96.3 37.3 89.0 89.3 

          
  

2018 Cruz 16.1 6.0 65.3 16.4 2.6 62.6 8.6 8.7 

Sen O'Rourke 83.9 94.0 34.7 83.6 97.4 37.4 91.4 91.2 

          
  

2020 Trump 21.1 4.8 61.5 24.0 3.3 55.6 17.4 18.6 

Prez Biden 77.1 95.2 37.2 74.9 95.7 43.8 82.4 81.4 

          
  

2020 Cornyn 19.7 4.8 69.1 22.2 1.3 64.7 17.2 17.2 

Sen Hegar 75.7 95.1 30.1 74.1 96.1 34.6 82.9 82.7 
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p 35 

Dallas County – Tarrant County Combined Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo 

2014 Abbott 20.9 7.4 81.2 30.1 5.5 77.0 

Gov Davis 77.3 91.6 17.6 68.5 93.4 22.4 

          
2014 Cornyn 32.3 2.1 84.6 21.9 7.6 84.6 

Sen Alameel 64.2 95.5 14.1 73.2 91.0 13.3 

          
2016 Trump 15.0 7.5 77.8 19.6 1.9 76.2 

Prez Clinton 82.8 91.6 17.7 77.3 96.4 21.9 

          
2018 Paxton 14.7 7.8 76.1 15.9 2.3 73.9 

Att Gen Nelson 85.3 92.2 23.9 84.1 97.7 26.1 

          
2018 Abbott 16.1 8.5 82.4 20.5 3.7 80.6 

Gov Valdez 83.9 91.5 17.5 79.5 96.3 19.4 

          
2018 Patrick 15.0 7.7 77.0 19.4 1.8 71.2 

Lt Gov Collier 83.6 91.9 20.5 79.1 96.3 28.0 

          
2018 Cruz 13.8 7.0 75.6 24.5 10.0 60.6 

Sen O'Rourke 85.6 92.9 23.5 75.0 89.3 39.0 

          
2020 Trump 17.1 6.8 73.4 23.1 3.7 65.1 

Prez Biden 81.3 93.0 25.1 75.7 95.2 34.4 

          
2020 Cornyn 16.7 7.0 78.7 21.1 1.1 72.7 

Sen Hegar 80.0 92.5 20.2 74.9 96.3 26.6 
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Dallas Ft. Worth Region* Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo 

2014 Abbott 21.4 8.4 81.7 30.2 3.9 82.4 

Gov Davis 78.6 91.5 18.3 69.8 96.1 17.6 

          
2014 Cornyn 24.5 9.0 85.8 35.3 4.7 87.3 

Sen Alameel 75.4 91.1 14.1 64.7 95.3 12.7 

          
2016 Trump 16.4 8.3 77.0 21.6 3.1 77.2 

Prez Clinton 83.6 91.7 23.0 78.4 96.9 22.8 

          
2018 Paxton 14.9 7.8 71.7 18.1 2.5 71.9 

Att Gen Nelson 85.0 92.2 28.2 81.9 97.5 28.1 

          
2018 Abbott 16.6 8.5 79.0 22.9 4.1 78.6 

Gov Valdez 83.6 91.5 20.9 77.1 95.9 21.4 

          
2018 Patrick 15.7 8.0 72.9 19.8 2.7 72.9 

Lt Gov Collier 84.3 92.0 27.1 80.2 97.4 27.1 

          
2018 Cruz 14.4 7.2 70.3 17.1 2.4 70.5 

Sen O'Rourke 85.7 92.8 29.7 83.0 97.6 29.5 

          
2020 Trump 17.8 6.8 68.9 23.2 2.4 68.9 

Prez Biden 82.3 93.2 31.1 76.8 97.7 31.1 

          
2020 Cornyn 17.9 7.3 74.0 24.4 2.5 73.7 

Sen Hegar 82.1 92.8 26.0 75.6 97.5 26.3 
 

*Dallas Ft. Worth Region = Dallas, Tarrant, Denton, Collin counties 
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p 37 

El Paso Region* Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo 

2014 Abbott 26.3 86.3 27.8 84.0 

Gov Davis 71.1 12.4 70.8 13.6 

        
2014 Cornyn 29.8 83.1 28.4 86.4 

Sen Alameel 64.3 11.6 64.4 10.7 

        
2016 Trump 13.2 86.6 16.8 81.9 

Prez Clinton 80.5 11.4 79.3 14.1 

        
2018 Paxton 15.3 81.0 18.5 79.3 

Att Gen Nelson 80.7 18.1 79.4 17.9 

        
2018 Abbott 20.4 81.9 23.3 80.1 

Gov Valdez 77.7 17.0 76.1 17.8 

        
2018 Patrick 17.2 80.3 20.0 79.8 

Lt Gov Collier 79.4 18.1 78.5 17.3 

        
2018 Cruz 13.2 81.1 15.3 82.4 

Sen O'Rourke 86.8 18.7 84.7 17.6 

        
2020 Trump 22.8 80.7 26.9 65.7 

Prez Biden 75.4 18.6 72.5 32.5 

        
2020 Cornyn 21.2 82.3 24.2 79.7 

Sen Hegar 71.1 18.7 71.1 17.4 
 

*El Paso Region Counties: El Paso-Hudspeth-Culberson-Jeff Davis-Reeves-Presidio-Pecos-Brewster-

Terrell combined 
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p 38 

Harris County Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo 

2014 Abbott 28.4 6.7 82.0 41.2 5.5 79.0 

Gov Davis 68.7 93.0 17.1 57.7 93.3 20.3 

          
2014 Cornyn 42.8 2.8 85.7 30.6 7.0 85.2 

Sen Alameel 54.6 94.2 12.7 62.7 92.4 12.6 

          
2016 Trump 17.1 4.4 79.3 25.1 1.7 79.2 

Prez Clinton 78.9 95.2 16.5 72.4 96.3 18.7 

          
2018 Paxton 18.7 2.5 79.2 22.2 2.2 78.9 

Att Gen Nelson 81.4 97.7 20.9 77.8 97.9 21.1 

          
2018 Abbott 23.0 2.8 84.2 31.7 5.4 77.7 

Gov Valdez 75.4 97.2 14.4 67.6 93.4 21.5 

          
2018 Patrick 19.9 2.7 79.5 26.5 4.1 74.5 

Lt Gov Collier 78.1 97.5 18.7 72.6 94.6 24.7 

          
2018 Cruz 17.9 2.6 78.8 31.1 10.0 64.1 

Sen O'Rourke 81.5 97.6 20.5 68.5 89.3 35.5 

          
2020 Trump 28.3 3.3 77.6 34.4 4.7 69.4 

Prez Biden 70.1 95.8 21.1 64.9 94.1 30.0 

          
2020 Cornyn 27.1 3.5 81.4 30.5 1.2 76.1 

Sen Hegar 68.4 96.5 17.4 66.1 96.0 23.1 
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House District 118 Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo 

2014 Abbott 24.0 96.4 28.1 95.2 

Gov Davis 75.9 3.6 71.9 4.8 

        
2014 Cornyn 31.8 97.1 35.9 95.5 

Sen Alameel 68.1 2.9 64.1 4.5 

        
2016 Trump 21.6 98.9 25.0 93.5 

Prez Clinton 78.2 1.5 75.0 6.5 

        
2018 Paxton 21.5 95.2 23.5 90.8 

Att Gen Nelson 78.8 4.8 76.5 9.2 

        
2018 Abbott 27.7 95.3 31.2 94.9 

Gov Valdez 72.2 4.4 68.8 5.1 

        
2018 Patrick 24.6 95.0 26.4 93.1 

Lt Gov Collier 75.9 5.0 73.6 6.9 

        
2018 Cruz 21.5 95.0 23.4 91.7 

Sen O'Rourke 78.6 4.8 76.6 8.3 

        
2020 Trump 29.9 92.3 29.1 87.4 

Prez Biden 70.0 7.2 70.9 12.6 

        
2020 Cornyn 31.5 94.2 30.4 91.2 

Sen Hegar 69.2 6.2 69.6 8.8 
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p 40 

Nueces County Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo 

2014 Abbott 27.2 93.6 30.9 91.9 

Gov Davis 72.8 6.5 69.1 8.1 

        
2014 Cornyn 32.9 95.7 35.1 94.4 

Sen Alameel 67.0 4.4 64.9 5.6 

        
2016 Trump 20.7 92.3 24.1 91.1 

Prez Clinton 79.2 7.6 75.9 8.9 

        
2018 Paxton 19.1 92.0 23.9 90.5 

Att Gen Nelson 80.8 7.8 76.1 9.5 

        
2018 Abbott 30.3 94.9 34.8 93.1 

Gov Valdez 69.9 5.0 65.2 6.9 

        
2018 Patrick 19.5 92.4 24.0 90.9 

Lt Gov Collier 80.4 7.7 76.0 9.1 

        
2018 Cruz 18.7 91.3 23.7 89.9 

Sen O'Rourke 81.3 8.7 76.3 10.1 

        
2020 Trump 24.6 89.9 29.6 89.6 

Prez Biden 75.5 10.0 70.4 10.4 

        
2020 Cornyn 25.1 92.0 30.8 91.2 

Sen Hegar 74.6 8.0 69.2 8.8 
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South Texas Region* Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates 

 

  King's EI RxC EI RxC King's EI RxC 

    Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo SSTO SSTO Spanish LEP Spanish LEP 

2014 Abbott 28.2 90.5 27.8 93.0 18.4 18.3 10.4 2.3 

Gov Davis 69.0 8.8 69.7 4.1 78.7 78.9 90.1 87.6 

             
2014 Cornyn 28.3 90.6 27.9 92.7 20.2 19.8 15.9 6.3 

Sen Alameel 64.3 8.1 64.9 4.0 79.8 80.2 83.9 93.7 

             
2016 Trump 22.1 93.2 21.9 93.8 14.7 14.2 1.9 3.1 

Prez Clinton 74.1 6.0 74.4 3.2 85.3 85.9 97.9 84.6 

             
2018 Paxton 24.2 88.0 23.6 92.6 15.6 14.8 2.9 3.5 

Att Gen Nelson 73.1 11.5 73.9 4.7 84.4 85.2 96.7 86.4 

             
2018 Abbott 32.4 91.4 32.1 93.1 24.2 23.4 10.4 5.5 

Gov Valdez 66.4 8.3 67.0 3.9 75.8 76.6 89.6 90.2 

             
2018 Patrick 25.9 89.2 25.4 93.0 17.3 16.7 3.8 3.0 

Lt Gov Collier 71.8 10.8 72.6 4.3 82.6 83.3 96.1 88.9 

             
2018 Cruz 25.9 90.1 26.6 84.2 17.2 16.5 4.4 7.3 

Sen O'Rourke 73.4 9.9 72.9 13.3 82.8 83.5 95.6 90.1 

             
2020 Trump 37.9 91.6 37.7 92.8 31.9 31.5 7.8 13.5 

Prez Biden 61.0 8.2 61.4 5.2 68.0 68.5 92.0 82.3 

             
2020 Cornyn 35.6 92.5 35.4 93.8 29.6 29.2 10.2 6.3 

Sen Hegar 60.3 7.1 60.7 4.3 70.4 70.8 90.0 93.7 
 

*South Texas Region Counties: Webb, Duval, Jim Wells, Zapata, Jim Hogg, Brooks, Starr, Hidalgo, 

Maverick, Dimmit, La Salle, McMullen, Live Oak, Zavala, Frio, Atascosa 
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Tarrant County Ecological Inference Candidate Choice Estimates – Dem Primary  

 

  King's EI RxC 

  Hispanic Anglo Hispanic Anglo 

2018 White 6.7 35.4 11.7 34.3 

Gov Valdez 65.2 46.7 69.7 48.0 

 Other 17.6 14.9 18.6 17.7 

      
2018 Hernandez 42.5 8.8 50.5 10.4 

Sen O'Rourke 34.6 85.7 35.5 85.0 

 Other 34.1 3.4 14.0 4.6 

      
2020 Alonzo 52.7 14.4 51.5 16.7 

RR Castaneda 15.5 40.4 22.6 41.5 

 Stone 5.7 33.3 9.0 26.5 

 Watson 20.0 16.6 16.8 15.3 

      
2020 Hegar 4.4 32.4 3.6 32.7 

Sen West 19.2 9.4 14.1 9.8 

 Latino combined 37.4 25.2 43.0 26.1 

 Other 33.7 33.3 39.4 31.4 

      
2022 Duddling 33.2 60.3 31.9 60.8 

Comp Mahoney 18.7 17.8 10.8 12.8 

 Vega 48.1 21.9 44.3 18.0 

      
2022 Lange 30.8 16.4 43.4 15.5 

Land Suh 12.7 31.0 8.8 31.1 

 Kleberg 11.8 32.7 7.6 34.0 

 Martinez 44.6 20.0 43.3 13.8 
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Barreto Reply to Alford - July 27, 2022 

1. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. section 1746, I, Matt Barreto, declare as follows:  

2. My name is Matt Barreto, and I am currently Professor of Political Science and 

Chicana/o Studies at the University of California, Los Angeles.  I was appointed Full 

Professor with tenure at UCLA in 2015.  Prior to that I was a tenured professor of 

Political Science at the University of Washington from 2005 to 2014.  At UCLA I am the 

faculty director of the Voting Rights Project in the Luskin School of Public Affairs and I 

teach a year-long course on the Voting Rights Act (VRA), focusing specifically on social 

science statistical analysis, demographics and voting patterns, and mapping analysis 

that are relevant in VRA expert reports. I have written expert reports and been qualified 

as an expert witness more than three dozen times in Federal and State voting rights and 

civil rights cases, including many times in the state of Texas.  I have published peer-

reviewed, social science articles specifically about minority voting patterns, racially 

polarized voting, and have co-authored a software package (eiCompare) specifically for 

use in understanding racial voting patterns in VRA cases.  I have been retained as an 

expert consultant by counties across the state of Texas to advise them on racial voting 

patterns as they relate to VRA compliance during redistricting. As an expert witness in 

VRA lawsuits, I have testified dozens of times and my testimony has been relied on by 

courts to find in favor of both plaintiffs and defendants. My CV is already on file with the 

court in this case, most recently attached to my May 20, 2022 report. 

3. I have also published books and articles specifically about the intersection of 

partisanship, ideology and racially polarized voting. My 2013 book, Change They Can’t 

Believe In was published by Princeton University Press and was about the inherent 

connectedness between partisanship and racial attitudes in America today, and won the 

American Political Science Association award for best book on the topic of racial and 

ethnic politics.  

4. I submitted an expert report in this matter on May 20, 2022 and then a supplement on 

June 15, 2022. Before that I submitted an expert report in November 2021 and a rebuttal 

report in January 19, 2022, and gave expert testimony in this court in January 2022, 

which the court found reliable and credible.  I am continuing to rely on my earlier reports 

and testimony in this case.  

5. I have now read the July 18, 2022 report by Dr. John Alford and am prepared to rebut 

his opinions, methodology and conclusions. 
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6. Throughout his report Dr. Alford admits that racially polarized voting is prevalent across 

the state of Texas. Indeed, he has come to this conclusion many times in his own 

previous analysis of voting patterns in Texas.  However, in his recent report he argues 

that general elections are less relevant because they are influenced by partisanship not 

race; and second that primary elections should be given more weight instead of general 

elections.  This argument is not consistent with generally accepted social science 

analysis nor methodology when it comes to studying racially polarized voting – a topic 

that is widely published in social science journals and has a well documented research 

design and methodology.   

7. In this rebuttal I first outline the accepted social science methodology and approach to 

studying racially polarized voting (Section 1).  Second, I respond directly to Dr. Alford’s 

claims about primary elections, showing that while he is wrong to center his focus on 

primary elections, recent primary elections nevertheless support the conclusion that 

Black and Hispanic voters are politically cohesive(Section 2). 

Section 1: Bivariate racial analysis as the Social Science standard in Ecological 

Inference 

8. The examination of racially polarized quite simply asks whether or not voters of different 

racial or ethnic groups prefer different candidates.  It does not ask social scientists to 

determine why they voted for a candidate, and it does not ask social scientists to include 

other factors like educational attainment, age, or partisanship, such as in a multiple 

variable regression.  To the contrary, when determining racially polarized voting the 

social science literature has pointed directly to a bivariate relationship between vote 

choice and the race or ethnicity of voters.  Because accurate exit polls often do not exist 

outside of statewide elections for President, Governor or the U.S. Senate, the courts and 

the field of political science has relied on precinct level analysis as accurate for 

determining how groups voted by race or ethnicity.  

9. To be clear, in his report of July 18, 2022 Dr. Alford does not conduct any statistical 

analysis to prove that partisanship, not race, is driving vote preference.  Rather, he 

simply states the obvious, that general elections are partisan in nature.  This observation 

does not stand in for statistical analysis disproving the racially polarized voting results.  

Throughout his report he merely states that general elections are partisan, and he 

suggests that basic bivariate regression with candidate choice and race of voters is not 

sufficient to prove racially polarized voting.  The implication of Dr. Alford’s opinion is that 

researchers need to conduct multiple variable regression to somehow control for other 

factors and prove that race or racial attitudes are related to voting patterns. However, 

simply making this assertion does not prove anything and it goes against decades of 

published social science scholarship which suggests bivariate ecological inference 
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models should be used to make findings of racially polarized voting, even in partisan 

general elections. 

10. Dr. M.V. Hood, tenured professor at the University of Georgia who has studied racially 

polarized voting in Texas and has been an expert witness in multiple lawsuits in the state 

of Texas–including as an expert for the State of Texas–has published a social science 

article laying out the appropriate and correct way to conduct racially polarized voting 

analysis, in his opinion.  In his article, he explains that researchers need to obtain 

precinct data with candidate vote choice and racial/ethnic data and nothing more.  He 

writes: “This type of analysis derives inferences about individual-level voting preferences 

from aggregate-level data— typically precincts or VTDs (voting districts), which are the 

smallest geographic areas for which election return data are generally reported. 

Racial/ethnic data must then be matched to such election precincts in order to produce 

estimates of voting behavior based on these characteristics1.” 

11. Dr. Hood goes on to specifically cite ecological inference (King’s EI) as a court approved 

methodology that should be used to determine vote choice by race or ethnicity: “The 

courts have recognized several different statistical methods for deriving inferences about 

individual-level voting preferences from aggregate-level data. They include homogenous 

precinct analysis, ecological regression (sometimes referred to as Goodman’s double 

regression), and ecological inference (EI) (King, 1997).2” 

12. To determine whether or not there is racially polarized voting, Hood explains that 

analysts examine the results of the bivariate EI models to see which candidate was 

favored by racial minorities.  Throughout his entire article, he never instructs the analyst 

to consider partisanship or other factors: “Having derived estimates of vote choice by 

race/ethnicity, the analyst can bring that evidence to bear on the second Gingles prong. 

Again, one way to operationalize political cohesion is to determine for each contest 

analyzed if there is a clear candidate of choice for voters of the racial/ethnic group in 

question. Specifically, did the vote share from the minority voting bloc reach a simple 

majority for any of the candidates in the race? For example, if one’s estimates show that 

54.0 percent of black voters supported the black candidate in a particular election 

contest, that estimate reveals a clear candidate of choice among black voters. At this 

juncture, the analyst must categorize each contest according to the presence or absence 

of a clear candidate of choice among the minority group of interest.3” 

 
1 Hood, M.V., Peter Morrison and Thomas Bryan. 2017. “From Legal Theory to Practical Application: A 
How-to for Performing Vote Dilution Analyses.” Social Science Quarterly. Page 11 
2 Ibid, page 12 
3 Ibid, page 12 
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13. In the Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology, Tam Cho and Maski published a 

chapter specifically about ecological inference and racially polarized voting. In the 

chapter, meant to be instructive to political scientists seeking to study racially polarized 

voting in the legal context, the authors explain that the only data necessary is vote 

choice and race.  They write, “because U.S. elections employ the secret ballot, individual 

vote choices are unknown. Election returns, however, are reported at the precinct level, 

and aggregate individual racial categorizations can usually be obtained and merged with 

the voting data. Hence, for any given precinct, the available data include how many 

votes each candidate received as well as the precinct’s racial composition4”  

14. In fact, in a table explaining how racially polarized voting analysis should be properly 

implemented, the authors use Black versus White votes for a Democratic or Republican 

candidate and explain that scholars can use this example, and the bivariate method to 

determine if “race is a factor associated with vote choice.5”  So even in the face of 

election contests featuring a Democrat and Republican candidate, the authors of the 

Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology instruct social scientists to run a bivariate 

ecological regression using candidate vote choice and race within a precinct to draw 

conclusions about whether or not race is a factor influencing voting. 

15. More evidence supporting this approach can be found in a paper published in the 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. In this comprehensive review of 

methods for racially polarized voting Dr. Schuessler explains that precinct data on race 

and candidate vote are the only necessary variables, making no mention at all of 

partisanship.  He writes, “consider an electoral precinct with a population of black and 

white voters. Available to the researcher are both the precinct’s racial composition and 

precinct-level aggregate turnout rates in elections. Given the secret nature of voting, 

however, an unobservable quantity of interest is turnout among these racial groups6” Dr. 

Schuessler goes on to review different approaches to studying racially polarized voting 

methodology and the use of ecological inference to provide estimates of vote choice by 

race, concluding by recognizing the value and importance of ecological inference 

bivariate race models, writing: “it is not premature to note that this estimation procedure 

to date represents the most dramatic advance in researchers’ abilities to draw microlevel 

inferences from aggregate-level data. Perhaps more importantly still, its general 

 
4 Tam Cho, Wendy and Charles Maski. “Chapter 22: Cross-leve/Ecological Inference.” The Oxford 
Handbook of Political Methodology.” Page 3.  
5 Ibid, page 9. 
6 Schuessler, Alexander. 1999. “Ecological Inference.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 
96(Sept). Page 10578.  
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approach—combining statistical and deterministic means—has set a new 

methodological direction for ecological inference7” 

16. In a more recent paper about ecological inference methodology, published in 

Sociological Methods & Research, the authors describe the necessary data for racially 

polarized voting analysis as “precinct-level data on candidate vote distribution, as well as 

the racial demographics of the voting population in each precinct, and the total number 

of ballots cast.8”   

17. In an article summarizing how to run ecological inference for vote dilution analysis, 

published in the statistical software journal, The R Journal (2016), Collingwood et al. 

explain what variables are needed to accurately run EI: “This dataset includes all the 

necessary variables to run the code in the eiCompare package. The first column is 

"precinct", which essentially operates as a unique identifier. The second column, 

"totvote", is the total number of votes cast within the precinct. Columns three and four 

are the two racial groups of whom we seek to determine their mean voting preference. 

The rest of the columns are the percent of the total vote for each respective candidate9” 

18. Indeed across multiple academic papers published on the topic of racially polarized 

voting and ecological inference the conclusion of all social scientists is that the only 

relevant variables to determine if voting can be characterized as racially polarized is 

candidate vote choice and race or ethnicity of voters in each precinct10.  No article calls 

for an analysis of the role of partisanship, or that general election contests are not 

relevant because of partisanship.  The simple question social scientists and the courts 

 
7 Ibid. Page 10581 
8 Barreto, Matt, Loren Collingwood, Sergio Garcia-Rios and Kassra AR Oskooii. 2022. “Estimating 
Candidate Support in Voting Rights Acts Cases: Comparing Iterative EI and EI-RxC Methods.” 
Sociological Methods & Research. 51(1). Page 278 
9 Collingwood, Loren, Kassra Oskooii, Sergio Garcia-Rios, and Matt Barreto. 2016. “eiCompare: 
Comparing Ecological Inference Estimates across EI and EI:RxC” The R Journal. 8(2). Page 95 
10 B. Grofman and M. A. Barreto. A reply to Zax’s (2002) critique of Grofman and Migalski (1988) double-
equation approaches to ecological inference when the independent variable is misspecified. Sociological 
Methods & Research, 37(4):599–617, 2009 
G. King. A solution to the ecological inference problem, 1997. 
G. Owen and B. Grofman. Estimating the likelihood of fallacious ecological inference: linear ecological 
regression in the presence of context effects. Political Geography, 16(8):675–690, 1997. 
O. Rosen, W. Jiang, G. King, and M. A. Tanner. Bayesian and frequentist inference for ecological 
inference: The R×C case. Statistica Neerlandica, 55(2):134–156, 2001 
J. D. Greiner and K. M. Quinn. R× c ecological inference: bounds, correlations, flexibility and 
transparency of assumptions. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A (Statistics in Society), 
172(1):67–81, 2009. 
C. Adolph and G. King. Analyzing second-stage ecological regressions: Comment on Herron and Shotts. 
Political Analysis, 11(1):65–76, 2003. 
Imai, Kosuke, and Kabir Khanna. 2016. "Improving Ecological Inference by Predicting Individual Ethnicity 
from Voter Registration Records." Political Analaysis. 24(2).  
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are trying to answer is do different groups vote differently, and is that pattern correlated 

with the race and ethnicity of the voters in the studied precincts.   

19. To deviate from this standard and to attempt to add alternative explanations for the vote 

patterns ignores more than 50 years of established social science published research, 

and legal precedent on the concept of racially polarized voting.  If Black residents vote 

strongly in favor of a candidate, and Anglo residents vote strongly against the Black-

favored candidate, it does not matter whether this is due to religious commitment, 

economic or class issues, or political partisanship.  What matters is that Black voters 

have a preferred candidate whom they wish to represent them in elected office, and a 

districting scheme has been set up that dilutes their vote by denying them an opportunity 

to elect a candidate of their choice.  It does not matter why, we are only concerned with 

whether or not Black or Hispanic voters have preferred candidates and Anglo voters 

support or oppose these candidates. 

20. Finally, Dr. Alford ignores a lengthy section of my report of May 20, 2022, in which I 

outline the clear and consistent finding in the social science literature that partisanship 

and partisan vote choice is largely influenced by race and racial attitudes (see 

paragraphs 37-49) as well as my June 15, 2022 report which calls attention to the strong 

connection between partisanship and racial attitudes (see paragraph 15). Even if the 

court were to conclude that partisanship is one factor associated with voting patterns, 

the science demonstrates that race and racial attitudes have a direct and large influence 

on these voting patterns, resulting in a clear finding of racially polarized voting across a 

multitude of elections in the state of Texas. 

Section 2: Analysis of Primary Elections 

21. In my previous reports I included analysis of primary voting patterns (Barreto report 

January 19, 2022, paragraphs 4-11; Barreto report May 20, 2022, paragraphs 31, 32, 

36; Barreto report June 15, 2022, page 23 ). As this court has asked social scientists to 

consider primary elections, I continue to do so in this report. In this section I also offer 

direct rebuttal to the statements and opinions in Dr. Alford’s July 18, 2022 report. 

22. First, in an attempt to distract from the overwhelming evidence of racially polarized 

voting in general elections, Dr. Alford attempts to put an overemphasis on primary 

elections which is unfounded.  Primary elections are most relevant when the district 

being scrutinized is already known to regularly vote Democratic or Republican, but 

plaintiffs allege that the composition of primary voters has diluted minority influence.  

There, examining whether a group of minority voters is cohesive in the primary election 

but faces Anglo block voting against their interest can be relevant.   
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23. In my report of May 20, 2022, paragraph 36, I examined primary election voting patterns 

between Hispanic and Anglo voters in Tarrant County Democratic primary elections and 

concluded that Hispanics were cohesive for their candidates of choice, and that Anglos 

generally voted against Hispanic candidates of choice. 

 

24. In my report of June 15, 2022, page 23, I examined primary election voting patterns 

between Hispanic and Anglo voters in House District 90, Democratic primary elections 

and concluded that Hispanics were cohesive for their candidates of choice, and that 

Anglos generally voted against Hispanic candidates of choice. 
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25. In my report of January 19, 2022 I examined primary voting patterns related to SD10 and 

concluded that Black and Hispanic voters in Tarrant County, SD10 precincts are 

cohesive when examining a contested primary election between a Black and Hispanic 

candidate.  Looking at the 2018 primary election between Veasey and Quintanilla the 

analysis concluded that both Black and Hispanic voters preferred Mr. Veasey as shown 

in Table 2 of my January 19, 2022 report:  

 

26. In his report, Dr. Alford acknowledges that various of plaintiffs’ experts have examined 

primary elections, but he criticizes those assessments.  For example, Dr. Alford criticizes 

Dr. Duchin’s analysis of primary elections in her proposed version of SD 10 in which 

minority voters would constitute a majority of the electorate. He reports that Dr. Duchin’s 

EI analysis shows that a majority of Black and Hispanic voters supported the same 

candidates in 9 of 13 analyzed primaries (69% of analyzed primaries). He opines that 

Black and Hispanic voters are not cohesive if they do not each support a candidate with 

60% or more. This is flawed, particularly with respect to primary elections in which more 

than two candidates are running. In fact, in some of the primary elections in Dr. Duchin’s 

proposed SD10, Black and Hispanic voters cast nearly the precise percentage of votes 

for a candidate, yet Dr. Alford counterintuitively contends they are not cohesive. For 

example, in the 2018 Comptroller Primary, Dr. Alford reports that Dr. Duchin found that 

54.5% of Black voters and 57.7% of Hispanic voters cast their votes for Tim Mahoney. 

Yet Dr. Alford concludes that Black and Latino voters lacked political cohesion in this 

election. That makes no sense–they cast their ballots in nearly the precise same way in 

the election. Black and Hispanic voters have already demonstrated political cohesion by 

choosing the same primary election in which to vote. If a majority of each group then 

support the same candidate–in some cases by nearly the same vote share–how can 

they be said to lack cohesive views? To the extent primary elections are even relevant to 
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ascertaining political cohesion in the context of a coalition, then the only data points that 

should point toward a lack of cohesion are those in which Black and Latino voters are 

clearly polarized against one another. It makes no sense to consider a near uniform vote 

share for a candidate by Black and Latino voters as evidence that the two groups 

disagree politically. 

27. New election data from the 2022 primary and runoff elections in Texas was obtained 

from the Texas Legislative Council and merged with race and ethnicity also from TLC 

similar to my analysis in previous reports.  The 2022 primary data shows further 

evidence of Black and Hispanic primary cohesion with both groups demonstrating a 

preference for Beto O’Rourke for Governor (versus Joy Diaz and Michael Cooper), and 

Rochelle Garza for Attorney General (versus Joe Jaworski).  Further, in a repeat contest 

for the 33rd Congressional District, both Black and Hispanic voters favored Marc Veasey 

in his primary against Quintanilla. The data below is limited to those precincts contained 

in Brooks Plaintiffs’ proposed configuration of SD10 in Plan S2134: 

  King's EI EI RxC 

Candidate Election Hispanic Black Hispanic Black 

Jaworski AG Runoff 19.2 20.4 27.9 37.3 

Garza AG Runoff 80.7 79.5 72.1 62.7 

Quintanilla CD-33 29.1 9.8 27.1 5.4 

Veasey CD-33 70.8 90.1 72.9 94.6 

O'Rourke Governor 89.7 90.2 92.8 91.0 

Cooper Governor 0.2 0.4 2.6 6.5 

Diaz Governor 0.3 0.8 3.6 1.2 

Others Governor 5.6 3.8 1.0 1.3 

28. I have also looked at local elections in Fort Worth for mayor and Arlington City Council 

that are nested within SD10 in proposed Plan S213411.  These elections are 

nonpartisan, and thus where racial polarization is present, it cannot plausibly be 

 
11 This local data was downloaded from the Tarrant County elections website. 
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explained by partisanship.  In the Fort Worth mayoral elections reported below, 

candidate Peoples is Black and candidates Parker and Price are white. In the Arlington 

city council race, candidate Woolridge is Black and candidate Hibbs is white. In each 

election, Black and Hispanic voters are strongly cohesive in support of the Black 

nonpartisan candidate, while Anglo voters are strongly cohesive in support of the white 

nonpartisan candidate. This illustrates that it is race, not partisanship, that is driving the 

different voting choices between minority voters and Anglo voters in proposed SD10, 

and that Black and Hispanic voters are strongly cohesive in their political choices.  

  King's EI EI RxC 

Candidate Election Anglo Hispanic Black Anglo Hispanic Black 

Parker 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2021 General 
49.3 15.2 9.9 47.6 14.7 4.8 

Peoples 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2021 General 
9.8 58.0 80.2 7.4 53.5 85.9 

Byrd 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2021 General 
23.2 6.0 0.9 23.0 5.7 5.4 

Other 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2021 General 
25 21.8 6.6 22.0 26.0 3.9 

Parker 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2021 Runoff 
82.5 23.2 14.1 85.7 18.9 6.6 

Peoples 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2021 Runoff 
17.5 76.9 86.4 14.3 81.1 93.4 

Price 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2019 General 
84.8 39.0 11.1 82.3 36.2 18.5 

Peoples 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2019 General 
13.7 57.8 87.0 16.4 61.4 79.4 
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Other 
Ft. Worth Mayor 

2019 General 
2.4 2.7 0.1 1.3 2.4 2.0 

Hibbs 

Arlington 

Council 2020 

General 

78.7 33.3 11.7 77.7 36.6 10.1 

Woolridge 

Arlington 

Council 2020 

General 

21.5 66.4 87.8 22.3 63.4 89.9 

29. Finally, I have analyzed voting patterns in additional Democratic primary elections in 

2016 and 2018, confined to voting precincts in SD10 proposed plan S2134. These 

results continue to demonstrate that Black and Hispanic voters are cohesive in their vote 

choice in primary elections. 

  
King's EI EI RxC 

Candidate Election Hispanic Black Hispanic Black 

Clinton Pres. Primary 2016 74.5 91.9 69.2 93.1 

Sanders Pres. Primary 2016 25.1 8.2 30.8 6.9 

Valdez Gov. Primary 2018 Runoff 82.4 79.7 79.3 61.1 

White Gov. Primary 2018 Runoff 17.6 20.5 20.7 38.9 

30. In addition to SD10, I have also examined voting patterns in primary elections in House 

District 54 in Bell County.  In recent primary elections in 2022, Black and Hispanic voters 

have demonstrated clear cohesion by voting in favor of the same Democratic primary 

candidates.  Beyond this, looking at the same elections in 2016 and 2018 as I examined 

in SD10, Black and Hispanic voters in HD54 demonstrate political cohesiveness in 

Democratic primary contests, voting in favor of the same candidates. 
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  King's EI EI RxC 

Candidate Election Hispanic Black Hispanic Black 

Jaworski AG Runoff 0.9 0.8 23.8 11.6 

Garza AG Runoff 97 99.1 76.2 88.4 

O'Rourke Governor 97.8 99.8 92.9 94.5 

Cooper Governor 0.5 0.7 2.9 2.9 

Diaz Governor 1.5 0.5 3.3 1.6 

Others Governor 0.9 0.3 0.9 1.0 

 

  
King's EI EI RxC 

Candidate Election Hispanic Black Hispanic Black 

Clinton Pres. Primary 2016 88.9 99.8 79.0 89.5 

Sanders Pres. Primary 2016 10.4 0.2 21.0 10.5 

Valdez Gov. Primary 2018 Runoff 67.9 68.9 50.6 65.4 

White Gov. Primary 2018 Runoff 31.5 31.5 49.4 34.6 

31. Finally, the same standard of “majority” support to determine a candidate of choice often 

used in two-candidate general or runoff elections should not apply to multi-candidate 

primary elections because the vote is often more fractured making it difficult for any one 

candidate to achieve a simple majority.  Thus, in a multi-candidate primary, we are 

mostly concerned with which candidate received the most votes and was the top vote 

getter for each racial group, even if they did not win over 50%, they can still be 

determined to be the most preferred candidate.  Even the Texas primary system 

recognizes candidates who receive below 50% as preferred, as the top two vote getters 

advance on to a runoff if no candidate receives a majority. 
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32. Next, primary elections typically have very low turnout and are not representative of the 

full electorate in the state of Texas.  Dr. Alford agreed with this assessment during his 

testimony in court in January 2022. He stated “if you’re starting from the broader set of 

voters in a November general election, the voters of the Democratic primary are not only 

– not a representative sample. They’re not even representative. They’re Democrats.”  

Indeed, Dr. Alford concluded that “ultimately the general elections are informed about 

what will happen to the racial groups preferred candidates in the broader election 

setting” and later Dr. Alford agreed that voters in the general election were less partisan 

stating “but the general electorate is typically less partisan, less efficacious, less 

politically motivated.” In his own testimony in January 2022, Dr. Alford agreed that 

primary elections are not representative of the ultimate general elections in November, 

that they have lower turnout and different types of voters, and that general elections are 

actually characterized by less partisan and less politically motivated voters. I made this 

argument in my January 19, 2022 report (paragraphs 4-5) and again in my May 20, 2022 

report (paragraphs 31-32) but Dr. Alford never offered any reasoning or evidence why 

low turnout elections with non-representative pools of voters are more relevant than 

general elections.  

33. An analysis of primary turnout rates in two key districts, Senate District 10 and House 

District 54 in Brooks plaintiffs proposed maps (S2134 and H2216), reveals that primary 

elections are not the critical elections to examine. For this analysis, I downloaded voter 

turnout data from Texas Legislative Council at the precinct level for Democratic and 

Republican primaries and for November general elections for each year from 2012 to 

2020.  This data was merged with TLC data for race and ethnicity to create turnout 

estimates within SD10 and HD54. 

Estimated Voter Turnout by Voting Age Population by Race, Senate District 10 

Election Year Anglo Hispanic Black 

Higher rate in General 2020 261% 189% 221% 

General 2020 79.2 39.2 67.7 

Republican Primary 2020 24.9 5.8 5.1 

Democratic Primary 2020 5.5 14.9 25.6 

Share in Dem primary 2020 18.1 72.0 83.4 
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Higher rate in General 2018 288% 193% 289% 

General 2018 65.6 31.8 50.9 

Republican Primary 2018 20.2 6.5 6 

Democratic Primary 2018 2.6 10 11.6 

Share in Dem primary 2018 11.4 60.6 65.9 

Higher rate in General 2016 167% 177% 185% 

General 2016 72.1 37.5 58.8 

Republican Primary 2016 40.2 5 7.7 

Democratic Primary 2016 2.9 16.2 24 

Share in Dem primary 2016 6.7 76.4 75.7 

Higher rate in General 2014 204% 108% 198% 

General 2014 45.5 16.3 43.1 

Republican Primary 2014 19.9 6 7.5 

Democratic Primary 2014 2.4 9.1 14.3 

Share in Dem primary 2014 10.8 60.3 65.6 

Higher rate in General 2012 306% 241% 303% 

General 2012 73.2 43.3 81.5 

Republican Primary 2012 21 7.4 9 

Democratic Primary 2012 2.9 10.6 17.9 

Share in Dem primary 2012 12.1 58.9 66.5 

34. In Senate District 10, all racial groups, Black, Hispanic and Anglo have two or three 

times lower voter turnout in primary elections than general elections. For example, in 
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Tarrant County in 2020 838,968 votes were cast in the November general election 

compared to 158,046 in the March 2020 Democratic primary and 128,316 in the March 

2020 Republican primary.  These primary voters represent a very small slice of the 

ultimate group of voters which comes forward to select their district representatives in 

the November general.  Combined, the 286,362 Democrats and Republicans who voted 

in the primary represent just 34% of the larger electorate which turned out in the 

November general election. Thus, we should not over-emphasize the importance of 

these elections. 

35. We can also discern clear racial patterns of primary participation by understanding the 

percentage of Anglo, Black and Hispanic voters who participated in either the 

Republican or Democratic primary. When focusing on just those who vote in a primary, 

in every instance a clear majority of Black and Hispanic voters elect to vote in the 

Democratic primary, while a clear majority of Anglos elect to vote in the Republican 

primary.  This information alone is evidence of the racial correlation to partisanship in 

Texas. 

36. These same patterns are evident in House District 54 in Bell County where voter 

participation is significantly lower in primary elections as compared to general elections. 

Bell County overall tells a similar story to Tarrant where 128,035 total votes were cast in 

November 2020 however just 18,305 people voted in the Democratic primary in March 

2020 and 22,924 in the Republican primary. Combined, less than one-third of the total 

voters in the general election participated in the primary. And looking at HD54, when 

Black and Latino voters do participate, a clear majority vote in the Democratic primary, 

as compared to Anglos where a clear majority vote in the Republican primary. 

Election Year Anglo Hispanic Black 

Higher rate in General 2020 337% 218% 460% 

General 2020 74.1 39.9 47.4 

Republican Primary 2020 15.8 7.5 4 

Democratic Primary 2020 6.2 10.8 6.3 

Share in Dem primary 2020 28.2 59.0 61.2 

Higher rate in General 2018 297% 270% 405% 
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General 2018 60 33.7 23.5 

Republican Primary 2018 18 4.7 2.6 

Democratic Primary 2018 2.2 7.8 3.2 

Share in Dem primary 2018 10.9 62.4 55.2 

Higher rate in General 2016 210% 226% 342% 

General 2016 66 40.7 32.5 

Republican Primary 2016 27.5 6.4 3.9 

Democratic Primary 2016 3.9 11.6 5.6 

Share in Dem primary 2016 12.4 64.4 58.9 

Higher rate in General 2014 264% 211% 227% 

General 2014 35.7 21.9 10.9 

Republican Primary 2014 11.4 3.3 1.5 

Democratic Primary 2014 2.1 7.1 3.3 

Share in Dem primary 2014 15.6 68.3 68.8 

Higher rate in General 2012 352% 333% 912% 

General 2012 65.9 39.3 47.4 

Republican Primary 2012 16.9 3.1 1.9 

Democratic Primary 2012 1.8 8.7 3.3 

Share in Dem primary 2012 9.6 73.7 63.5 

37. To prove the argument that Black and Hispanic voters are not cohesive in primaries, Dr. 

Alford needs to demonstrate that the voters who were NOT cohesive in the primary (i.e. 

Hispanics who voted for Quintanilla instead of Veasey), abandoned the eventual 
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nominee and switched candidates, or skipped the general election altogether. In fact, 

neither of these outcomes held true. To the contrary, Hispanics who voted in the 

Democratic primary against Veasey also turned out to vote in November in favor of 

Veasey, and they were joined by nearly three times more voters who chose to vote in 

the November general for the first time–expressing their first and only preference for 

Congressman Veasey. Indeed, if one summed the number of Hispanic voters whose first 

choice was Quintanilla and the number whose first choice was Veasey, the latter greatly 

exceeds the former. Dr. Alford has not demonstrated anywhere that a lack of cohesion in 

the primary casts doubts on cohesion in the general. 

38. Beyond the evidence of voter turnout and cohesiveness outlined above, we can also 

draw conclusions about the relevance of primary elections and the interconnectedness 

of partisanship and race in Texas by looking at contested Republican primaries since 

2014. In that time, there have been 122 candidates who have run in a contested 

statewide Republican primary..  Of those 122 candidates, 107 outwardly present as 

Anglo (87.7%), 12 outwardly present as Hispanic (9.8%), 1 outwardly presents as 

African-American (0.8%), and 2 were undertinminable (1.6%). Out of the 34 candidates 

who went on to win the Republican nomination in a contested statewide primary, 31 are 

Anglo (91.2%) while 3 are Hispanic (8.8%%) and none are of some other race or 

ethnicity.  Thus when Republican primary voters in Texas are choosing who they want to 

represent the party, they are overwhelmingly nominating Anglo candidates at a rate of 

over 90% in a state in which Anglos now comprise less than 40% of the population. 

These Republican primary voting patterns translate into the racial makeup of districted 

officeholders as well. Of the 85 Republicans in the Texas House of Representatives, 

only 5 (5.9%) are outwardly identifiable as non-Anglo; of the 18 Republicans in the 

Texas Senate, 0 (0%) are; and of the 10 Republicans on the State Board of Education, 0 

(0%) are. 

39. In addition to assessing the candidates, we can consider the voter participation rates in 

Republican primaries versus Democratic primaries in recent years in Texas.  According 

to data obtained from TLC, 7.8% of voters in the 2020 Republican primary were of 

Spanish surname, while 26.1% of voters in the Democratic primary were of Spanish 

surname. When looking at all ballots cast by Spanish surname voters in the 2020 

primary, 77.8% were in the Democratic primary compared to 22.2% in the Republican 

primary. In 2018 when Republican primary turnout was much higher than Democrats, a 

similarly large disparity was reported.  Among all votes cast in the Republican primary in 

2018 just 6.7% were Spanish surnames while 29.4% were Spanish surnames in the 

Democratic primary.  When looking at all ballots cast by Spanish surname voters in the 

2018 primary, 75.3% were in the Democratic primary and 24.7% in the Republican 

primary. 
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40. The very occasional success of non-Anglo Republicans in a General Election does not 

undercut the link between race and voting behavior. Social science literature has shown 

that even Anglos with racially biased views will support a non-Anglo candidate who 

adopts ideological stances that are viewed as inconsistent with minority preferences.12 

Minority candidates use “racial distancing” to appeal to conservative Anglo voters,13 and 

conservative Anglo voters may actually prefer the occasional conservative minority 

candidate as a form of “moral credentialing” in order to avoid perceptions of racism.14   

41. The logical conclusion is that partisanship and primary participation in Texas is 

inextricably linked to race and ethnicity, with the Republican candidates chosen 

overwhelmingly by Anglos, and nominating 90% or more Anglo candidates, and with 

Democratic candidates being chosen overwhelmingly by non-Anglo voters, who 

combined make up a clear majority of Democratic voters in Texas. 

42. Thus, attempts to portray voting as only partisan and not racially completely ignores the 

realities of partisanship and race in Texas politics today.  Indeed, extensive political 

science studies have been published on this topic and demonstrated that racial attitudes 

and racial identity are indeed driving forces in partisanship and candidate vote choice.  

In effect, Dr. Alford is attempting to “hide” the racial effect of vote choice behind 

partisanship, using methods and reasoning that are not supported by the social science 

scholarship on this very topic. 

43. In preparing this report there were some data that was not yet produced, or readily 

available by Defendants, and as more data does become available, or new elections 

results are posted, I will provide additional data and analysis of population statistics and 

election results to supplement this report.   

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

knowledge.  

July 27, 2022     ______________________________ 

Dr. Matt A. Barreto 

 
12 Christopher F. Karpowitz, Tyson King-Meadows, J. Quin Monson, and Jeremy C. Pope, What Leads 
Racially Resentful Voters to Choose Black Candidates?, The Journal of Politics Volume 83, Number 1 
January 2021; Jefferson, Hakeem and Tessler, Michael. 2021. “Why White Voters With Racist Views 
Often Still Support Black Republicans.” FiveThirthyEight.Com. 
13 Stephens-Dougan, LaFleur. 2020. Race to the Bottom: How Racial Appeals Work in American Politics. 
University of Chicago Press. 
14 Bradley-Geist, Jill C., King, Eden B., Skorinko, Jeanine, Hebl, Michelle R., and McKenna, Casey. 2010. 
Moral Credentialing by Association: The Importance of Choice and Relationship Closeness. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(11), 1564–1575. 
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March 2025 Declaration of Dr. Matt A. Barreto and Michael B. Rios, MPP 

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

as follows: 

2. My name is Matt Barreto, and I am currently Professor of Political Science and Chicana/o 

Studies at the University of California, Los Angeles.  I was appointed Full Professor with 

tenure at UCLA in 2015.  Prior to that I was a tenured professor of Political Science at the 

University of Washington from 2005 to 2014.  At UCLA I am the faculty director of the Voting 

Rights Project in the Luskin School of Public Affairs and I teach a year-long course on the 

Voting Rights Act (VRA), focusing specifically on social science statistical analysis, 

demographics and voting patterns, and mapping analysis that are relevant in VRA expert 

reports. I have written expert reports and been qualified as an expert witness more than four 

dozen times in Federal and State voting rights and civil rights cases, including many times in 

the state of Texas.  I have published peer-reviewed, social science articles specifically about 

minority voting patterns, racially polarized voting, and have co-authored a software package 

(eiCompare) specifically for use in understanding racial voting patterns in VRA cases.  I have 

been retained as an expert consultant by counties across the state of Texas to advise them on 

racial voting patterns as they relate to VRA compliance during redistricting. As an expert 

witness in VRA lawsuits, I have testified dozens of times and my testimony has been relied on 

by courts to find in favor of both plaintiffs and defendants. 

3. I have also published books and articles specifically about the intersection of partisanship, 

ideology and racially polarized voting. My 2013 book, Change They Can’t Believe In was 

published by Princeton University Press and was about the inherent connectedness between 

partisanship and racial attitudes in America today, and won the American Political Science 

Association award for best book on the topic of racial and ethnic politics.  My CV can be found 

in Appendix E. 

4. I submitted an expert report in this matter in November 2021 and a rebuttal report in January 

2022, and gave expert testimony in this court in January 2022, which the court found reliable 

and credible.  And I submitted a declaration in May 2022. I am continuing to rely on my earlier 

report and testimony in this case. 

5. I am the primary author of this report and collaborated in its development with my co-author 

Mr. Michael Rios, MPP, senior data scientist at the UCLA Voting Rights Project.  I have 

worked closely with Mr. Rios for over five years and he has extensive expertise with racially 

polarized voting analysis in the state of Texas, including authoring reports on racially polarized 

Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB     Document 928-3     Filed 05/02/25     Page 1 of 187



p 2 

voting in Galveston County in 2021 and 2023 and performing a racially polarized voting 

analysis in Portugal et al. v. Franklin County et al., a lawsuit involving the Washington Voting 

Rights Act.  Mr. Rios report was cited and found credible in support of Petteway plaintiffs in 

Federal Court in Galveston, Texas.  Emma Kim, data science fellow, assisted in downloading 

and compiling election results from TLC website. 

 

6. In this portion of my expert analysis, I was asked to update my reports to consider the 2022 and 

2024 elections and to assess voting patterns across the state of Texas to determine if Hispanic 

and Anglo voters exhibit racially polarized voting. In some instances where large Black 

populations are present, I also examined Black voting patterns. 

7. I also reviewed Plan H2316 for the State House, Plan S2168 for the State Senate, and Plan 

C2163 for U.S. Congress to determine what impact the adopted plans had on Hispanic 

opportunities to elect candidates of choice.  As part of this analysis, I reviewed alternative maps 

submitted by MALC1 and Brooks Plaintiffs that would allow minority voters to create and/or 

maintain opportunities to elect candidates of choice.  

8. I obtained data from the Texas Legislative Council (TLC) and the Capitol Data Project for 

statewide election results by county and voter demographics by county.  I obtained district map 

data from the Texas Red Apple system and from Texas District Viewer. All data are available 

at the voting precinct (VTD) level and I have merged together the election returns with voter 

racial/ethnic demographics to create a standard dataset for analyzing voting patterns.  Race and 

population data were obtained from the U.S. Census 2010 and 2020 PL-94 Redistricting files, 

as well as Spanish Surname Registered Voters and Spanish Surname Turnout, which was 

obtained from TLC repository.  Updated raci al and ethnic population data comes from the 

annual Census American Community Survey (ACS) for which 2023 is currently the most 

recently available data. I also received the statewide voter registration and vote history database 

from the Texas Secretary of State’s office.  This file was first requested from Texas’ counsel on 

February 27, 2025.  It was then requested from the Secretary of State’s office directly on March 

6, 2025.  The file was sent via FTP download on March 25, 2025 and I was able to access the 

file on March 26, 2025.  

 

I. Background Conclusions 

 

9. First, across the state of Texas, election results for 2022 to 2024 continue to reveal a strong and 

consistent pattern of racially polarized voting.  This analysis was conducted across more than a 

 
1 This includes Red-116 and Red-225 reports and PDF maps for ROMEH2027, ROMEH2028; ROMEH2029; 
ROMEH2030; ROMEH2031 
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dozen regions and districts for up to 15 different elections, using two complementary court-

approved ecological inference techniques, and relying on Census VAP data, Census CVAP 

data, Spanish Surname voter registration data and Census Spanish-speaking household data.  

We also include some of our analysis using Bayesian Improved Surname Geocoding (BISG) 

among actual turned-out voters in our EI models, however we did not receive the statewide 

voter file from the State of Texas until March 26, 2025, only five days before this report was 

due and the file that was sent was not described correctly, requiring considerable time to 

import2.  As such we plan to supplement with our full BISG models.  BISG has been found to 

be an accurate methodology for assessing the race and ethnicity of turned-out voters in EI 

models of voting patterns in Texas (Petteway v. Galveston, “The court finds that BISG is a 

reliable methodology for assessing racially polarized voting patterns.”). 

 

10. The result was more than 2,000 ecological inference models overwhelmingly demonstrating a 

pattern in which Hispanic voters were cohesive in their support for Hispanic preferred 

candidates.  Similarly, Black voters are strongly cohesive, and vote consistently with Hispanic 

voters. Last, the analysis makes clear that Anglo voters uniformly bloc vote against Hispanic 

and Black candidates of choice in 2022 and 2024 elections in Texas across all regions we 

analyzed. I have included numerous data and analysis in the attached which I expect to provide 

testimony on in this case.  I have also been provided and reviewed numerous TLC reports 

attached and included within the Report of Dr. Tye Rush submitted this same date.  I expect to 

provide testimony on the information reported by the TLC in those reports, including the 

characteristics of the districts, their electoral performance and the population makeup of 

individual districts, precincts, and geographic areas. 

 

11. Second, Spanish-speaking language minorities, a group specifically protected by the VRA in 

Texas, face even more stark racial bloc voting vis-à-vis Anglos in regions with large Spanish-

speaking voter populations. Ecological inference estimates report statistically significant 

findings that precincts with high concentrations of Spanish-speaking, limited English proficient 

voters are very unified with upwards of 70% to 80% cohesiveness in support of Hispanic 

candidates of choice, depending on the region of Texas, while Anglo voters bloc-vote against 

these same candidates.  

 
2 We received the voter history files from the State of Texas; however, upon opening the files, we discovered 
that the data was not formatted using standard delimiters such as tabs or commas. Instead, all information was 
contained within a single column. By referencing the accompanying Record Layout PDF, we determined that 
the data was intended to be parsed based on fixed field lengths. However, during the process of separating the 
data into individual columns using the specifications provided, we identified multiple discrepancies and errors. 
Several fields—including, but not limited to, Election Date, Election Type, Election Party, and Election Voting 
Method—did not align with the field lengths outlined in the documentation. After extensive review and analysis, 
we were able to identify consistent patterns and accurately determine the correct field lengths, allowing us to 
properly format the data. 
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12. Third, the state of Texas racial and ethnic population demographics changed significantly over 

the last decade with Anglos declining from 46% of the state population in 2010 to 39% in 2020. 

At the same time, the Hispanic population grew by nearly 2 million and by 2020 surpassed 

Anglos as the largest racial or ethnic group in the state. Hispanic population growth alone 

accounted for 49.5% of the entire population growth in the state of Texas.  Further, when 

looking only at citizen voting age population (CVAP) the state of Texas was reported to be 

47% Anglo, and 53% racial/ethnic minority (31.7% Hispanic and 21.3% Black, Asian and 

other racial groups) in 2023.3  This is a sharp change in just four years looking at the 2019 

ACS, which reported Texas was 50.1% Anglo and 49.9% racial/ethnic minority among citizen 

adults.  Using Census ACS data from 2017 to 2023, Texas has experienced consistent linear 

decline in the Anglo CVAP share each year and projecting to 2025, today Texas is estimated to 

be 45.7% Anglo and 54.3% racial/ethnic minority among citizen adults. 

 

13. Fourth, the State House map adopted by the Texas Legislature dilutes the Hispanic vote by 

eliminating performing districts that had elected Hispanic candidates of choice.  Further, given 

the large increases in the Hispanic population, and the conclusive finding of racially polarized 

voting, the adopted map failed to draw additional Hispanic performing districts consistent with 

the Federal Voting Rights Act (VRA). The map further failed to reflect growth in African-

American communities and dilutes the ability of African-Americans to elect candidates of 

choice. 

 

14. Fifth, the U.S. Congressional map adopted by the Texas Legislature dilutes the Hispanic vote 

by eliminating performing districts that had elected Hispanic candidates of choice.  And, like 

the State House map, the adopted Congressional map failed to draw additional Hispanic 

performing districts consistent with the Federal Voting Rights Act (VRA).  The map further 

failed to reflect growth in African-American communities and dilutes the ability of African-

Americans to elect candidates of choice. 

 

15. Sixth, our local appraisal of racially polarized voting using RPV Dispersion Plots demonstrates 

clear evidence of Hispanic cohesion and Anglo bloc voting against Hispanic-preferred 

candidates throughout the state.  These maps also show clear evidence of vote dilution by 

examining the boundaries of benchmark or enacted districts and comparing adjacent VTDs that 

were moved in or moved out of a district.  The RPV Dispersion Plots show clear and consistent 

evidence of Hispanic cohesion and Anglo block voting at the local VTD level. 

 

 
3 United States Census American Community Survey: 
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSST1Y2023.S2901?q=S2901:+Citizen,+Voting-
Age+Population+by+Selected+Characteristics&g=040XX00US48  
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II. Statewide Population Growth and Enacted Map Characteristics 

 

16. In my previous report I detailed clear evidence that the enacted maps failed to account for the 

robust population growth in the Hispanic community. In Tables 2-3 of my May 2022 report I 

provided evidence of vote dilution and continue to rely on those facts in forming my opinion 

today.  What’s more, in the three years since that prior report, the demographic changes in 

Texas have continued to show growth in the Hispanic population and decline in the Anglo 

population.  New Census ACS data for 2022 and 2023 that was not available three years ago 

documents that the Hispanic population is larger in nearly every corner of Texas, and using 

linear year-by-year projections from Census data, suggests that today, in 2025, the Texas 

Hispanic population is 12,448,790 growth of nearly one million since 20194. 

 

III. Racially Polarized Voting Analysis 

 

17. I next examine whether voters of different racial/ethnic backgrounds tend to prefer different or 

similar candidates in a wide range of electoral settings. The phenomenon called racially 

polarized voting (RPV) is defined as voters of different racial or ethnic groups exhibiting 

different candidate preferences in an election. It means simply that voters of different groups 

are voting in polar opposite directions, rather than in a coalition. Voters may vote for their 

candidates of choice for a variety of reasons, and RPV analysis is agnostic as to why voters 

make decisions, instead RPV simply reports how voters are voting.  It measures the outcomes 

of voting patterns and determines whether patterns track with the race/ethnicity demographics 

of neighborhoods, cities, and voting precincts.  In a prior report in May 2022 I discussed in-

depth RPV methodologies and I continue to rely on the descriptions in that report. 

 

18. In regions across Texas that have sizable populations of both Anglo and minority voters, 

ecological inference models point to a clear pattern of racially polarized voting.  Hispanic 

voters, but also Black voters demonstrate unified and cohesive voting, siding for the same 

candidates of choice in the 2022 and 2024 elections in Texas.  In contrast, Anglo voters tend to 

bloc vote against minority candidates of choice.  Anglo bloc voting varies by degree and by 

region.  In some pockets of Austin and Dallas, for example, Anglos evidence some cross-over 

voting in support of minority voters, creating the possibility of functional Hispanic-performing 

districts in compliance with the VRA.  However, in most instances outside of these two cities, 

Anglo voters demonstrate considerable bloc voting against Hispanic candidates of choice, often 

voting in the exact opposite pattern of Hispanic and other minorities. 

 
4 United States Census American Community Survey: 
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDT1Y2019.B03002?q=B03002:+Hispanic+or+Latino+Origin+by+Race&g=0
40XX00US48  
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19. In analysis of RPV patterns the emphasis is on the patterns, not necessarily one particular 

election.  Social science research regularly attempts to take a broad view of data and to distill 

complex data into general patterns. We borrow these approaches to scientific inquiry from the 

general sciences, acknowledging outliers and describing established patterns.  For example, if a 

biologist encounters a tree in the forest with beautiful orange foliage, they do not conclude their 

report that trees in general have orange foliage.  Instead, they examine a wide swath of trees in 

the forest and discover that most of the trees have green leaves and conclude that trees 

generally have green foliage.  We take the same approach to election data, attempting to look at 

many models, a wide variety of data, and a wide variety of elections, and careful not to put too 

much weight on any one particular example.  To that end, between my original report and 

current 2025 report, I have examined more than 25 elections, using 10 different ecological 

inference models, ranging from 2014 to 2024.  The data from 2022 and 2024 confirms the 

general pattern already reported of the existence of racially polarized voting across the state of 

Texas, and is consistent with Federal Court findings in prior decades redistricting that Texas 

elections are indeed characterized by racially polarized voting. 

 

20. Several methods are available to assess the Gingles preconditions of minority cohesion and 

Anglo bloc voting.5 One popular software program that has been relied on by Federal Courts is 

eiCompare, which imports data and runs both King’s EI and RxC models and offers 

comparison diagnostics.6 Collingwood, et al. (2016) have concluded that both EI and RxC 

produce similarly reliable regression estimates of vote choice, and RPV analysis using 

eiCompare was found to be methodologically reliable for the state of Texas (see Petteway v. 

Galveston: “Ecological inference is a reliable and standard method of measuring racially 

polarized voting. PXs-384 ¶¶ 18–21; 476 ¶ 25; Dkt. 223 at Case 3:22-cv-00057 Document 250 

Filed on 10/13/23 in TXSD Page 43 of 157 216−17, 219. Two forms of ecological inference, 

King’s Ecological Inference (“King’s EI”) and RxC EI, use aggregate data to identify voting 

patterns through statistical analysis of candidate choice and racial demographics within a 

precinct. Id. at PXs-384 ¶¶ 18–21; 476 ¶ 25; Dkt. 223 at 216−17, 219.”) 

 

21. To conduct analysis on a state as diverse as Texas I rely on four different types of racial/ethnic 

demographic data.  First, I used VAP data from the U.S. Census, downloaded for each voting 

 
5 For an approachable overview of this material, see Bruce M. Clarke & Robert Timothy Reagan, Federal 
Judicial Center, Redistricting Litigation: An Overview Of Legal, Statistical, and Case-Management Issues 
(2002). 
6 Loren Collingwood, Kassra Oskooii, Sergio Garcia Rios, and Matt Barreto, eiCompare Comparing Ecological 
Inference Estimates across El and EI:R x C, 8 R J., 93 (2016). 
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precinct/VTD from the TLC website.  VAP data is useful for Anglo and Black7 racial estimates 

which are more difficult to derive from a surname analysis alone.  The second data source is 

Spanish surname registration, downloaded for each voting precinct/VTD from the TLC 

website.  Spanish surname lists can be used to flag Hispanic voters on the actual voter file, a 

service that is provided by TLC.  Two other sources of data for citizen voting age population8 

(CVAP) and Spanish-speaking adults, come from the U.S. Census ACS at the census block 

group level, and using relevant shapefiles merged with VTDs.  Finally, having received the 

statewide voter file only in the last few days, we have not yet finalized running a full BISG 

analysis on the entire file of more than 18 million registered voters.  Instead, we focused on a 

large county with a large Hispanic population, Bexar County, with more than 1.2 million 

registered voters as an example of using BISG.  We are continuing our BISG analysis and will 

supplement this report with additional RPV tables using BISG data. 

 

22. BISG was developed by demographic experts9 and has been widely published and applied in 

the domain of political science to understand voting trends by race and ethnicity. It has been 

used by experts in Section 2 voting rights trials and found credible and reliable by two 

different federal district courts10 and the Second Circuit Court of Appeals.11 It has been 

published in peer-reviewed political science, social science methodology, and law review 

journals as an appropriate technique for understanding voter race or ethnicity.12 The method 

relies on a combination of Census surname analysis and Census block-level racial 

demographics to provide an overall probability assessment of the voter’s race or ethnicity.13 

Demographers and social scientists already utilize both of these methods separately; matching 

Census data to geographic units is widely used for understanding racial demographics and 

 
7 In some areas with large Black populations adjacent to Latinos, EI models may control for percent Black to 
isolate the effect for Latinos so that Latinos are not compared directly to Black voters but rather independent 
effects are obtained for Latino vote estimates.  Gary King describes this process in the basic EI algorithm as the 
Zb covariates (https://gking.harvard.edu/files/gking/files/ei.pdf)  
8 United States Citizen Voting Age Population by Race and Ethnicity: https://www.census.gov/programs-
surveys/decennial-census/about/voting-rights/cvap.html  
9 Fiscella, Kevin, and Allen M. Fremont. "Use of geocoding and surname analysis to estimate race and 
ethnicity." Health services research 41, no. 4p1 (2006): 1482-1500 
10 Petteway v. Galveston Cty., 698 F. Supp. 3d 952 (S.D. Tex 2023); NAACP vs. East Ramapo Central School 
District, No. 17-CV-8943-CS-JCM, May 25, 2020 
11 Clerveaux v. E. Ramapo Cent. Sch. Dist. UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SECOND 
CIRCUIT. No. 20-1668. January 6, 2021 
12Jesse T. Clark, John A. Curiel and Tyler S. Steelman. 2021. Minmaxing of Bayesian Improved Surname   
Geocoding and Geography Level Ups in Predicting Race. Political Analysis. (Nov); Kevin DeLuca and John A. 
Curiel. 2022. Validating the Applicability of Bayesian Inference with Surname and Geocoding to Congressional 
Redistricting. Political Analysis. (May); M Barreto, M Cohen, L Collingwood, C Dunn, S Waknin. 2022. "A 
Novel Method for Showing Racially Polarized Voting: Bayesian Improved Surname Geocoding" New York 
University  Review of Law & Social Change 
13 Imai, Kosuke, and Kabir Khanna. "Improving ecological inference by predicting individual ethnicity from 
voter registration records." Political Analysis 24, no. 2 (2016): 263-272. 

Case 3:21-cv-00259-DCG-JES-JVB     Document 928-3     Filed 05/02/25     Page 7 of 187



p 8 

density of an area,14 and surname analysis is regularly used against the voter file to 

understand race and ethnicity.15 Using both data sources makes it possible to gain a more 

precise understanding of voter demographics—two pieces of evidence, instead of just one, 

provides more precise estimates.16    

 

23. BISG analysis begins by undertaking surname analysis, a method that federal courts in Texas 

have found reliable. Indeed, for many years defense experts in Texas have regularly used 

Spanish surname matching17 to reliably identify Hispanic voters on the voter file for EI 

analysis. Surname analysis in BISG starts by taking each last name in the voter file and 

checking it against the published directories created by the Census Bureau.18 This list, 

assembled based on research by demographers at the Census Bureau, has created a 

racial/ethnic probability for each last name in the United States based on the official Census 

records.19 When a person fills out the Census form, they record their last name and their self-

reported race and ethnicity. The resulting probability estimate for each name can then be 

cross-referenced with the voter file. So, a surname database can assign a probability for nearly 

every last name found on a voter file. 

 

24. The second step of BISG relies on the address of the voter from the voter file.20 Using a 

procedure known as geocoding,21 this address information can be cross-referenced with the 

data from the decennial Census at the block level using portals such as Geocodio.22 The 

Census data contains the self-reported race of residents, aggregated to the Census block level. 

Using Census statistics for the racial and ethnic composition for the block in which a voter 

resides, the block’s racial demographic percentages can be used to refine the initial estimate 

 
14 Jorge Chapa, Ana Henderson, Aggie Jooyoon Noah, Werner Schinkiv, & Robert Kengle, The Chief Justice 
EarlvWarren Institute on Law and Social Policy, Redistricting: Estimating Citizen Voting Age Population 
(2011)   
15 Grofman, Bernard, and Jennifer R. Garcia. "Using Spanish Surname to Estimate Hispanic Voting Population 
in Voting Rights Litigation: A Model of Context Effects Using Bayes' Theorem." Election Law Journal 13, no. 3 
(2014) 
16 Barreto, Matt, Michael Cohen, Loren Collingwood, Chad Dunn, and Sonni Waknin. "A novel method for 
showing  racially polarized voting: Bayesian improved surname geocoding." New York University Review of 
Law & Social Change (2021).   
17 For example in Cisneros v. Pasadena ISD, 2013. 
18 Elliott, Marc N., Allen Fremont, Peter A. Morrison, Philip Pantoja, and Nicole Lurie. "A new method for  
estimating race/ethnicity and associated disparities where administrative records lack self reported 
race/ethnicity." Health services research 43, no. 5p1 (2008): 1722-1736. 
19 “Decennial Census Surname Files (2010, 2000).” Perma.cc. https://perma.cc/9JLV-7NQJ. 
20 Amos, Brian, and Michael P. McDonald. "A Method to Audit the Assignment of Registered Voters to 
Districts and Precincts." Political Analysis 28, no. 3 (2020): 356-371. 
21 Geocoding is possible using the tidycensus R package, with full replication scripts available at their public  
repository: https://github.com/cran/tidycensus.   
22 Users can upload a voter file to be geocoded at their website: https://www.geocod.io/ 
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of voter race by surname alone.23 By using a smaller level of aggregation (i.e., Census block 

or block group), researchers have more precision in their racial estimates.   

 

25. BISG uses the two proxy sources of voter race information—a voter’s name and where they 

live—to generate an estimate of their race. By employing the Who Are You (WRU) package 

in R24 to estimate the probability that a voter is of a certain race, a more detailed analysis can 

be inferred from the combination of surname and geolocation data—as opposed to using just 

one or the other.   

 

26. Using the voter file provided to us by the State of Texas, we used the software package 

eiCompare to perform Bayesian Improved Surname Geocoding (BISG) and obtain 

probabilistic estimates of each voter’s race in the voter file, which we then used to estimate 

turnout by race across precinct.25 BISG race estimates are aggregated to VTDs and used to 

create a percentage of voters who are, for example, Hispanic or Anglo, in each VTD. Full 

replication instructions are publicly available at both the WRU and eiCompare portals which 

explain the procedure in-depth with tutorials. In addition, Mr. Rios and I created a “how to” 

video tutorial to demonstrate how BISG works with Texas voter file analysis and EI that can 

be found on my voting rights research website.26 

 

27. Across the 15 elections analyzed for 2022 and 2024 there is a clear, consistent, and statistically 

significant pattern of racially polarized voting.  Time and again, Hispanic voters in Texas are 

cohesive and vote for candidates of choice typically by a 2-to-1 margin, and always in contrast 

to Anglo voters who bloc-vote against Hispanic candidates of choice.  These voting patterns 

have been widely reported for at least three decades of voting rights litigation and Federal 

courts in Texas have routinely concluded that elections in Texas are racially polarized.  What’s 

more, this information is well-known to state legislators, state map drawers and demographers 

and expert consultants for the State of Texas.  In the more than 2,000 ecological inference 

statistical models I performed for this report, based on well-established social science published 

methodology, I conclude that across more than a dozen regions analyzed, elections in Texas are 

defined by racially polarized voting. Appendix A, attached as part of this report, provides full 

tables of our RPV analysis with eiCompare, reporting both Kings EI and RxC results27. 

 
23 Barreto, Matt, Michael Cohen, Loren Collingwood, Chad Dunn, and Sonni Waknin. "A novel method for 
showing racially polarized voting: Bayesian improved surname geocoding." New York University Review of 
Law & Social Change, (2022). 
24 Khanna, Kabir, Kosuke Imai, and Maintainer Kabir Khanna. "Package ‘wru’." (2019). The WRU package 
uses Bayes’ Rule to compute the probability of each racial category for any given person. 
25 RPVote, “RPVOTE/EiCompare: Comparing Ecological Inference Techniques,” GitHub,  
https://github.com/RPVote/eiCompare. 
26 http://mattbarreto.com/vra/bisg/galv_bisg_demo.mp4  
27 Using the R software package eiCompare, data scientists can extract additional plots, charts, figures, 
confidence interval bounds, standard errors and much more, depending on any additional metrics they are 
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28. As we should expect, each region of Texas contains somewhat different voting patterns, 

however, all regions are characterized by some degree of racially polarized voting.  Even in 

instances where the patterns are not so stark as to be in complete opposite directions, they still 

provide clear evidence of racially polarized voting.  For instance, if Hispanics are voting 60% – 

40% for their preferred candidate and Anglos are voting 40% – 60% against the Hispanic 

preferred candidate, this is still a finding of polarized voting.  Further, even if one or two 

election analyses are less conclusive, as political scientists our training informs us to look at the 

overall patterns and trends in the data to make conclusions with a reasonable degree of 

scientific certainty. In the case of elections in Texas, the statistical analyses point to an 

unmistakable pattern of racially polarized voting. 

 

29. For elections in 2022 and 2024 patterns of racially polarized voting were conclusive across the 

state of Texas including in the enacted Congressional districts 29, 30, 32, 33, in State House 

districts 17, 76, 77, 118, 138 and in State Senate district 10.  In addition, the El Paso region (El 

Paso/Hudspeth), throughout Harris County, and the Rio Grande Valley (Cameron/Hidalgo) 

show conclusive patterns of racially polarized voting. We also analyzed plaintiffs’ alternative 

demonstration districts to assess levels of Hispanic cohesion just within those alternative map 

boundaries and likewise find clear and consistent evidence of Hispanic voters supporting 

similar candidates of choice in 2022 and 2024, bolstering the previous evidence submitted for 

elections 2014 – 2020. 

 

30. The 2024 presidential election between Donald Trump and Kamala Harris sometimes shows a 

different pattern than other elections for Hispanic voters, depending on the region.  But the 

overall vote results still reflect largely racially polarized voting, despite some gains amongst 

Hispanic voters for President Trump in certain regions of Texas. Those gains, however, did not 

translate clearly down ballot for candidates not named Trump, generally across the entire State, 

or specifically in the regions where the Plaintiffs are presently asserting claims. This election 

should be seen as quite unique, with a very well-publicized candidate in Trump. What’s more 

the 2024 election was different than almost any other in that Trump’s opponent changed almost 

near the end of the election cycle and the eventual opponent, Ms. Harris had far less time to 

develop a campaign and connect with voters than any other presidential candidate in modern 

history.  When examining the overall Hispanic vote in Texas across all VTDs contained in this 

report from Dallas to El Paso, and Brownsville to Houston, Ms. Harris won an estimated 63% 

of the Latino vote.  In contrast, Anglos overwhelmingly preferred Mr. Trump with 75% of their 

vote in Texas. 

 

 
interested in.  These pieces of information are readily contained within the analysis presented in this report and 
easily extracted when necessary 
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31. Variation did exist in the Hispanic vote for Harris or Trump.  For example, in districts analyzed 

outside Autin, Hispanics gave Harris 75% of the vote, and in Dallas Harris won 73% of the 

Hispanic vote, and around 66% in El Paso and 63% in San Antonio, all clear majority support 

in line with historic voting patterns in Texas.  In other regions such as districts in Cameron 

County, where Plaintiffs are not presently challenging the maps, the Hispanic vote was more 

split around 50-50 between Harris and Trump.  Even still, among the same group of Hispanic 

voters, there were more clear preferences for elections such as U.S. Senate where Collin Alred 

won close to 60% of the Hispanic vote in Cameron County in 2024 and Attorney General 

where Rochelle Garza won close to 65% of the Hispanic vote.  Indeed, looking at the full 

pattern of elections for the past 10 years from 2014 to 2024, the Trump-Harris election stands 

as a clear outlier whereby Hispanic cohesion is quite consistent, even as it varies by degree, 

across different regions in Texas. 

 

32. In regions of Texas that have large Black and Hispanic populations we find clear and consistent 

evidence that the two minority groups vote cohesively, together, for like candidates of choice in 

2022 and 2024.  In particular, the analysis reveals that Black and Hispanic voters are cohesive 

in districts in the greater DFW region (Dallas, Tarrant, Denton, Collin) and in the greater 

Houston metro. At the same time, Anglo voters in these geographies’ bloc-vote against 

minority candidates of choice. Anglo voters in U.S. House and State House Districts bloc-vote 

such that Black and Hispanic voters have less opportunity to elect their candidates of choice the 

DFW region. 

 

33. Specifically looking at the region encompassing Senate District 10, Black and Hispanic voters 

demonstrate overwhelming political cohesion in SD10 and Tarrant County general elections in 

2022 and 2024. Here, primary elections are not as probative a source of information about 

political cohesion, given that neither group constitutes a majority and the relatively low voter 

turnout among minorities. Anglo voters in enacted SD10 bloc-vote at high levels against the 

combined minority preferred candidates, and given election results, consistently defeat the 

minority preferred candidates. 

 

34. Beyond discrepancies by race or ethnicity, the analysis has identified clear patterns of cohesive 

voting by language minorities, who face even more significant gaps in polarized voting.  

Looking to pockets of Texas which have large Spanish-speaking voting populations, who are 

also limited English proficient (LEP) reveals that Spanish speaking voters are very unified and 

cohesive in their vote choice.  In instances where estimates of cohesiveness for Hispanic voters 

as a whole cohesiveness register 64% estimates of cohesiveness of Spanish-LEP voters are 10-

points higher at 74%.  Spanish-LEP voters demonstrate very high rates of cohesiveness and 

within the larger community they reside, Anglo voters demonstrate very high rates of bloc-

voting against Spanish-LEP candidates of choice. 
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IV. BISG analysis in Bexar County elections 

 

35. We ran Bayesian Improved Surname Geocoding (BISG) using the statewide voter file provided 

to us by the State of Texas for Bexar County.  We plan to replicate this for the additional 

districts and regions and supplement the report.  For Bexar County, we included BISG results 

of actual turned-out voters for both our EI and RxC models of racially polarized voting.  These 

results demonstrate clear and continued evidence of Hispanic cohesion for candidates of 

choice, and Anglo bloc-voting against minority-preferred candidates within HD118.  In 

particular, the results find Hispanic cohesion rates of 72% in 2022 and 67% in 2024, compared 

to Anglo opposition.  Anglos gave Hispanic-preferred candidates only around 14% support in 

2022 and 23% support in 2024 according to the BISG analysis of HD118. These are glaring 

disparities in how Hispanics and Anglos voted in Bexar County HD118. 

 

V. Hispanic Cohesion in Plaintiffs’ Demonstration Districts 

 

36. In addition to an analysis of racially polarized voting across the enacted districts, we also 

examined the degree to which Hispanic voters are cohesive under the map boundaries for 

plaintiffs’ alternative demonstration districts.  This analysis extends the same EI to proposed 

districts and relies on Spanish Surname Registration data from TLC as the input variable across 

all models.  

 

37. Cohesion analysis shows that across all districts analyzed, Hispanic voters in plaintiffs’ 

demonstration districts continue a pattern of majority cohesiveness in 2022 and 2024 elections.  

Elections from 2014 to 2020 already clearly demonstrated such cohesiveness among Hispanic 

voters in demonstration districts, and data from recent elections in 2022 and 2024 confirms this 

trend.  

 

38. For alternative demonstration district HD 118 offered by Brooks plaintiffs, the analysis shows 

Hispanic voters are cohesive in the 69% range in 2022 and 2024 on average.  For MALC 

alternative maps in HD 17, 31, 51, 76, 138, 140, 145 and 148 across various plans, the results 

point to consistent Hispanic cohesion with majority support for Hispanic-preferred candidates. 

 

39. For Congressional maps offered by Brooks plaintiffs, Hispanic cohesion is clearly found in the 

2022 and 2024 elections, with respect to C2163 maps for CD29, CD37, and CD38.  The results 

of this analysis can be found in the attached Appendix A. 
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VI. RPV Dispersion Plots: Local Appraisal of Racial Voting Patterns and Vote Dilution 

 

40. Based on the same data sources that social scientists rely on for EI models of racially polarized 

voting, we have developed a methodology to provide visual presentations through maps of a 

county or jurisdiction, that allows the Court to see both candidate preference rates as well as 

racial and ethnic population patterns at the same time, down to the local VTD level.  These 

maps show how and where voting patterns are dispersed through a jurisdiction by race or 

ethnicity, and are known as RPV Dispersion Plots.28 

 

41. These plots calculate the extent to which a candidate exceeded or fell short of the expected 

support level had every VTD provided the candidate with the average expected number of 

votes.  For example if VTD 8 contains 100 votes out of 1,000 total votes, it accounts for 10% of 

all votes.  If candidate support levels are equal across an entire jurisdiction, then both candidate 

A and candidate B will both get 10% of their votes from VTD 8.  However, if candidate A gets 

13% of their votes from VTD 8 while candidate B only gets 7% of their votes from VTD 8 it is 

clear that VTD 8 has a preference for candidate A.  Candidate A got 30% more votes than the 

expected average in VTD 8 while candidate B got 30% fewer votes.  Every single VTD in the 

jurisdiction receives its own unique score, which is then presented visually on the map as either 

plusses (+) where the candidate exceeded average expectations or presented as red dots where 

the candidate was less preferred and fell short.  All candidate election data is imported at the 

VTD level from TLC (https://data.capitol.texas.gov/). 

 

42. In addition to documenting how each VTD preferred or opposed a candidate, the RPV 

Dispersion Plots show the underlying racial/ethnic characteristics of the neighborhood 

encompassing the VTD using U.S. Census data29 for the percent Hispanic or Anglo among 

citizen adults (CVAP) at the tract level, one of the same pieces of data that is often input into an 

EI model.   

 

43. When taken together, the RPV Dispersion Plot paints a picture of where the high density 

Hispanic or Anglo parts of a jurisdiction are, and where each candidate was preferred or 

opposed.  Rather than report a single average estimate of candidate support such as EI models, 

the RPV Dispersion Plots present a local appraisal of racial voting patterns that allows the court 

to discern where a candidate was most, or least, preferred. 

 
28 “Hariharan, Ananya, and Matt Barreto. 2025. RPV Dispersion Plots: A Modern Method to Measure and 
Visualize Racial Voting Patterns” Paper presented at the 2025 Southern Political Science Association Annual 
Conference.  San Juan, Puerto Rico. 
29 United States Census Citizen Voting Age Population by Race and Ethnicity: 
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/about/voting-rights/cvap.html and United States 
Census TIGER/Line Shapefiles: https://www.census.gov/geographies/mapping-files/time-series/geo/tiger-line-
file.html  
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44. A common addition to these plots is to overlay benchmark or enacted district boundary lines to 

provide a richer presentation to the reader, allowing them to observe any patterns in where the 

old or new district boundaries are and how those changes might reflect racial demographics or 

candidate support levels.  In this case, it can be useful to observe how different counties are 

carved up, and where district lines are placed, vis-à-vis the Hispanic or Anglo populations, in 

addition to how well performing different candidates are. 

 

45. To correspond to the regions and districts analyzed in our report, we present RPV Dispersion 

Plots for El Paso, Dallas-Tarrant, Harris-Ft. Bend, and Bexar counties.  Each plot is depicted by 

the percent Hispanic, or the percent Anglo across each census block group and corresponding 

VTD for each of the four regions. For purposes of common comparison, we use the 2022 Texas 

Attorney General election30 between Hispanic candidate Rochelle Garza and Anglo candidate 

Ken Paxton, across all RPV Dispersion Plots. 

 

46. As an example, we focus on HD118 in Bexar County to demonstrate the extent to which 

Hispanics suffered vote dilution by the changing boundaries of HD118 in the enacted plan.  

The map below in Figure 1 highlights different neighborhoods across Bexar County and the 

extent to which the population is Hispanic or Anglo with highest density Hispanic 

neighborhoods seen in deeper green and highest density Anglo neighborhoods depicted in 

deeper magenta (or pink).  The racial demographics should be immediately obvious to anyone 

familiar with San Antonio and Bexar County with large Hispanic density in San Antonio, 

especially central and South San Antonio and southern Bexar County down to Losoya, 

Somerset and Sandy Oaks and much larger Anglo populations to the east to St. Hedwig and 

near Randolph Air Force Base. 

 

  

 
30 While we use the 2022 Texas Attorney General race in these illustrative examples, using the data contained in 
this report from the TLC, the RPV Dispersion Plots can incorporate any of the 2022 or 2024 elections by simply 
importing a different dataset from the TLC portal. 
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Figure 1. Bexar County, Texas RPV Dispersion Plot by Hispanic Tract Density 
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Figure 2. Bexar County, Texas RPV Dispersion Plot support for Garza 2022 by VTD 
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47. Next, we can overlay the results of the 2022 Texas Attorney General election between Garza 

and Paxton on top of this same map in Figure 2, showing which candidate was preferred by 

each VTD, and the strength of candidate preference.  The next figure plots the relative strength 

or weakness of Garza by showing plusses where Garza was preferred and red dots where she 

fell short.  The more plusses the more preferred, and the more dots the worse Garza did.  If 

there is only one single plus or one single red dot in a VTD, it suggests Garza was very close to 

her average expected votes. 

 

48. As seen clearly in Figure 2, the visual presentation of the voting patterns for Garza match the 

EI models discussed above and reported in the appendix.  For HD118, using Spanish surname 

registration from TLC, the model estimates Garza won over 70% of the Latino vote while 

Paxton won over 80% of the Anglo vote.  The statistical results of the EI model are obvious in 

the RPV Dispersion Plot in Figure 2 where Garza preference is clearly seen in areas with the 

highest density Hispanic population (green) while she performs the worst in areas with high 

density Anglo populations (pink). 

 

49. There are some pockets of areas of Bexar County that are moderately Hispanic and Garza 

under-performs symbolized by light green shading and the presence of red dots.  There are also 

regions of Bexar that are not super-majority Anglo, but moderately Anglo where Garza 

similarly under-performs, symbolized by lighter pink shading and the presence of red dots. 

 

50. The next step is to overlay the benchmark boundary of HD118 that was in place during the 

prior redistricting cycle (outline boundary in gray) and the newly enacted boundary of HD118 

(outline in yellow) as seen in Figure 3. With this information the court can clearly see the 

choices made by map drawers in moving the benchmark versus enacted HD118 district 

boundary lines, and how those changes might correlate with the underlying population and 

candidate preference within each VTD. 
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Figure 3. Bexar County, Texas RPV Dispersion Plot with Benchmark and Enacted HD118 

Support for Garza 2022 by VTD 
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51. The plot in Figure 3 makes clear that enacted HD118 traded moderate density Hispanic VTDs 

in south San Antonio that demonstrated high candidate preference for Garza with moderate 

density Hispanic VTDs in southwestern parts of Bexar County in which Paxton was preferred 

over Garza.  Further, the enacted HD118 added moderate density Anglo VTDs in which Paxton 

was greatly preferred over Garza in the eastern portions of Bexar County.  The result was one 

in which the map drawer could still technically call the map majority Hispanic; however, it is 

plainly obvious that the new boundary lines exclude Hispanic VTDs that supported the 

minority-preferred candidate and brought in Hispanic VTDs that were not cohesive, while also 

adding Anglo VTDs with high opposition to Garza, the Hispanic-preferred candidate. 

 

52. These same patterns of Hispanic cohesion and Anglo block voting are visible across all regions 

of Texas that we analyzed and present in the RPV Dispersion Plots for El Paso, Dallas, Tarrant, 

Harris, Ft. Bend and Bexar counties (see Appendix).  As an example, we present the Dallas-Ft. 

Worth region in Figure 4 below with enacted Congressional map boundaries overlayed on RPV 

Dispersion Plots showing support for the Hispanic preferred candidate, Garza as well as racial 

shading for Anglo or minority density. 

Figure 4. Tarrant and Dallas Counties, Texas RPV Dispersion Plot with Enacted Congressional 

Support for Garza by VTD 
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53. In El Paso County, the Hispanic vote was diluted by removing an entire Hispanic performing 

State House district (HD76) and packing and overpopulating the remaining State House 

districts with high-density Hispanic VTDs.  Figure 5 details these changes by overlaying both 

the benchmark H2100 district boundaries as well as the enacted H2316 boundaries.  Further 

examples in the appendix isolate each district and compare them one by one. 

Figure 5. El Paso County, Texas RPV Dispersion Plot with enacted State House boundaries 

Support for Garza by VTD 
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54. I have also had the occasion to review the analysis by Dr. Tye Rush, mapping expert for the 

MALDEF plaintiffs and I concur with his analysis with respect to HD 118 in Bexar County.  

Our analysis confirms what Dr. Rush also reports, that a Hispanic opportunity district existed 

prior to the most recent redistricting, and that this current map, H2316 dilutes Hispanic voting 

strength in HD 118. 

 

55. In preparing this report there were some data that was only recently produced by Defendants, 

and as more data does become available, or new data is posted, I will provide additional data 

and analysis of population statistics and election results to supplement this report. Produced 

herewith is a Dropbox folder including the materials listed in Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

26. 

 

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

knowledge. 

 

March 31, 2025    ________________________________ 

      Dr. Matt A. Barreto 

Los Angeles, California 
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Appendix A: RPV Table of Results 
 

March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   22 

Enacted Map - House District 17 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino 

VAP - EI 
 

White 
VAP - 
RxC 

Latino 
VAP - 
RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 91.52 24.85  88.65 30.06 

Harris 8.51 75.16  11.35 69.94 

State Representative District 
17 

Gerdes 91.86 22.81  87.53 30.21 

Venable 8.12 77.49  12.47 69.79 

Texas Supreme Court Place 2 Blacklock 92.09 24.07  88.16 30.94 

Jones 7.94 76.19  11.84 69.06 

Texas Supreme Court Place 4 Devine 91.46 23.41  87.19 30.81 

Weems 8.47 76.42  12.81 69.19 

Texas Supreme Court Place 6 Bland 91.91 23.22  87.65 30.85 

Goldstein 8 76.67  12.35 69.15 

US Senate 
Cruz 89.69 20.47  86.19 27.32 

Allred 10.44 79.53  13.81 72.68 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 88.73 23.69  85.17 29.91 

Garza 11.31 76.08  14.83 70.09 

Agricultural Commissioner Miller 89.67 24.59  86.09 31.25 

Hays 10.21 75.29  13.91 68.75 

Comptroller 
Hegar 90.88 27.7  87.28 34.49 

Dudding 9.16 72.22  12.72 65.51 

Governor 
Abbott 89.51 25.29  86.08 31.6 

O'Rourke 10.46 74.41  13.92 68.4 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 90.58 25.8  87.6 32.21 

Kleberg 9.34 74.3  12.4 67.79 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 89.02 25.24  85.9 31.03 

Collier 11.16 75.01  14.1 68.97 

State Representative District 
17 

Gerdes 89.95 26.34  86.27 32.72 

Eden 10.07 73.7  13.73 67.28 

Texas Supreme Court Place 5 Huddle 90.16 25.78  86.46 31.45 

Reichek 9.82 75.04  13.54 68.55 

Texas Supreme Court Place 9 Young 89.64 24.63  85.96 30.91 

Maldonado 10.49 75.55  14.04 69.09 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   23 

Enacted Map - House District 17 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - 
EI 

Latino 
CVAP - 

EI 
 

White 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 86.91 25.57  83.82 28.67 

Harris 13.13 74.49  16.18 71.33 

State Representative District 
17 

Gerdes 87.36 24.16  84.29 27.16 

Venable 12.72 76.11  15.71 72.84 

Texas Supreme Court Place 2 Blacklock 87.72 24.62  84.71 28.1 

Jones 12.27 75.71  15.29 71.9 

Texas Supreme Court Place 4 Devine 87.01 24.02  83.99 28.03 

Weems 12.82 75.91  16.01 71.97 

Texas Supreme Court Place 6 Bland 87.39 24.49  84.68 27.33 

Goldstein 12.45 75.3  15.32 72.67 

US Senate 
Cruz 85.46 21.83  82.48 25.18 

Allred 14.54 78  17.52 74.82 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 85.05 22.51  82.28 26.99 

Garza 15.07 77.29  17.72 73.01 

Agricultural Commissioner Miller 85.75 24.48  82.94 28.01 

Hays 14.2 75.34  17.06 71.99 

Comptroller 
Hegar 87.01 26.84  84.6 30.54 

Dudding 12.99 73.48  15.4 69.46 

Governor 
Abbott 85.8 25.04  83.42 28.2 

O'Rourke 14.16 75.13  16.58 71.8 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 86.72 25.72  84.21 29.17 

Kleberg 13.31 74.7  15.79 70.83 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 84.98 24.97  82.5 27.87 

Collier 14.9 74.92  17.5 72.13 

State Representative District 
17 

Gerdes 86.29 24.93  83.88 28.8 

Eden 13.74 74.59  16.12 71.2 

Texas Supreme Court Place 5 Huddle 86.31 25.78  83.55 28.03 

Reichek 13.74 74.27  16.45 71.97 

Texas Supreme Court Place 9 Young 85.64 24.35  83.48 26.96 

Maldonado 14.21 75.78  16.52 73.04 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   24 

Enacted Map - House District 17 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - 
EI 

Spanish 
Speaker 
- RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 16.83 22.78 7.16 9.64 

Harris 83.02 77.22 92.86 90.36 

State Representative District 
17 

Gerdes 17.44 23.61 6.96 9.52 

Venable 82.28 76.39 93.22 90.48 

Texas Supreme Court Place 2 Blacklock 16.98 23.48 6.87 10.43 

Jones 81.92 76.52 93.17 89.57 

Texas Supreme Court Place 4 Devine 16.09 22.94 7.04 10.01 

Weems 84.22 77.06 93.03 89.99 

Texas Supreme Court Place 6 Bland 16.67 23.32 6.79 9.92 

Goldstein 83.14 76.68 93.36 90.08 

US Senate 
Cruz 14.61 23.48 4.19 8.61 

Allred 84.93 76.52 95.82 91.39 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 18.17 24.22 8.35 10.48 

Garza 82.05 75.78 91.74 89.52 

Agricultural Commissioner Miller 15.78 24.82 8.96 11.69 

Hays 83.48 75.18 91.06 88.31 

Comptroller 
Hegar 19.86 26.18 11.42 13.2 

Dudding 80.4 73.82 88.66 86.8 

Governor 
Abbott 18.11 24.77 9.92 9.84 

O'Rourke 81.18 75.23 90.01 90.16 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 17.31 23.93 8.65 12.12 

Kleberg 82.45 76.07 90.51 87.88 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 18.78 25.4 8.51 10.91 

Collier 81.04 74.6 91.25 89.09 

State Representative District 
17 

Gerdes 19.5 26.04 10.07 11.95 

Eden 80.98 73.96 90.27 88.05 

Texas Supreme Court Place 5 Huddle 18.7 24.46 9.06 11.35 

Reichek 80.7 75.54 90.97 88.65 

Texas Supreme Court Place 9 Young 18.12 25.68 8.79 11.37 

Maldonado 81.7 74.32 90.92 88.63 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   25 

Enacted Map - House District 76 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino 

VAP - EI 
Black 

VAP - EI 

White 
VAP - 
RxC 

Latino 
VAP - 
RxC 

Black 
VAP - 
RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 76.13 19.33 4.85 71.54 35.77 20.92 

Harris 23.64 80.53 95.14 28.46 64.23 79.08 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 85.35 27.09 0.18 81.54 33.03 20 

Jones 13.74 73.92 97.64 18.46 66.97 80 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 82.58 19.42 0.17 78.66 33.11 19.67 

Weems 17.58 80.21 97.82 21.34 66.89 80.33 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 85.24 17.55 0.17 79.64 34.37 16.94 

Goldstein 14.65 82.1 98.44 20.36 65.63 83.06 

US Senate 
Cruz 76.84 21.24 0.36 72.19 32.1 15.51 

Allred 23.38 77.35 98.35 27.81 67.9 84.49 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 84.7 18.91 0.83 80.52 26.85 16.01 

Garza 15.65 81.21 97.34 19.48 73.15 83.99 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 87.89 16.56 0.66 84.68 26.55 14.46 

Hays 12.23 82 97.88 15.32 73.45 85.54 

Comptroller 
Hegar 90.67 18.08 0.82 85.28 26.28 17.76 

Dudding 9.78 83.16 97.53 14.72 73.72 82.24 

Governor 
Abbott 86.47 20.12 0.56 82.95 26.58 15.54 

O'Rourke 13.8 80.7 97.78 17.05 73.42 84.46 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 89.97 17.56 0.95 85.7 25.79 16.51 

Kleberg 10.52 82.35 98.87 14.3 74.21 83.49 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 83.87 19.86 0.81 81.23 25.9 16.65 

Collier 16.23 80.26 98.39 18.77 74.1 83.35 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 89.24 19.77 2.46 85.91 27.95 15.99 

Reichek 11.08 81.34 97.67 14.09 72.05 84.01 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 88.24 16.94 0.79 85.41 26 15.48 

Maldonado 11.37 80.54 98.27 14.59 74 84.52 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   26 

Enacted Map - House District 76 

 

 

 

  

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - 
EI 

Latino 
CVAP 

- EI 

Black 
CVAP 

- EI 

White 
CVAP 
- RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Black 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 72.99 25.49 12.64 69.38 36.27 25.36 

Harris 27.05 74.31 87.51 30.62 63.73 74.64 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 81.4 20.17 9.13 78.55 33.5 21.69 

Jones 18.72 79.19 90.27 21.45 66.5 78.31 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 77.87 19.98 9.84 75.06 31.46 24.12 

Weems 21.23 78.11 90.28 24.94 68.54 75.88 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 81.68 19.7 9.65 77.34 34.53 20.94 

Goldstein 18.77 79.78 89.53 22.66 65.47 79.06 

US Senate 
Cruz 72.63 18.35 6.23 69.8 29.78 22.17 

Allred 27.26 81.95 93.36 30.2 70.22 77.83 

2022 

Attorney General Paxton 79.46 17.52 4.39 77.87 28.96 17.57 

Garza 20.55 84.45 95.46 22.13 71.04 82.43 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 82.84 15.36 4.44 81.58 28.61 16.22 

Hays 17.39 86.16 95.59 18.42 71.39 83.78 

Comptroller 
Hegar 85.23 16.66 4.13 82.63 26.23 19.53 

Dudding 14.77 83.7 95.78 17.37 73.77 80.47 

Governor 
Abbott 80.36 17.14 4 78.75 28.03 17.66 

O'Rourke 19.28 83.27 96.47 21.25 71.97 82.34 

Land Commissioner Buckingham 85.07 16.75 3.68 82.42 29.5 16.82 

Kleberg 15.04 85 96.08 17.58 70.5 83.18 

Lieutenant Governor Patrick 78.64 17.24 5.26 76.92 29.35 18.05 

Collier 20.71 82.02 94.79 23.08 70.65 81.95 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 83.74 15.46 3.8 82.76 28.99 17.8 

Reichek 16.16 84.48 95.82 17.24 71.01 82.2 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 83.8 14.31 3.55 81.17 28.05 18.09 

Maldonado 16.26 85.72 96.18 18.83 71.95 81.91 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   27 

Enacted Map - House District 76 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - 
EI 

Spanish 
Speaker 
- RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 0.05 40.94 19.56 33.68 

Harris 94.82 59.06 77.85 66.32 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 0.01 40.34 36.44 35.31 

Jones 99.19 59.66 63.71 64.69 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 0.4 36.35 18.13 35.18 

Weems 94.45 63.65 82.07 64.82 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 0.11 24.34 36.23 34.74 

Goldstein 94.82 75.66 63.71 65.26 

US Senate 
Cruz 1.41 41.8 21.56 36.14 

Allred 95.74 58.2 77.4 63.86 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 2.52 38.6 9.99 35.23 

Garza 94.48 61.4 95.09 64.77 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 0.8 35.63 0.65 35.28 

Hays 94.64 64.37 99.36 64.72 

Comptroller 
Hegar 0.41 41.22 6.4 33.45 

Dudding 97.97 58.78 91.79 66.55 

Governor 
Abbott 0.26 37.95 10.38 37.86 

O'Rourke 96.65 62.05 88.44 62.14 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 0.35 36.28 9.78 34.86 

Kleberg 96.5 63.72 90.96 65.14 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 6.85 38.57 6.46 30.18 

Collier 96.9 61.43 91.42 69.82 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 0.13 38.09 11.33 38.3 

Reichek 95.93 61.91 88 61.7 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 0.03 36.94 10.54 35.4 

Maldonado 92.16 63.06 89.52 64.6 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   28 

Enacted Map - House District 77 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino 

VAP - EI 
 

White 
VAP - RxC 

Latino 
VAP - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 49.96 32.59  43.41 33.28 

Harris 50.92 67.44  56.93 66.8 

State Board of Education 
District 1 

Stevens 61.54 28.59  50.48 29.27 

Reveles 37.94 71.4  48.58 70.7 

Texas Supreme Court Place 2 
Blacklock 54.43 31.75  48.52 32.02 

Jones 44.78 68.21  51.04 68.01 

Texas Supreme Court Place 4 
Devine 57.5 30.17  48.42 30.71 

Weems 42.77 69.73  51.73 69.28 

Texas Supreme Court Place 6 
Bland 59.36 28.53  50.03 29.11 

Goldstein 40.44 71.47  49.83 70.93 

US Senate 
Cruz 47.01 30.16  40.03 30.62 

Allred 53.13 69.73  60 69.3 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 59.05 22.25  48.42 22.83 

Garza 41.78 77.88  51.73 77.26 

Agricultural Commissioner 
Miller 62.35 21.94  51.54 22.45 

Hays 37.75 78.18  48.89 77.56 

Comptroller 
Hegar 62.9 22.83  52.04 23.5 

Dudding 35.57 77.15  48.35 76.57 

Governor 
Abbott 55.55 22.81  46.92 23.19 

O'Rourke 45.01 77.28  53.58 76.64 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 58.6 22.92  47.58 23.55 

Kleberg 40.99 77.14  52.42 76.45 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 60.46 23.95  49.18 24.58 

Collier 40.35 76.09  51.62 75.41 

Texas Supreme Court Place 5 
Huddle 62.38 22.45  51.8 23.02 

Reichek 37.75 77.48  47.2 76.87 

Texas Supreme Court Place 9 
Young 64.33 21.21  53.51 21.74 

Maldonado 36.24 78.82  47.21 78.31 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   29 

Enacted Map - House District 77 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - EI 
Latino 

CVAP - EI 
 

White 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 53.21 31.37  47.34 31.9 

Harris 46.79 68.63  52.66 68.1 

State Board of Education 
District 1 

Stevens 57.5 28.05  52.1 28.41 

Reveles 42.5 71.95  47.9 71.59 

Texas Supreme Court Place 2 Blacklock 58.73 30.62  51.77 31.07 

Jones 41.27 69.38  48.23 68.93 

Texas Supreme Court Place 4 Devine 54.89 29.48  49.61 29.84 

Weems 45.11 70.52  50.39 70.16 

Texas Supreme Court Place 6 Bland 58.25 27.73  52.06 28.12 

Goldstein 41.75 72.27  47.94 71.88 

US Senate 
Cruz 48.06 29.1  43.35 29.56 

Allred 51.94 70.9  56.65 70.44 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 52.99 21.95  46.15 22.27 

Garza 47.01 78.05  53.85 77.73 

Agricultural Commissioner Miller 53.91 21.78  49.88 21.94 

Hays 46.09 78.22  50.12 78.06 

Comptroller 
Hegar 57.17 22.74  50.44 23.02 

Dudding 42.83 77.26  49.56 76.98 

Governor 
Abbott 49.91 22.38  44.34 22.6 

O'Rourke 50.09 77.62  55.66 77.4 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 51.08 22.91  47.35 22.95 

Kleberg 48.92 77.09  52.65 77.05 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 52.26 23.81  48.32 24.07 

Collier 47.74 76.19  51.68 75.93 

Texas Supreme Court Place 5 Huddle 54.3 22.52  49.43 22.62 

Reichek 45.7 77.48  50.57 77.38 

Texas Supreme Court Place 9 Young 56.19 21.09  50.67 21.22 

Maldonado 43.81 78.91  49.33 78.78 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   30 

Enacted Map - House District 77 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - 
EI 

Spanish 
Speaker - 

RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 33.07 27.42 31.13 28.56 

Harris 67.2 72.58 68.75 71.44 

State Board of Education 
District 1 

Stevens 26.51 22 26.11 23.76 

Reveles 74.08 78 73.83 76.24 

Texas Supreme Court Place 2 
Blacklock 32.75 28.12 29.81 27.64 

Jones 67.57 71.88 70.3 72.36 

Texas Supreme Court Place 4 
Devine 29.36 23.66 27.8 25.94 

Weems 70.03 76.34 71.86 74.06 

Texas Supreme Court Place 6 
Bland 24.89 19.59 25.98 24.23 

Goldstein 75.28 80.41 74.02 75.77 

US Senate 
Cruz 34.06 35.41 28.81 26.68 

Allred 66.18 64.59 70.94 73.32 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 15.43 14.58 19.21 17.65 

Garza 85.41 85.42 80.68 82.35 

Agricultural Commissioner 
Miller 14.38 13.85 18.61 16.96 

Hays 86.6 86.15 81.52 83.04 

Comptroller 
Hegar 16.31 13.65 19.67 18.03 

Dudding 83.87 86.35 80.44 81.97 

Governor 
Abbott 16.24 16.97 20.15 18.8 

O'Rourke 83.99 83.03 79.8 81.2 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 15.47 15.96 19.99 18.01 

Kleberg 83.95 84.04 79.99 81.99 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 16.52 17.36 21.1 19.38 

Collier 82.76 82.64 78.82 80.62 

Texas Supreme Court Place 5 
Huddle 15.29 15.69 19.45 17.49 

Reichek 85.06 84.31 81.03 82.51 

Texas Supreme Court Place 9 
Young 13.09 14.7 17.96 16.11 

Maldonado 86.68 85.3 81.98 83.89 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   31 

Enacted Map - House District 118 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino VAP 

- EI 
 

White 
VAP - RxC 

Latino VAP 
- RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 77.75 41.02  79.25 40.54 

Harris 21.88 58.72  20.75 59.46 

State Representative District 
118 

Lujan 80.86 39.16  80.46 38.64 

Carranza 18.54 60.65  19.54 61.36 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
2 

Blacklock 85.5 38.86  83.05 37.78 

Jones 15.45 61.49  16.95 62.22 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
4 

Devine 82.93 37.51  83.12 36.45 

Weems 17.86 62.25  16.88 63.55 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
6 

Bland 83.93 37.57  83.3 36.91 

Goldstein 15.57 62.16  16.7 63.09 

US Senate 
Cruz 78.47 34.81  77.34 34.31 

Allred 21.63 65.15  22.66 65.69 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 91.11 31.97  85.51 31.08 

Garza 8.78 67.97  14.49 68.92 

Agricultural Commissioner 
Miller 92.46 31.45  86.91 31.06 

Hays 7.84 68.77  13.09 68.94 

Comptroller 
Hegar 96.05 31.38  90.73 31.85 

Dudding 3.96 68.47  9.27 68.15 

Governor 
Abbott 93.84 29.07  85.47 30.68 

O'Rourke 5.98 70.46  14.53 69.32 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 95.21 29.96  88.52 31.76 

Kleberg 4.34 69.68  11.48 68.24 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 92.74 32.95  86.03 32.81 

Collier 7.43 66.78  13.97 67.19 

State Representative District 
118 

Lujan 94.29 35.64  86.48 34.49 

Ramirez 5.78 64.48  13.52 65.51 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
5 

Huddle 93.91 31.66  88.89 31.53 

Reichek 6.5 68.82  11.11 68.47 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
9 

Young 94.18 28.48  89.55 28.79 

Maldonado 5.71 71.27  10.45 71.21 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   32 

Enacted Map - House District 118 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - EI 
Latino 

CVAP - EI 
 

White 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 73.67 41.55  72.78 40.03 

Harris 26.15 58.47  27.22 59.97 

State Representative District 
118 

Lujan 75.87 39.87  73.15 38.65 

Carranza 24.53 60.33  26.85 61.35 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
2 

Blacklock 79.24 39.77  74.81 37.78 

Jones 20.85 60.34  25.19 62.22 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
4 

Devine 78.1 38.35  74.68 36.74 

Weems 22.18 61.9  25.32 63.26 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
6 

Bland 78.88 38.3  76.31 36.49 

Goldstein 21.12 61.54  23.69 63.51 

US Senate 
Cruz 75.2 35.08  71.63 33.94 

Allred 25.03 64.85  28.37 66.06 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 82.31 33.05  76.21 32.12 

Garza 17.42 66.8  23.79 67.88 

Agricultural Commissioner Miller 84.38 32.5  78.2 31.45 

Hays 15.69 67.49  21.8 68.55 

Comptroller 
Hegar 88.92 33.6  79.39 33.51 

Dudding 11.45 66.5  20.61 66.49 

Governor 
Abbott 86.88 30.62  76.36 31.48 

O'Rourke 12.83 68.84  23.64 68.52 

Land Commissioner Buckingham 88.19 32.55  78.52 32.41 

Kleberg 11.82 67.39  21.48 67.59 

Lieutenant Governor Patrick 84.16 34.92  76.34 33.59 

Collier 15.3 64.61  23.66 66.41 

State Representative District 
118 

Lujan 85.88 37.15  77.5 35.54 

Ramirez 14.59 62.35  22.5 64.46 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
5 

Huddle 83.37 34.63  79.06 32.65 

Reichek 16.63 65.24  20.94 67.35 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
9 

Young 86.19 30.16  79.06 30.24 

Maldonado 13.35 69.56  20.94 69.76 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   33 

Enacted Map - House District 118 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - 
EI 

Spanish 
Speaker - 

RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 24.82 37.93 37.76 38.62 

Harris 75.05 62.07 62.1 61.38 

State Representative District 
118 

Lujan 19.82 36.28 34.88 36.51 

Carranza 80.07 63.72 65.1 63.49 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
2 

Blacklock 14.63 33.99 34.93 34.97 

Jones 86.19 66.01 64.46 65.03 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
4 

Devine 16.73 33.98 33.08 34.59 

Weems 82.6 66.02 66.55 65.41 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
6 

Bland 18.53 33.6 33.8 33.97 

Goldstein 81.65 66.4 66.57 66.03 

US Senate 
Cruz 18.63 32.9 31.08 31.92 

Allred 81.62 67.1 69.14 68.08 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 13.02 31.67 27.3 29.05 

Garza 86.78 68.33 72.64 70.95 

Agricultural Commissioner 
Miller 9.45 29.59 25.35 28.77 

Hays 90.95 70.41 73.69 71.23 

Comptroller 
Hegar 18.23 29.21 27.21 29.47 

Dudding 81.5 70.79 73.06 70.53 

Governor 
Abbott 21.79 29.98 24.89 27.99 

O'Rourke 82 70.02 75.16 72.01 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 18.85 30.71 25.68 29.08 

Kleberg 80.69 69.29 74.43 70.92 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 11.51 32.4 28.34 30.34 

Collier 89.62 67.6 71.41 69.66 

State Representative District 
118 

Lujan 19.38 34.67 29.71 32.52 

Ramirez 80.35 65.33 70.42 67.48 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
5 

Huddle 11.14 31.55 26.83 29.05 

Reichek 88.52 68.45 73.5 70.95 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
9 

Young 10.15 27.06 23.78 26.6 

Maldonado 89.48 72.94 76.1 73.4 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   34 

Enacted Map - House District 118 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

BISG - EI 
Latino 

BISG - EI 
Black BISG 

- EI 

White 
BISG - 

RxC 

Latino 
BISG - 

RxC 

Black 
BISG - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 75.03 40.26 73.04 75.05 39.97 27.13 

Harris 25.3 59.95 26.78 24.95 60.03 72.87 

State Representative District 
118 

Lujan 77.25 38.07 65.62 76.46 37.81 26.1 

Carranza 23.43 62.14 39.97 23.54 62.19 73.9 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
2 

Blacklock 79.95 38.27 99.97 79.54 36.39 24.11 

Jones 20.44 61.99 0.01 20.46 63.61 75.89 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
4 

Devine 78.25 36.46 88.76 78.84 35.57 24.79 

Weems 21.46 63.29 11.18 21.16 64.43 75.21 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
6 

Bland 79.45 36.9 86.94 79.72 35.62 26.39 

Goldstein 20.44 63.48 13.12 20.28 64.38 73.61 

US Senate 
Cruz 75.09 33.92 81.71 73.12 33.71 26.32 

Allred 25.69 67.2 20.68 28.96 66.86 73.92 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 84.6 30 83.79 78.43 29.46 23.18 

Garza 14.52 69.84 16.09 21.57 70.54 76.82 

Agricultural Commissioner Miller 86.95 29.34 81.01 79.11 29.42 22.94 

Hays 12.67 70.64 18.83 20.89 70.58 77.06 

Comptroller 
Hegar 92.02 31.02 97.81 82.81 30.05 22.25 

Dudding 8.22 69.09 0.51 17.19 69.95 77.75 

Governor 
Abbott 88.38 28.67 99.29 78.78 28.8 21.35 

O'Rourke 11.89 71.85 1.41 21.22 71.2 78.65 

Land Commissioner Buckingham 89.73 29.2 89.5 81.13 29.69 22.37 

Kleberg 10.43 69.95 1.63 18.87 70.31 77.63 

Lieutenant Governor Patrick 86.29 32.08 99.08 77.9 31.26 22.97 

Collier 13.58 68.48 1.05 22.1 68.74 77.03 

State Representative District 
118 

Lujan 89.35 33.35 99.29 80.27 32.75 23.39 

Ramirez 10.32 66.2 6.11 19.73 67.25 76.61 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
5 

Huddle 88.28 29.8 82.13 81.81 29.68 22.1 

Reichek 11.44 70.17 17.01 18.19 70.32 77.9 

Texas Supreme Court Place 
9 

Young 88.36 27.29 82.49 81.25 27.52 20.44 

Maldonado 11.2 72.33 17.43 18.75 72.48 79.56 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   35 

Enacted Map - House District 138 

Year Office Candidate 
White VAP 

- EI 
Latino VAP 

- EI 
 

White VAP 
- RxC 

Latino VAP 
- RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 69.4 39.89  68.98 40.88 

Harris 30.71 60.52  31.02 59.12 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 82.1 35.43  80.99 40.11 

Jones 17.39 64.03  19.01 59.89 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 75.18 36.77  75.01 39.43 

Weems 24.84 63.49  24.99 60.57 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 82.11 33.88  81.29 40.91 

Goldstein 17.28 64.91  18.71 59.09 

US Senate Cruz 69.5 33.01  68.51 34.66 

Allred 30.69 66.97  31.49 65.34 

2022 

Attorney General Paxton 73.78 31.18  72.97 35.23 

Garza 26.06 68.88  27.03 64.77 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 77.55 31.52  77.88 36.77 

Hays 22.16 68.11  22.12 63.23 

Comptroller Hegar 79.64 32.87  80.26 37.83 

Dudding 20.53 66.57  19.74 62.17 

Governor 
Abbott 75.84 29.61  75.91 33.69 

O'Rourke 23.95 70.11  24.09 66.31 

Land Commissioner Buckingham 78.96 32.64  79.8 37.18 

Kleberg 21.33 67.87  20.2 62.82 

Lieutenant Governor Patrick 72.54 32.56  72.89 35.29 

Collier 27.49 67.9  27.11 64.71 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 83.01 31.88  82.56 37.6 

Reichek 17.23 68.5  17.44 62.4 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 82.3 30.15  82.32 35.98 

Maldonado 17.47 69.25  17.68 64.02 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   36 

Enacted Map - House District 138 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - EI 
Latino 

CVAP - EI 
 

White 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 65.63 38.23  64.28 39.16 

Harris 34.59 61.58  35.72 60.84 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 76.38 32.47  74.44 36.06 

Jones 23.82 67.45  25.56 63.94 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 70.29 35.4  68.75 36.91 

Weems 29.56 64.27  31.25 63.09 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 75.52 32.12  74.76 34.97 

Goldstein 24.51 68.1  25.24 65.03 

US Senate 
Cruz 65.2 30.91  63.5 31.06 

Allred 34.75 69.08  36.5 68.94 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 68.45 26.51  68.75 28.99 

Garza 31.27 72.73  31.25 71.01 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 73.41 26.71  73.37 29.52 

Hays 26.59 74.07  26.63 70.48 

Comptroller 
Hegar 75.43 27.32  75.26 31.27 

Dudding 24.49 72.74  24.74 68.73 

Governor 
Abbott 71.27 24.64  70.83 26.98 

O'Rourke 28.88 76.16  29.17 73.02 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 74.59 27.01  75 30.51 

Kleberg 25.82 73.34  25 69.49 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 67.78 27.68  67.86 31.11 

Collier 32.1 71.84  32.14 68.89 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 78.11 25.24  77.25 31.42 

Reichek 22.03 75.07  22.75 68.58 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 77.64 23.8  76.63 28.8 

Maldonado 22.21 76.17  23.37 71.2 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   37 

Enacted Map - House District 138 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - EI 

Spanish 
Speaker - 

RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 37.13 34.45 30.74 32.38 

Harris 62.56 65.55 68.05 67.62 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 31.31 32.3 23.62 24.54 

Jones 68.07 67.7 77.09 75.46 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 32.77 32.26 26.28 26.56 

Weems 67.22 67.74 73.72 73.44 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 29.38 32.49 20.41 21.47 

Goldstein 68.95 67.51 79.45 78.53 

US Senate Cruz 28.27 32 23.09 29.1 

Allred 71.82 68 78.08 70.9 

2022 

Attorney General Paxton 23.91 30.29 19.77 23.4 

Garza 74.97 69.71 80.93 76.6 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 24.11 28.6 18.3 20.22 

Hays 75.69 71.4 82.69 79.78 

Comptroller Hegar 26.5 30.31 19.94 22.63 

Dudding 74.01 69.69 80.3 77.37 

Governor 
Abbott 22 31.07 18.71 20.49 

O'Rourke 79.04 68.93 82.78 79.51 

Land Commissioner Buckingham 25.64 31.03 18.18 20.64 

Kleberg 74.49 68.97 82.36 79.36 

Lieutenant Governor Patrick 26.59 31.27 20.62 25.63 

Collier 74.41 68.73 77.38 74.37 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 25.18 29.86 17.71 20.61 

Reichek 74.76 70.14 82.46 79.39 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 21.83 26.2 15.63 19.72 

Maldonado 79.13 73.8 83.98 80.28 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   38 

Enacted Map - Senate District 10 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino 

VAP - EI 
Black 

VAP - EI 

White 
VAP - 
RxC 

Latino 
VAP - 
RxC 

Black 
VAP - 
RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 87.64 23.87 0.19 87.16 31.17 3.39 

Harris 12.32 76.04 99.58 12.84 68.83 96.61 

State Senate District 10 
King 89.22 25.18 6.17 89.36 28.76 3.3 

Morris 10.71 74.71 93.84 10.64 71.24 96.7 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 89.69 25.58 6.08 89.52 30.12 3.48 

Jones 10.36 74.17 93.81 10.48 69.88 96.52 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 88.97 24.61 6.22 89.09 28.66 3.57 

Weems 11.04 75.09 93.74 10.91 71.34 96.43 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 89.53 26.59 6.36 89.64 28.56 3.5 

Goldstein 10.54 73.39 93.67 10.36 71.44 96.5 

US Senate 
Cruz 86.34 19.37 0 85.95 24.13 3.26 

Allred 13.74 80.52 99.99 14.05 75.87 96.74 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 86.89 24.82 8.87 87.7 23.72 3.11 

Garza 12.99 74.91 90.65 12.3 76.28 96.89 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 88.59 24.67 9.01 89.54 23.82 3.19 

Hays 11.42 75.27 91.05 10.46 76.18 96.81 

Comptroller 
Hegar 89.41 28.27 8.99 90.92 26.05 3.23 

Dudding 10.49 71.69 91.13 9.08 73.95 96.77 

Governor 
Abbott 87.4 26.11 9.16 88.39 24.24 3.31 

O'Rourke 12.61 73.61 91.06 11.61 75.76 96.69 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 89.08 26.97 7.51 90.15 25.9 3.14 

Kleberg 10.93 72.92 92.47 9.85 74.1 96.86 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 86.33 23.92 8.99 87.39 23.56 3.25 

Collier 13.63 75.86 90.87 12.61 76.44 96.75 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 89.08 26.19 8.96 90.14 25.09 3.09 

Reichek 11.02 73.8 90.96 9.86 74.91 96.91 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 88.81 24.92 9.04 89.82 24.15 3.14 

Maldonado 11.17 74.95 90.92 10.18 75.85 96.86 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   39 

Enacted Map - Senate District 10 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - EI 
Latino 

CVAP - EI 
Black 

CVAP - EI 

White 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Black 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 85.04 28.42 5.7 84.65 30.85 5.26 

Harris 14.94 72.08 94.38 15.35 69.15 94.74 

State Senate District 10 
King 86.28 30.96 7.82 86.53 29.15 5.17 

Morris 13.65 69.07 91.99 13.47 70.85 94.83 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 86.72 31.3 8.02 86.85 30.13 4.91 

Jones 13.36 68.87 92.05 13.15 69.87 95.09 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 86.04 29.94 8.24 86.1 29.55 4.94 

Weems 13.91 69.75 91.82 13.9 70.45 95.06 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 86.48 31.81 8.49 86.94 29.09 5.03 

Goldstein 13.63 68.13 91.41 13.06 70.91 94.97 

US Senate 
Cruz 82.98 23.17 5.55 82.76 24.42 4.59 

Allred 16.99 76.95 94.38 17.24 75.58 95.41 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 83.37 32.64 10.49 84.66 25.02 5.08 

Garza 16.65 67.68 89.57 15.34 74.98 94.92 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 85.07 32.31 10.43 86.35 25.54 4.92 

Hays 14.95 67.77 89.71 13.65 74.46 95.08 

Comptroller 
Hegar 85.75 36.28 10.74 87.48 27.64 4.89 

Dudding 14.2 63.76 89.27 12.52 72.36 95.11 

Governor 
Abbott 83.78 34.59 10.55 85.31 25.86 4.78 

O'Rourke 16.23 64.93 89.14 14.69 74.14 95.22 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 85.49 34.74 8.75 87.03 27.49 4.86 

Kleberg 14.46 64.73 90.85 12.97 72.51 95.14 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 82.69 31.4 10.43 84.04 25.05 4.77 

Collier 17.22 68.42 89.51 15.96 74.95 95.23 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 85.36 33.7 10.06 86.81 26.29 5 

Reichek 14.62 66.36 90.03 13.19 73.71 95 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 85.08 32.71 10.09 86.51 25.85 4.52 

Maldonado 14.85 67.19 89.85 13.49 74.15 95.48 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   40 

Enacted Map - Senate District 10 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - EI 

Spanish 
Speaker - 

RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 12.6 12.99 25.61 16.99 

Harris 87.3 87.01 74.62 83.01 

State Senate District 10 
King 17.81 12.73 18.15 15.15 

Morris 81.73 87.27 81.49 84.85 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 17.47 12.87 18.96 16.24 

Jones 82.43 87.13 80.99 83.76 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 16.88 10.22 18.18 15.02 

Weems 82.85 89.78 82.12 84.98 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 17.82 12.31 20.28 16.37 

Goldstein 82.41 87.69 79.72 83.63 

US Senate 
Cruz 10.8 11.23 19 11.84 

Allred 89 88.77 80.89 88.16 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 15.78 10.96 17.43 11.98 

Garza 83.89 89.04 82.29 88.02 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 15.45 10.14 17.06 11.29 

Hays 84.35 89.86 82.69 88.71 

Comptroller 
Hegar 16.42 11.25 20.11 13.79 

Dudding 83.69 88.75 79.8 86.21 

Governor 
Abbott 16.21 10.99 19.18 12.61 

O'Rourke 83.85 89.01 80.5 87.39 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 14.26 11.53 18.84 14.17 

Kleberg 85.68 88.47 81.36 85.83 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 15.8 9.63 17.8 12.08 

Collier 84.23 90.37 82.06 87.92 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 16.39 11.04 18.82 12.96 

Reichek 83.59 88.96 81.43 87.04 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 15.93 10.38 17.12 11.5 

Maldonado 83.55 89.62 82.94 88.5 
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Appendix A: RPV Table of Results 
 

March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   41 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 29 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino 

VAP - EI 
Black 

VAP - EI 

White 
VAP - 
RxC 

Latino 
VAP - 
RxC 

Black 
VAP - 
RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 66.94 47.34 5.91 55.27 43.21 6.81 

Harris 34.14 52.44 94.11 44.73 56.79 93.19 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 70.05 46.19 5.89 62.02 41.67 6.69 

Jones 30.46 53.91 94.15 37.98 58.33 93.31 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 66.36 45.67 6.17 58.67 41.33 7.18 

Weems 33.12 54.36 93.51 41.33 58.67 92.82 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 64.54 45.92 4.66 59.68 41.18 6.95 

Goldstein 35.4 54.19 95.37 40.32 58.82 93.05 

US Senate 
Cruz 64.12 39.25 5.72 54.55 35.59 6.64 

Allred 36.51 60.76 94.19 45.45 64.41 93.36 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 63.21 35.4 3.79 61.86 29.45 6.12 

Garza 38.05 64.37 96.24 38.14 70.55 93.88 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 67.75 36.11 5.3 63.75 30.59 5.71 

Hays 32.26 63.81 94.63 36.25 69.41 94.29 

Comptroller 
Hegar 66.71 38.15 5.43 63.57 32.22 6.2 

Dudding 32.26 61.76 94.51 36.43 67.78 93.8 

Governor 
Abbott 64.77 34.8 5.74 61.28 29.35 5.54 

O'Rourke 34.37 65.36 94.07 38.72 70.65 94.46 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 67.69 37.56 5.49 63.41 32.03 5.57 

Kleberg 32.52 62.66 94.13 36.59 67.97 94.43 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 59.86 37.39 2.5 57.7 31.3 5.99 

Collier 39.86 62.64 97.32 42.3 68.7 94.01 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 69 38.38 5.46 65.01 32.29 6.3 

Reichek 32.38 61.75 94.68 34.99 67.71 93.7 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 70.47 34.64 6.44 66.01 29.58 6.74 

Maldonado 28.73 65.09 93.51 33.99 70.42 93.26 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   42 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 29 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - 
EI 

Latino 
CVAP - 

EI 

Black 
CVAP - 

EI 

White 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Black 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 52.54 47.5 13.81 43.61 45.79 9.8 

Harris 47.86 52.55 86.36 56.39 54.21 90.2 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 49.18 46.63 12.88 48.28 44.18 10.16 

Jones 50.4 53.16 86.72 51.72 55.82 89.84 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 52.43 45.77 14.39 45.85 43.88 10.69 

Weems 46.6 53.82 85.65 54.15 56.12 89.31 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 48.32 46.07 12.74 47.28 43.79 9.69 

Goldstein 51.8 53.88 87.21 52.72 56.21 90.31 

US Senate 
Cruz 45.57 39.89 12.65 40.47 38.31 9.19 

Allred 54.65 60.05 86.99 59.53 61.69 90.81 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 48.71 35.41 11.05 46.54 31.79 7.92 

Garza 49.89 64.54 88.9 53.46 68.21 92.08 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 52.22 36.23 11.48 49.54 32.71 7.91 

Hays 48.6 63.66 88.42 50.46 67.29 92.09 

Comptroller 
Hegar 51.2 38.29 10.01 50.11 34.35 8.16 

Dudding 50.12 61.4 90.16 49.89 65.65 91.84 

Governor 
Abbott 49.92 34.89 10.92 46.98 31.61 6.89 

O'Rourke 50.08 64.93 89.06 53.02 68.39 93.11 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 52.3 37.7 10.91 50.43 34.3 7.03 

Kleberg 47.93 62.26 89.02 49.57 65.7 92.97 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 47.26 36.85 9.43 46.3 33.18 7.89 

Collier 51.45 62.94 90.16 53.7 66.82 92.11 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 48.94 38.52 10.87 51.08 34.56 8.11 

Reichek 50.39 61.81 89.21 48.92 65.44 91.89 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 55.76 35.2 12.03 51.89 31.65 7.81 

Maldonado 44.44 65.16 88.25 48.11 68.35 92.19 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   43 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 29 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - 
EI 

Spanish 
Speaker 
- RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 49.92 46.68 41.31 42.33 

Harris 50.23 53.32 58.75 57.67 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 46.54 49.94 40.59 40.68 

Jones 53.16 50.06 59.63 59.32 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 47.12 48.99 39.64 40.48 

Weems 52.83 51.01 60.31 59.52 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 46.44 49.68 39.83 40.4 

Goldstein 53.16 50.32 60.02 59.6 

US Senate 
Cruz 41.1 44.16 34.33 35.36 

Allred 58.79 55.84 65.59 64.64 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 37.41 38.28 30.77 29.45 

Garza 63.54 61.72 69.34 70.55 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 38.23 39.55 30.84 30.46 

Hays 61.06 60.45 69.29 69.54 

Comptroller 
Hegar 40.09 41.05 32.32 32.07 

Dudding 60.18 58.95 67.39 67.93 

Governor 
Abbott 36.93 37.44 29.84 29.39 

O'Rourke 63.45 62.56 70.17 70.61 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 39.6 40.71 31.85 31.84 

Kleberg 60.22 59.29 68 68.16 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 39.15 41.23 32.05 30.96 

Collier 60.81 58.77 67.99 69.04 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 39.18 40.48 32.59 32.03 

Reichek 60.59 59.52 67.14 67.97 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 35.99 38.05 28.96 29.38 

Maldonado 63.61 61.95 70.87 70.62 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   44 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 30 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino 

VAP - EI 
Black 

VAP - EI 

White 
VAP - 
RxC 

Latino 
VAP - 
RxC 

Black 
VAP - 
RxC 

2024 

President Trump 56.78 37.42 1.87 48.21 35.01 3.05 

Harris 43.42 62.67 98.04 51.79 64.99 96.95 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 62.94 32.04 1.5 54.89 30.55 2.32 

Jones 37.09 67.87 99.01 45.11 69.45 97.68 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 60.52 32.53 2.2 52.49 30.39 2.75 

Weems 39.68 67.54 97.74 47.51 69.61 97.25 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 62.65 30.31 0.64 54.37 28.04 2.37 

Goldstein 37.45 69.87 98.95 45.63 71.96 97.63 

US Senate Cruz 58.54 27.36 0.36 47.94 25.55 2.48 

Allred 41.71 73.23 99.39 52.06 74.45 97.52 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 57.35 23.12 0.01 51.98 18.68 2.26 

Garza 42.44 76.84 99.93 48.02 81.32 97.74 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 61.42 22.04 0.37 55.26 18.47 2.26 

Hays 38.42 77.82 99.44 44.74 81.53 97.74 

Comptroller Hegar 63.12 22.81 0.68 58.17 19.32 2.3 

Dudding 36.92 77.31 99.38 41.83 80.68 97.7 

Governor Abbott 58.7 23.35 1.4 53.44 19.11 2.21 

O'Rourke 41.1 76.4 98.59 46.56 80.89 97.79 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 61.37 22.7 1.41 55.54 18.75 2.37 

Kleberg 38.41 77.33 98.54 44.46 81.25 97.63 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 56.72 23.36 0.26 51.08 18.6 2.31 

Collier 43.05 76.3 99.47 48.92 81.4 97.69 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 61.49 23.4 0.35 56.01 19.68 2.3 

Reichek 38.39 76.76 99.48 43.99 80.32 97.7 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 61.12 22.4 0.83 56.11 18.85 2.39 

Maldonado 38.83 77.59 99.65 43.89 81.15 97.61 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   45 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 30 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - 
EI 

Latino 
CVAP - 

EI 

Black 
CVAP - 

EI 

White 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Black 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 54.1 43.2 7.03 44.25 38.01 6.42 

Harris 45.99 57.27 93.03 55.75 61.99 93.58 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 59.18 39.3 5.59 48.05 34.85 5.22 

Jones 40.57 60.38 94.45 51.95 65.15 94.78 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 57.15 40.09 5.85 46.41 34.72 5.7 

Weems 42.75 60.17 94.02 53.59 65.28 94.3 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 59.2 37.38 5.39 48.61 32.6 4.88 

Goldstein 40.84 62.72 94.51 51.39 67.4 95.12 

US Senate 
Cruz 54.71 33.46 5.39 43.04 29.76 4.89 

Allred 45.78 66.56 94.58 56.96 70.24 95.11 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 52.58 29 4.62 43.31 25.5 4 

Garza 47.61 71.08 95.39 56.69 74.5 96 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 56.43 28.94 4.04 47.15 24.37 4.26 

Hays 43.95 71.3 95.94 52.85 75.63 95.74 

Comptroller 
Hegar 58.89 29.89 4.78 50.01 25.24 4.52 

Dudding 41.56 70.39 95.14 49.99 74.76 95.48 

Governor 
Abbott 53.68 29.15 4.52 44.51 24.71 4.53 

O'Rourke 45.99 69.86 95.46 55.49 75.29 95.47 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 56.71 29.32 5.2 47.64 24.1 4.59 

Kleberg 43.32 70.66 94.83 52.36 75.9 95.41 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 52.68 30.04 5.31 43.03 24.76 4.21 

Collier 47.3 69.99 94.7 56.97 75.24 95.79 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 56.18 29.41 5.71 47.99 25.69 4.41 

Reichek 43.86 70.78 94.27 52.01 74.31 95.59 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 56.07 29.33 6.3 46.88 24.87 4.81 

Maldonado 43.92 71.14 93.85 53.12 75.13 95.19 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   46 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 30 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - 
EI 

Spanish 
Speaker - 

RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - 
RxC 

2024 

President Trump 17.92 28.4 36.3 39.63 

Harris 81.92 71.6 63.05 60.37 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 19.77 24.07 25.75 30.4 

Jones 79.51 75.93 74.23 69.6 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 15.26 22.45 27.47 31.97 

Weems 84.63 77.55 72.47 68.03 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 21.14 22.05 24.76 28.55 

Goldstein 78.44 77.95 75.65 71.45 

US Senate Cruz 11.88 20.19 22.6 26.62 

Allred 88.23 79.81 77.74 73.38 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 13.08 15.18 7.15 21.97 

Garza 86.84 84.82 92.52 78.03 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 18.34 13.82 7.27 20.69 

Hays 81.69 86.18 92.45 79.31 

Comptroller Hegar 19.29 14.91 6.37 21.39 

Dudding 80.4 85.09 81.91 78.61 

Governor Abbott 15.15 15.13 5.15 21.95 

O'Rourke 85.35 84.87 92.29 78.05 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 18.36 13.37 16.27 19.53 

Kleberg 81.84 86.63 91.74 80.47 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 17.81 15.84 10.94 22.41 

Collier 82.23 84.16 89.06 77.59 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 15.39 11.7 9.31 22.8 

Reichek 84.33 88.3 90.83 77.2 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 18.17 14.34 8.74 19.67 

Maldonado 81.76 85.66 92.6 80.33 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   47 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 32 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino 

VAP - EI 
Black 

VAP - EI 

White 
VAP - 
RxC 

Latino 
VAP - 
RxC 

Black 
VAP - 
RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 47.11 29.23 5.14 41.69 35.82 9.1 

Harris 52.85 70.73 94.91 58.31 64.18 90.9 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 56.3 24.94 2.75 51.07 31.52 9.11 

Jones 43.77 75.34 97.2 48.93 68.48 90.89 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 52.69 24.78 1.57 47.52 31.9 8.79 

Weems 47.37 75.14 98.42 52.48 68.1 91.21 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 55.59 24.22 2.65 50.31 31.1 8.37 

Goldstein 44.27 76.03 97.36 49.69 68.9 91.63 

US Senate 
Cruz 45.86 22.74 3.22 41.11 29.05 8.44 

Allred 53.92 76.77 96.8 58.89 70.95 91.56 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 46.13 21.46 0.65 41.26 25.4 8.25 

Garza 53.65 78.35 99.19 58.74 74.6 91.75 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 51.42 21.36 0.26 46.79 26.01 8 

Hays 48.27 77.9 99.73 53.21 73.99 92 

Comptroller 
Hegar 56.06 21.82 0.43 51.25 26.54 8.42 

Dudding 43.94 78.43 99.44 48.75 73.46 91.58 

Governor 
Abbott 49.13 20.98 0.62 43.83 25.53 7.93 

O'Rourke 50.8 78.82 99.41 56.17 74.47 92.07 

Land Commissioner 
Kleberg 47.08 78.09 99.74 52.64 73.17 92.17 

Buckingham 52.82 22.19 0.15 47.36 26.83 7.83 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 46.43 22.24 0.8 41.02 26.46 6.89 

Collier 53.48 77.99 99.38 58.98 73.54 93.11 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 53.79 21.38 0 48.46 26.14 8.53 

Reichek 45.92 78.39 99.99 51.54 73.86 91.47 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 53.84 20.02 0.29 48.28 24.97 8.67 

Maldonado 45.94 79.93 99.69 51.72 75.03 91.33 
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Appendix A: RPV Table of Results 
 

March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   48 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 32 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

CVAP - 
EI 

Latino 
CVAP - EI 

Black 
CVAP - EI 

White 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Latino 
CVAP - 

RxC 

Black 
CVAP - 

RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 43.37 35.98 13.23 46.43 28.26 10.76 

Harris 56.63 64.02 86.77 53.55 71.45 89.16 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 51.5 30.31 10.8 54.3 19.88 4.56 

Jones 48.5 69.69 89.2 45.37 78.96 95.13 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 48.04 31.13 11.05 50.97 21.06 5.51 

Weems 51.96 68.87 88.95 48.77 78.87 94.66 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 50.72 29.51 10.5 54.15 20.21 3.87 

Goldstein 49.28 70.49 89.5 45.86 79.78 96.01 

US Senate 
Cruz 42.1 28.51 10.29 45.06 20.66 6.29 

Allred 57.9 71.49 89.71 55.16 79.2 93.76 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 42.38 23.81 9.8 44.68 19.71 0.66 

Garza 57.62 76.19 90.2 55.34 79.99 97.08 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 47.12 24.27 9.41 49.61 19.17 0.67 

Hays 52.88 75.73 90.59 50.26 81.15 99.07 

Comptroller 
Hegar 51.49 23.21 10.37 54.8 18.44 0.46 

Dudding 48.51 76.79 89.63 45.36 81.5 99.06 

Governor 
Abbott 44.33 23.18 10.3 47.37 19.37 0.74 

O'Rourke 55.67 76.82 89.7 52.95 81.85 99.09 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 48.05 23.52 10.9 50.73 19.03 0.01 

Kleberg 51.95 76.48 89.1 49.11 80.49 99.99 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 42.18 24.33 9.53 44.9 20.41 3.1 

Collier 57.82 75.67 90.47 55.37 80.25 96.48 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 48.78 24.01 9.56 51.82 18.54 0.05 

Reichek 51.22 75.99 90.44 48.16 81.18 99.71 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 48.87 21.7 10.46 52.11 17.05 0.64 

Maldonado 51.13 78.3 89.54 47.89 82.99 99.46 
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March 2025 Declaration of Barreto and Rios   49 

Enacted Map – Congressional District 32 

Year Office Candidate 
Spanish 

Speaker - 
EI 

Spanish 
Speaker 
- RxC 

Spanish 
Reg - EI 

Spanish 
Reg - RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 13.97 16.52 25.63 26.57 

Harris 85.74 83.48 73.69 73.43 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 8.38 11.96 18.09 17.4 

Jones 91.57 88.04 81.43 82.6 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 10.19 11.44 18.02 18.83 

Weems 89.98 88.56 81.81 81.17 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 9.07 11.68 18.3 17.11 

Goldstein 91.07 88.32 81.73 82.89 

US Senate 
Cruz 10.23 10.08 18.52 18.94 

Allred 89.87 89.92 81.04 81.06 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 8.34 10.08 17.33 14.95 

Garza 91.39 89.92 82.96 85.05 

Agricultural 
Commissioner 

Miller 6.53 10.48 15.84 14.33 

Hays 93.5 89.52 84.29 85.67 

Comptroller 
Hegar 8.69 9.66 14.21 14.62 

Dudding 91.37 90.34 85.59 85.38 

Governor 
Abbott 6.13 11.07 16.24 15.52 

O'Rourke 94.07 88.93 84.01 84.48 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 6.1 9.4 15.66 14.18 

Kleberg 93.77 90.6 84.52 85.82 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 7.31 11.22 17.43 17.21 

Collier 92.77 88.78 82.54 82.79 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 6.2 8.5 14.95 14.1 

Reichek 93.9 91.5 84.68 85.9 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 5.47 9.15 13.58 13.73 

Maldonado 94.75 90.85 85.97 86.27 
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Enacted Map – Congressional District 33 

Year Office Candidate 
White 

VAP - EI 
Latino 

VAP - EI 
Black 

VAP - EI 

White 
VAP - 
RxC 

Latino 
VAP - 
RxC 

Black 
VAP - 
RxC 

2024 

President 
Trump 54.35 32.89 7.88 54.5 32.37 5.43 

Harris 46.15 67.19 92.22 45.5 67.63 94.57 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 2 

Blacklock 59.71 30.65 7.23 59.94 29.8 5.42 

Jones 40.61 69.29 92.68 40.06 70.2 94.58 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 4 

Devine 58.41 30.41 7.17 57.71 29.55 5.45 

Weems 41.88 69.67 92.82 42.29 70.45 94.55 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 6 

Bland 60.07 29.97 4.6 59.41 29.13 4.63 

Goldstein 40.3 70.29 95.27 40.59 70.87 95.37 

US Representative District 
33 

Gillespie 56.75 30.05 7.42 56.85 28.81 5.7 

Veasey 43.04 69.79 92.68 43.15 71.19 94.3 

US Senate 
Cruz 54.27 26.97 6.19 53.27 25.77 5.21 

Allred 45.46 72.96 93.78 46.73 74.23 94.79 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 62.34 21.64 0.01 59.15 19.01 5.07 

Garza 38.24 78.42 99.99 40.85 80.99 94.93 

Agricultural Commissioner 
Miller 65.37 22.54 0 62.28 19.89 4.95 

Hays 34.52 77.66 99.99 37.72 80.11 95.05 

Comptroller 
Hegar 67.74 23.75 0 64.47 20.86 4.9 

Dudding 31.71 76.3 99.99 35.53 79.14 95.1 

Governor 
Abbott 63.43 20.79 0 61.17 19.39 4.7 

O'Rourke 35.94 79.15 99.99 38.83 80.61 95.3 

Land Commissioner 
Buckingham 66.37 22.95 0 63.67 20.4 4.83 

Kleberg 32.91 76.94 99.99 36.33 79.6 95.17 

Lieutenant Governor 
Patrick 60.97 22.48 0 58.31 20 5.21 

Collier 38.85 77.27 99.18 41.69 80 94.79 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 5 

Huddle 66.53 22.8 0 63.07 20.48 4.89 

Reichek 34.09 77.06 99.99 36.93 79.52 95.11 

Texas Supreme Court 
Place 9 

Young 66.2 21.28 0 63.18 18.88 4.81 

Maldonado 33.61 78.57 99.99 36.82 81.12 95.19 

US Representative District 
33 

Gillespie 63.12 22.05 0 60.04 19.58 4.89 

Veasey 36.2 77.93 99.99 39.96 80.42 95.11 
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