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DEFFENDANTS’ MOTION TO EXCLUDE PORTIONS OF 
DR. MATTHEW BARRETO’S EXPERT AND REBUTTAL REPORTS 

 
Pursuant to Rule 37(c)(1) and Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharms., Inc., 509 U.S. 579 

(1994), and its progeny, Defendants Galveston County, Texas, the Galveston County 

Commissioners Court, County Judge Mark Henry, and County Clerk Dwight Sullivan 

(collectively “Defendants”) move to exclude: (1) paragraphs 25, 28, and 30–43 of Dr. 

Matthew Barreto’s January 13, 2023 expert report (attached hereto as Exhibit A), and (2) 

the Bayesian Improved Surname and Geocoding (“BISG”) analysis contained in Dr. 

Barreto’s April 14, 2023 rebuttal report (attached hereto as Exhibit B). 

INTRODUCTION 

 The Voting Rights Act requires an intensely local appraisal of voting districts. 

Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 79 (1982). However, Dr. Matthew Barreto, the Gingles 

2 and 3 expert for the Petteway Plaintiffs, ignores this requirement. Arguing that Galveston 

County’s white voters vote Republican for racist reasons as opposed to partisan or other 

reasons,  Dr. Barreto cites political science journals while also admitting that those studies 

have a national and, in some cases, regional focus (but none of which focus on Galveston 

County voters). The paragraphs from Dr. Barreto’s report identified below are therefore 

based on generalized assessments that have no relevance to this case and are ultimately 

unhelpful. This Court should strike those paragraphs and preclude Dr. Barreto from 

testifying about them.  

 Next, Dr. Barreto’s rebuttal report contains new analysis that, by his own admission, 

he intended to include in his January 2023 report, but did not. Even after receiving data he 
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claims he did not have, Dr. Barreto waited three months, until April 14, 2023, to submit 

this new analysis (28 days after Defense expert Dr. John Alford submitted his opposition 

report, and six days prior to his deposition). This Court should strike Dr. Barreto’s new 

analysis as improper and untimely rebuttal evidence.  

 Compounding the problem is that, when Dr. Barreto transmitted his rebuttal report 

on April 14, 2023, he failed to produce an actual usable R script (the underlying data that 

contained his numerous data inputs and commands), and the probabilities that certain 

registered voters were white, African American, or Latino. Alternatively, Dr. Barreto chose 

not to create an R script (a notion that is both unlikely and irresponsible) or to save his R 

script, and therefore knowingly concealed the backbone of his analysis from Defendants 

when he produced his rebuttal report three months late. Defendants eventually did get an 

R script (7 pages of computer code); however, production was hardly voluntarily. It took 

an order from the Court, and even then all that could be produced was something he 

recreated at a later date. The Court should therefore strike this new analysis for the 

additional reason that Dr. Barreto failed to provide underlying data that Rule 26 requires. 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2)(B)(ii); Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(c)(1). 

NATURE OF THE PROCEEDINGS 

 Discovery closed on April 21, 2023. Trial is scheduled for August 7, 2023, with a 

pre-trial hearing scheduled for July 25, 2023. See Amended Doc. Control Order at 2 (ECF 

155, April 28, 2023). 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 
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 This Court’s ruling on a motion to exclude expert testimony is reviewed for abuse 

of discretion. United States v. Valencia, 600 F.3d 389, 423 (5th Cir. 2010) (citing Kumho 

Tire Co. v. Carmichael, 526 U.S. 137, 152 (1999)). “The admission or exclusion of expert 

testimony is a matter left to the discretion of the trial court, and that decision will not be 

disturbed on appeal unless it is manifestly erroneous.” Primrose Operating Co. v. Nat'l Am. 

Ins. Co., 382 F.3d 546, 563 (5th Cir. 2004).  

 Federal Rule of Evidence 702 permits a court to allow a qualified expert to testify 

so long as the “(1) testimony is based upon sufficient facts or data, (2) the testimony is the 

product of reliable principles and methods, and (3) the witness has applied the principles 

and methods reliably to the facts of the case.” Fed. R. Evid. 702. Thus, district courts act 

as gatekeepers in determining the admissibility of expert testimony. Valencia, 600 F.3d at 

424. As gatekeepers, courts may admit expert testimony only if the proponent of the 

testimony shows, by preponderance of the evidence, that: “(1) the expert is qualified, (2) 

the evidence is relevant to the suit, and (3) the evidence is reliable.” Jacked Up, LLC v. 

Sara Lee Corp., No. 11-cv-3296 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 29537, *7 (N.D. Tex. Feb. 15, 

2018).  

 For an expert’s opinion to be relevant under Fed. R. Evid. 702, the expert’s opinion 

must “assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine a fact at issue.” 

Pipitone v. Biomatrix, Inc., 288 F.3d 239, 245 (5th Cir. 2002). The relevance of the expert’s 

opinion depends upon whether the expert’s “reasoning or methodology properly can be 

applied to the facts in issue.” Knight v. Kirby Inland Marine Inc., 482 F.3d 347, 352 (5th 

Cir. 2007). Thus, “an expert’s opinion should not be admitted if it does not apply to the 
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specific facts of the case.” Diggs v. Citigroup, Inc., 551 Fed. Appx. 762, 765 (5th Cir. 

2014) (citing Kumho, 526 U.S. at 154). Similarly, “expert testimony which does not relate 

to any issue in the case is not relevant, and ergo, non-helpful.” Roman v. Western Mfg., 691 

F.3d 686, 694 (5th Cir. 2012). “The evidence must possess validity when applied to the 

pertinent factual inquiry.” United States v. Posado, 57 F.3d 428, 433 (5th Cir. 1995).  

 Where the fact-finder is “just as competent as [the expert]” to interpret evidence or 

identify inconsistencies in the evidence, the expert’s testimony is unhelpful and should be 

excluded. See Amin-Akbari v. City of Austin, Tex., 52 F. Supp. 3d 830, 846 (W.D. Tex. 

2014). Additionally, where an expert is making credibility determinations and weighing 

apparently inconsistent evidence, these subjects are improper for expert testimony and the 

Court should strike it. See id. at 846-47. An expert who merely restates facts “that any 

layperson would be able to easily comprehend without the assistance of an expert is 

unhelpful to the fact-finder and should be struck. See Albert Sidney Johnston Chapter v. 

Nirenberg, No. SA-17-CV-1072-DAE, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 179561 *8 (W.D. Tex. Oct. 

18, 2018). Thus, as the Advisory Committee Notes for Rule 702 observe, a test for whether 

to permit expert testimony is whether “the untrained layman would be qualified to 

determine intelligently and to the best possible degree the particular issue without 

enlightenment from those having a specialized understanding of the subject involved in the 

dispute.” Id. at *9. Thus, if a party can introduce evidence through a lay witness, an expert 

is not required to testify in their stead. Id; Musket Corp. v. Suncor Energy (U.S.A.) Mktg, 

No. H-15-100, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 175601 at *23-24 (S.D. Tex. Dec. 20, 2016) 

(holding that the proposed expert’s testimony about communications disclosed in 
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discovery were unhelpful because the party proffering the expert may introduce those same 

communications through non-expert witnesses). The proponent of the expert bears the 

burden to show that by a preponderance of the evidence, the expert’s testimony is relevant. 

MM Steel, L.P. v. JSW Steel (USA) Inc., 806 F.3d 835, 850 (5th Cir. 2015). 

ARGUMENT 

I. The Court should strike paragraphs 25, 28 and 30–42 of Dr. Barreto’s 
January 13, 2023 Report as unhelpful.  

 
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act requires an intensely local analysis of the social 

and political climate in the challenged jurisdiction. Gingles, 478 U.S. at 79. In conducting 

this intensely local analysis, evidence of the political climate nationwide is unhelpful. 

Fairley v. Hattiesburg Miss., 662 F. App’x 291, 298 (5th Cir. 2016). This is especially true 

when there is an analytical gap between the nationwide data and the challenged 

jurisdiction. See Clark v. Calhoun Cty., 88 F.3d 1393, 1399 (5th Cir. 1996). Without 

bridging the analytical gap between the nationwide data and the challenged jurisdiction, an 

expert’s opinion is merely “generalized armchair speculation.” League of United Latin Am. 

Citizens, Council No. 4434 v. Clements, 999 F.2d 831, 867 (5th Cir. 1993) (en banc) 

(“Clements”). Paragraphs 25 and 30-42 of Dr. Barreto’s January 13, 2023 expert report are 

precisely the generalized armchair speculation that this Court should reject and strike in 

this case.  

A. Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act requires an intensely local analysis.  
 

Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act requires courts to conduct “an intensely local 

appraisal” of the electoral mechanism at issue. Allen v. Milligan, No. 21-1086, slip op. at 
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11 (U.S. June 8, 2023). Whether the majority white population of a challenged district votes 

as a block to prevent the minority population from electing their candidate of choice “at 

least plausibly on account of race.” Id.; Clements, 999 F.2d at 867 (rejecting expert opinion 

that relied on national data because “[a] district court’s findings under § 2 must rest on an 

intensely local appraisal of the social and political climate of the cities and counties in 

which such suits are brought . . .”) (internal quotation marks omitted); see also Clark, 88 

F.3d at 1399 (upholding district court’s decision to disregard expert opinion based upon 

political science literature and not “an ‘intensely local appraisal’ of the social and political 

climate”). Thus, under the third Gingles pre-condition, there must be evidence that white 

voters in Galveston County voted as a bloc to prevent the minority candidate of choice “at 

least plausibly on account of race.” Allen, slip op. at 11; LULAC, 999 F.2d at 867.  

B. Paragraphs 25, 28 and 30-43 fail to provide any local analysis.  
 

Merely showing that white voters prefer different candidates from Latino or African 

American voters is insufficient to find liability under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. 

See, e.g., Clements, 999 F.2d at 878-79; Lopez v. Abbott, 339 F. Supp. 3d 589, 604 (S.D. 

Tex. 2018). Dr. Barreto attempts to fill this evidentiary gap with national studies about 

voting habits and partisan preferences. He draws from national studies and argues that 

racist attitudes and positions drive white voters in Galveston County to vote Republican.  

This Court should strike Paragraphs 25, 28, and 30-43 from Dr. Barreto’s report 

because these paragraphs contain no analysis of Galveston County voters. In fact, during 

his deposition, Dr. Barreto admitted that the studies were national in scope or focused on 

the Southern region of the United States. Barreto Dep. at 109:19-25, 110:1 (attached hereto 
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as Exhibit C). At best, because these studies are national, their random sampling of the 

population may include some people in Galveston County. Id. 109:13-18. Ultimately, 

however, these studies are not Texas- or Galveston-specific, and certainly are not specific 

to Galveston County. These paragraphs should therefore be stricken from the record as 

unhelpful and not relevant. See Clark, 88 F.3d at 1399; Roman, 691 F.3d at 694.  

Specifically, this Court should strike paragraphs 28 and 43 from Dr. Barreto’s 

report, as both discuss Texas generally and do not discuss Galveston. Nor does Dr. Barreto 

adduce statistical data from Galveston or Texas to support the assertions made in these 

paragraphs. The majority of paragraph 28 discusses discrimination against Latinos in Texas 

broadly and how this discrimination translates into lower rates of voter registration and 

voter turnout. But there is no citation to statistical information or any other evidence that 

Latino voters in Galveston register at lower rates than white voters, or vote at lower rates 

than white voters because of discriminatory institutional policies. In paragraph 43, Dr. 

Barreto contends that general elections are important to voters in Texas generally but 

provides no authority for this assertion, and says nothing about Galveston County. Nor 

does Dr. Barreto provide a citation to support his assertion that some jurisdictions in 

Texas—he doesn’t identify which—“intentionally create districts in which no racial group 

is a majority, even though creating a majority-minority district is possible. This Court 

should strike that paragraph. See Clark, 88 F.3d at 1399. 

This Court should also strike paragraphs 25, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 40 because none 

of the studies cited by Dr. Barreto are from Galveston County; instead, they have a national 

or regional focus and do not concern Texas or Galveston County.  
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Dr. Barreto pieces together several academic studies and concludes without 

sufficient basis that “partisan general elections” in Galveston County “are often understood 

by voters through a racial/ethnic lens,” and their attitudes about racial public policy issues 

immigrants and “racial animus” must “influence partisanship among White voters.”  

Exhibit A at ¶ 25. His conclusions about voters’ views on race are that “White voters today 

[are often pushed] into voting for Republican candidates” so that “a clear link to racially 

polarized voting” exists “even when one considers partisanship.” Id. His conclusions are 

unsupported by any local analysis. His theory is one he repeats throughout the County—

that racial attitudes drive partisan affiliation and bloc voting. Id. ¶ 30. For Dr. Barreto, 

“racial attitudes, partisanship and voting patterns” all demonstrate that racially polarized 

voting could not be explained as mere partisanship. Id. ¶ 31. This is because, according to 

Dr. Barreto, negative racial attitudes and attitudes about racial public policy and 

immigration “are the leading indicators of party affiliation among Whites” and “the 

underlying mechanism responsible for producing racial bloc voting among Whites.” Id. ¶ 

32-33. Dr. Barreto attempts to move the needle a little closer to home when he asserts that 

“discriminatory attitudes and racial prejudice play a central role in driving White party 

identification, and this is especially strong in states such as Texas.” Id. ¶ 34. He still 

conducts no localized analysis, and provides no local data to support his beliefs—including 

his belief that it is not “ideological conservatism” that is driving white voters to the 

Republican party but “racial attitudes.” Id. ¶ 40.  

Dr. Barreto’s sweeping assertions lack the intensely local analysis that Gingles 

requires, and should be stricken. Allen, No. 21-1086, slip op. at 11. See Exhibit A at ¶ 25 
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n. 12; ¶ 30 n. 14; ¶ 32-33 n.18; ¶ 34 n.21. Dr. Barreto’s analysis of whether Galveston 

County white voters prevent African American and Latino voters from electing their 

candidate of choice on account of race is insufficient, and accordingly, should be stricken. 

See Allen, slip op. at 11; Clements, 999 F.2d at 867; Clark, 88 F.3d at 1399; Roman, 691 

F.3d at 694. 

Additionally, Dr. Barreto’s citation of Busbee v. Smith, 549 F. Supp. 494 (D.D.C. 

1982), demonstrates why this Court should preclude Dr. Barreto from testifying. Exhibit 

A at ¶ 30.  Busbee is a 1982 case from Georgia where there was evidence that members of 

the redistricting committee used profoundly offensive racial slurs. 549 F. Supp. at 500-501 

(recounting that the chairman of the redistricting committee frequently used the N-word 

when describing majority-minority districts). This Court does not need political science 

journals or a professor from California to help the Court understand that using such a 

deeply hateful term is racist. See Albert Sidney Johnston Chapter, No. SA-17-CV-1072-

DAE, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 179561 *8-9. And in citing Busbee, Dr. Barreto again lacks 

any localized analysis of Texas, Galveston County, or other facts pertinent to this case. 

This Court should strike paragraphs 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, and 42 for the same 

reasons: Dr. Barreto supports his conclusions with studies that are national and regional in 

focus, and fails yet again to conduct an intensely local appraisal of Galveston County.  

For example, Dr. Barreto asserts that President Obama’s time in office “reshaped 

partisan affiliation in contemporary America almost entirely through the lens of racial 

attitudes.” Exhibit A ¶ 33. To prove this point, Dr. Barreto discusses nationwide and 

southern regional studies demonstrating that President Obama received less support from 
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white voters in Southern states than did John Kerry and Al Gore. This, Dr. Barreto 

concludes, is a “direct result of racial prejudice and discriminatory attitudes.” Id. at ¶ 35. 

He asserts (without support) that “White voters punished Obama for his race rather than 

his party affiliation” and, after the election of President Obama, “old fashioned racism” 

drove partisan preferences. Id. at ¶¶ 36-37. Dr. Barreto even states that there is a causal 

link between an individual’s racial attitudes and their partisan preferences: 

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., foreign policy)….The findings also demonstrate that 
Democratic commitments to general civil rights in 1963 do not produce 
defection 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…[t]he unwillingness to support a Black president is the single most 
critical factor determining defection from the Democratic party into the 
Republican party.  

 
Id. at ¶ 39. Despite reference to ‘disentangling’ other motivating factors, Dr. Barreto 

provides no such explanations. Rather, he concludes that an inseparable link exists between 

racial and partisan discrimination. Id. at ¶¶ 41-42. 

Once again, Dr. Barreto relies upon studies that are national or regional in scope in 

support. Exhibit B at 109:19-25; Exhibit A at ¶ 25 n.12; ¶ 30 n.14; ¶ 32-33 n.18; ¶ 34 n.21. 

Dr. Barreto’s analysis is insufficient and this Court should strike his opinon that white 

voters in Galveston County prevent African American and Latino voters from electing their 

candidate of choice on account of race. Allen, slip op. at 11; Clements, 999 F.2d at 867; 
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Clark, 88 F.3d at 1399; Roman, 691 F.3d at 694. The Court should strike these paragraphs 

from his report and preclude Dr. Barreto from testifying as to these topics.  

II. This Court should strike from Dr. Barreto’s rebuttal report his BISG 
analysis because it is new analysis, and because he failed to disclose the 
underlying script. 
 

The Court should strike Dr. Barreto’s April 14, 2023 rebuttal report for two reasons. 

First, it is an improper rebuttal report containing additional new analysis that expands the 

analysis in the original January 13, 2023 report. Second, Dr. Barreto never disclosed the 

underlying data he used to prepare that report, including the script that contained his 

commands and inputs. In fact, he intentionally refused to create or failed to save that code. 

To date, Defendants have only received code Dr. Barreto generated after the fact (and did 

not provide until approximately 5 months after his initial report was due). For these 

reasons, this Court should strike the April 14, 2023 rebuttal report containing his BISG 

analysis.  

A. Factual Background 
 

After serving their First Requests for Production in August 2022, the Petteway 

Plaintiffs waited until December 8, 2022 to ask whether Defendants would produce the 

Galveston County voter file by December 13th. See E-Mails Between All Counsel (attached 

hereto as Exhibit D). As counsel for Defendants noted in email correspondence, the 

Petteway Plaintiffs had not requested the file in any of their prior written requests. Id. 

Defendants provided the file on or about January 11, 2023 in response to a Second Request 

for Production of Documents. As per the scheduling order, Plaintiffs submitted their expert 

reports, including Dr. Barreto’s report, on January 13, 2023. ECF 66. Defendants’ experts 
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had two months, until March 17, 2023, to conduct a review of these reports and draft 

opposition reports. Over this time period, the Petteway Plaintiffs submitted no amendments 

or corrections to their reports. Approximately 28 days after Defendants’ expert, Dr. John 

Alford, submitted his opposition report, Dr. Barreto submitted a purported rebuttal report 

containing entirely new analysis known as Bayesian Improved Surname and Geocoding 

(“BISG”).  

During his deposition on April 20, 2023, Dr. Barreto testified that to complete his 

BISG analysis he needed two weeks to one month. Exhibit C at 36:1-8; 40: 9-13. He also 

testified that he conducted the BISG analysis “earlier this year.” Id. at 53:19-23. Although 

Dr. Barreto could have amended his original report and submitted it in February, allowing 

Dr. Alford the potential to review and respond and Defense counsel time to comprehend 

the analysis before Dr. Barreto’s deposition, Dr. Barreto waited until a week before the 

close of discovery and six days before his deposition to submit his brand-new BISG 

analysis. Worse yet, Dr. Barreto consciously refused to create a script that would allow 

replication, which is highly unlikely, or deleted the corresponding R script (the script that 

shows every input and command he entered to generate the BISG analysis). Although the 

Court ordered Dr. Barreto to show Dr. Alford how he conducted the analysis over Zoom, 

questions still remain. See ECF Minute Entries of May 15, 2023 and May 18, 2023. 

For example, during Dr. Barreto’s deposition, he testified that his BISG analysis of 

each name on the voter file produced a probability regarding the person’s race/ethnicity. 

Exhibit C at 44:6-17. Dr. Barreto noted that he used this information to arrive at his 

conclusions. Id. at 51:19-24. It is thus uncontroverted that the actual R script that Dr. 
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Barreto used to run the BISG analysis contains the data he relied on to create the rebuttal 

report, and that this data was used to study elections not previously considered in his initial 

expert report. Dr. Barreto has not, and apparently cannot, produce any of the inputs he used 

for the BISG analysis for Defendants’ experts to examine. He only re-created something 

after the fact, and then only at the Court’s order.  What’s more, the 7-page length and detail 

of that document suggests that Dr. Barreto’s claimed non-use of a script is either 

irresponsible or incorrect. See Exhibit F. 

B. This Court should strike Dr. Barreto’s BISG analysis because it 
contains new analysis.  

 
A plaintiff may submit a rebuttal report that is “intended solely to contradict or rebut 

evidence on the same subject matter identified” by the defendants’ expert. Fed. R. Civ. P. 

26(a)(2)(D)(ii). Plaintiffs cannot use rebuttal reports to continue advancing their case-in-

chief. See Cates v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 928 F.2d 679, 685 (5th Cir. 1991). More 

“detailed and comprehensive explanation[s] of earlier testimony” are improper rebuttal 

testimony. Id. This is because the term rebuttal “is a term of art denoting evidence 

introduced by a Plaintiff to meet new facts brought out in his opponent’s case in chief.” 

Morgan v. Commercial Union Assurance Cos., 606 F.2d 554, 555 (5th Cir. 1979). “An 

expert report is not proper rebuttal if the report speaks directly to an issue on which [the 

offering party] bear the burden of proof.” In re Toy Asbestos, 2021 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 

52228, *18 (N.D. Cal. March 19, 2021).  

Dr. Barreto’s BISG analysis is a continuation of the Petteway Plaintiffs’ case-in-

chief on an issue which Plaintiffs bear the burden of proof. This conclusion does not require 
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the Court to analyze or parse the rebuttal report. Dr. Barreto himself testified that he 

intended to include the BISG analysis in his January 13, 2023 report. Exhibit C at 35:5-8. 

Indeed, Dr. Barreto states this intention explicitly in writing in his rebuttal report: “We also 

replicate our original analysis to provide racially polarized voting estimates based on the 

actual voter file for Galveston, which was not provided to us by Galveston County in time 

to include in the prior report.” Exhibit B at 1, ¶ 5. Even the January 13, 2023 Report hints 

at this when Dr. Barreto states that he obtained from the Texas Legislative Council 

“Spanish Surname Registered Voters and Spanish Surname Turnout . . . .” Exhibit A at 2, 

¶ 9. Dr. Barreto’s BISG analysis is not rebuttal evidence; it is an expansion of his January 

13, 2023 report using a new model. And, assuming he was held up by data availability, it 

is something he could have submitted in February 2023, since he had the voter file starting 

on January 11, 2023. Had he done so, Dr. Alford—Defendants’ expert—would have had 

one month to review that analysis and include his response in his March 17, 2023 report. 

Dr. Barreto instead waited until April 14, 2023 to file a “rebuttal report,” preventing Dr. 

Alford from having sufficient time to conduct his own review and analysis to include in 

his opposition report, and preventing Defendants’ counsel from asking Dr. Barreto detailed 

questions about the analysis at Dr. Barreto’s deposition. In re Toy Asbestos, 2021 U.S. Dist. 

LEXIS 52228, *19. The extended time (over two months) between when Dr. Barreto could 

have provided his BISG analysis and when it was disclosed indicates that the Petteway 

Plaintiffs were attempting to manufacture a tactical advantage “by waiting to disclose 

critical information about their case.” Id. The late analysis should be stricken, as it “play[s] 

fast-and-loose with Rule 26’s requirements.” Id.; Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(c)(1).  
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C. The Court should strike Dr. Barreto’s BISG analysis because Dr. 
Barreto failed to disclose his R script detailing his data inputs and 
commands.  

 
Further compounding this gamesmanship is Dr. Barreto’s decision to withhold the 

R Script he used to conduct his BISG analysis. Rule 26(a)(2)(B)(ii) requires Dr. Barreto to 

provide all data they considered when forming their opinions and rebuttals. See Freeny v. 

Murphy Oil Corp., No. 2:13CV-791-RSP, 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 118731, at *6 (E.D. Tex. 

June 3, 2015); Wesdem, LLC v. Ill. Tool Works, Inc., No. SA-20-CV-00987-OLG, 2021 

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 263726, at *3 (W.D. Tex. Aug. 12, 2021). Should they fail to do so, 

Plaintiffs cannot use that information or those experts before the Court “unless the failure 

was substantially justified or is harmless.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(c)(1). The Fifth Circuit 

considers four factors in determining substantial justification: (1) the explanation for failing 

to identify the information; (2) the importance of the information; (3) potential prejudice 

to the other side; and (4) whether a continuance is available to cure any such prejudice. 

Majestic Oil, Inc. v. Certain Underwriters at Lloyd’s, No. 21-20542, 2023 U.S. App. 

LEXIS 6593, at *3 (5th Cir. Mar. 17, 2023); see also Primrose Operating Co., 382 F.3d at 

563-64. 

First, there is no explanation for Dr. Barreto’s failure to provide his R script. Despite 

Dr. Barreto’s initial deflection for requests for that script by pointing to ‘publicly available 

data,’ that data cannot be used to replicate Dr. Barreto’s BISG analysis because it does not 

contain Dr. Barreto’s assumptions and variables that he used in conducting the analysis. 

This analysis contains thousands of key-strokes and without an R script there is simply no 

way of reviewing each step of the analysis to see if mistakes were made. Dr. Alford cannot 
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replicate Dr. Barreto’s work and test his results without Dr. Barreto having disclosed each 

step taken, each assumption made, and each variable applied. That information could have 

been easily saved and produced by saving the R script used. The Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure simply do not “impose a duty on an opposing party” to guess how an opposing 

expert conducted an analysis, what that expert’s assumptions were, what inputs were used, 

and what commands were given. See Cadena v. El Paso County, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 

234618, *11 (W.D. Tex. Aug. 11, 2017). And importantly, the fact that Dr. Barreto failed 

to save his actual R script need not be a willful or malicious act to justify exclusion under 

Rule 37. Coane v. Ferrara Pan Candy Co., 898 F.2d 1030, 1032 (5th Cir. 1990).  

Second, as to the importance of the information, the BISG analysis is simply a 

different way of demonstrating racially polarized voting. Pages 19-52 of the Dr. Barreto’s 

initial report contain his estimates of how African American, Latino, and White Voters 

voted in Galveston County across 29 elections. Exhibit A at 19-52. At his deposition, Dr. 

Barreto testified that he analyzed the same 29 elections using BISG analysis. Exhibit C at 

41:4-7. To the extent the Court strikes Dr. Barreto’s BISG analysis, the Petteway Plaintiffs 

still have his January 13, 2023 original analysis to support their claims of racially polarized 

voting. The BISG analysis was not critical enough for them to do the work for their case. 

To the extent the Petteway Plaintiffs contend the BISG analysis is of the utmost 

importance, their decision to stall in its production, and to withhold critical underlying data 

for that analysis, belies that argument, and is all the more detrimental to Defendants in 

building their defense. Cadena, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 234618 at *13.  
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Third, without the actual R script that Dr. Barreto used to run his BISG analysis, 

Defendants cannot evaluate whether “the reasoning and methodology underlying [Dr. 

Barreto’s] testimony is valid and can be reliably applied to the facts of the case[]” and was 

indeed reliably applied.” Valencia, 600 F.3d at 424. It is therefore critically important, and 

there is no valid reason for it being deleted and not produced with the rebuttal report. 

Without the actual R script that was used, this Court cannot adequately perform its 

gatekeeping role prior to Dr. Barreto explaining his inputs and commands for the first time 

on the witness stand. Caden, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 234618 at *15. Nor could counsel 

adequately prepare for cross-examination; guessing at what Dr. Barreto’s inputs were and 

commands is not a viable cross-examination strategy.  Id. at *15.  For example, Dr. Barreto 

testified that his BISG analysis for each name on the voter file assigns each voter a 

probability that an individual was of either one of the “four main racial groups.” Exhibit C 

at 44:6-17. Those probabilities were created and used by Dr. Barreto to reach the results 

and conclusions in the rebuttal report. Id. at 51:19-24. But these probability scores were 

not produced with the rebuttal report—not in tables as an appendix to the report, on a thumb 

drive, or on a webpage accessible by a link provided to opposing counsel.   

Dr. Barreto did not provide or offer any of this information with his rebuttal report, 

and therefore to discover what each individual’s probability score for the four main racial 

groups that Dr. Barreto generated, defense experts would need to replicate Dr. Barreto’s 

analysis using a generic or publicly available R script. Id. at 71:20-24. In fact, this is exactly 

what Dr. Barreto contended defense experts in this case should do. But with only public 

data, the accuracy of Dr. Barreto’s BISG analysis cannot be tested because it cannot be 
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recreated. For example, it is important to be able to test the accuracy of Dr. Barreto’s model 

by checking the probability scores for elections involving Judge Henry, who is white, or 

Commissioner Holmes and Commissioner Armstrong, who are African American. This is 

not an idle concern. See Imai and Khanna, Improving Ecological Inference by Predicting 

Individual Ethnicity from Voter Registration Records, 24 Political Analysis 263, 268 

(Spring 2016) (attached hereto as Exhibit E) (noting that BISG analysis with only name 

and block data available, the same data Dr. Barreto had, has a false negative rate of 32% 

for African Americans – i.e. 32% of the time BISG analysis falsely determines that 

someone who is not Black is Black). Without the actual names and probabilities that Dr. 

Barreto generated for those names, Defendants cannot adequately prepare to vigorously 

cross-examine Dr. Barreto at trial.  

Fourth, this Court should not afford Dr. Barreto an opportunity to cure the defects 

in his rebuttal report; instead the appropriate sanction is exclusion of his BISG analysis. 

The opportunity to cure is only appropriate where it is not dilatory and would not be 

prejudicial to a party. See Current v. Atochem N. Am., Inc., No. W-00-CA-332, 2001 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 26241, at *16 (W.D. Tex. Sep. 18, 2001) (holding that “permitting [an expert] 

to continue to refine and refresh his opinion as Plaintiffs discover new data for his review 

would substantially disrupt the progress of this case”); Geiserman v. MacDonald, 893 F.2d 

787, 790-93 (5th Cir. 1990). 

When Defendants received Dr. Barreto rebuttal report, they met and conferred with 

Plaintiffs to request the R script and underlying data he used. As explained above, however, 

this was a fruitless request since Dr. Barreto never actually saved his work. Instead of 
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explaining this, however, Plaintiffs stonewalled Defendants and forced them to file a 

Discovery Dispute Letter with the Court. See ECF 170. In the letter, Plaintiffs claimed that 

the underlying data Defendants sought was not needed while also readily admitting that a 

temporary file containing the data could be generated. Nevertheless, they claimed that they 

were not required to re-generate this data because Defendants’ experts could re-create the 

same BISG process Dr. Barreto conducted. 

The Court rejected these arguments and ordered Plaintiffs to produce Dr. Barreto’s 

actual R script and underlying data. See ECF Minute Entry of May 15, 2023. The Court 

also required Dr. Barreto to meet with Defendants’ expert Dr. Alford so the exchange of 

data could be facilitated. Regrettably, Plaintiffs again stonewalled Defendants during the 

experts' meeting: Dr. Barreto continued to insist that he had no obligation to recreate an R 

script he had not saved to begin with. After a status conference with the Court where the 

results of the meeting were communicated, the Court ordered Dr. Barreto to meet again 

with Dr. Alford and show him how to precisely re-create the BISG analysis that appeared 

in the rebuttal report. ECF No. 180. The meeting then occurred and the dispute over the 

data was not resolved until May 31, more than a month after the close of discovery and less 

than a month before exhibit lists for trial are due. It is telling that when the Court required 

a live demonstration, Barreto used an R-script because it is the most efficient and proper 

way to conduct this analysis. The fact that his R-script was not saved and disclosed warrants 

exclusion of the BISG analysis.  

Plaintiffs have been given ample opportunity to provide the underlying data for Dr. 

Barreto’s rebuttal report—both by Defendants and by this Court. They have rejected every 
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opportunity and instead acted in a dilatory and obstructive manner. The inescapable 

conclusion is that Plaintiffs cannot produce the actual data used in Dr. Barreto’s report 

because Dr. Barreto never saved it or created any record to back up his analysis. All 

Plaintiffs have been able to do is walk Dr. Alford through how to re-create the data – but 

that does not give Defendants an opportunity to properly and fully review Dr. Barreto’s 

report. 

Because there is no real way to cure the defects in the rebuttal report, and because 

attempting to do so would create further delay in Defendants’ ability to develop their 

strategy for trial, the only proper remedy is for the rebuttal expert report to be excluded in 

its entirety. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should grant Defendants’ Motion and exclude 

Dr. Barreto’s entire BISG analysis in his rebuttal report, and exclude paragraphs 25, 28, 

30-43 from Dr. Barreto’s January 13, 2023 report. 
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Declaration of Dr. Matt A. Barreto and Michael 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 political science
expert reports in VRA cases. 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 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 Galveston County, Texas in the 2013 lawsuit, Petteway v.
Galveston, No. 3:11-cv-308. In that report I examined voting and population demographic
trends and concluded that Black and Hispanic voters were cohesive and supported like
candidates of choice, and that Anglos block-voted against minority candidates of choice. The
court accepted that racially polarized voting was prevalent in Galveston County, Texas.

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 four years and he has extensive expertise with racially
polarized voting analysis in the state of Texas, including authoring a report on racially
polarized voting in Galveston County in 2021 and recently performing a racially polarized
voting analysis in Portugal et al. v. Franklin County et al. (October 2020), a lawsuit involving
the Washington Voting Rights Act.

6. My full professional qualifications and activities are set forth in my curriculum vitae. A true
and correct copy has been attached hereto as Appendix E1. I, Dr. Barreto, am being
compensated by Plaintiffs at a rate of $400 per hour for my report and $500 an hour for any
oral testimony in this case. Mr. Rios is being compensated by Plaintiffs at a rate of $275 an

EXHIBIT A
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hour for his work on the report and $350 per hour for any oral testimony in this case. A true 
and correct copy of Mr. Rios’ qualifications and activities are set forth in his curriculum vitae, 
of which a true and correct copy has been attached hereto as Appendix E2. 

7. In this portion of my expert analysis, we were asked to assess voting patterns in Galveston 
County to determine if Black, Hispanic1 and Anglo voters exhibit racially polarized voting. 

8. We also reviewed the existing Galveston County Commission Precinct Plan to determine what 
impact the 2021 adopted plan had on Black and Hispanic opportunities to elect candidates of 
choice. As part of this analysis, we reviewed alternative maps submitted by Plaintiffs Terry 
Petteway, Derreck Rose, Michael Montez, Penny Pope and Sonny James that would allow 
minority voters to create and/or maintain opportunities to elect candidates of choice.  

9. We obtained data from the Texas Legislative Council (TLC) and the Capitol Data Project for 
statewide election results by county and voter demographics by county. We also obtained data 
from the Galveston County, Texas recorder-clerk of elections including election results. We 
obtained district map data by performing a spatial overlay of CVAP data with a map of 2022 
VTDs. CVAP estimates are from the U.S. Census ACS disaggregated to census blocks, 
downloaded from the Redistricting Data Hub.2 The map of 2022 VTDs was downloaded from 
the TLC website.3 All data are available at the voting tabulation district or voting precinct 
(VTD) level and we 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 2020 PL-94 Redistricting files, U.S. Census American 
Community Survey (ACS) datasets, as well as Spanish Surname Registered Voters and Spanish 
Surname Turnout, which was obtained from TLC repository. 

I. Background Conclusions 
 

10. First, more than 25 elections analyzed from 2014 to 2022 reveal a strong and consistent pattern 
of racially polarized voting in Galveston County. This analysis was conducted across 29 
elections for local, state and federal office, using two complimentary court-approved ecological 
inference techniques, and relying on Census citizen voting age population (CVAP) data, 
Spanish Surname voter file data, and voter turnout modeled data. The result was more than 350 
ecological inference models. In every single instance both Black and Hispanic voters were 
found to be strongly cohesive in their support for minority preferred candidates. When 
analyzing Black and Hispanic voters independently or combined, Black voters are strongly 
cohesive, and vote consistently with Hispanic voters who are likewise cohesive and vote 
consistently with Black voters. The analysis reports Anglo voters uniformly block vote against 
Hispanic and Black candidates of choice in Galveston County. There is no question that both 

 
1 We utilize the terms “Latino” and “Hispanic” interchangeably throughout this report to refer to individuals who self-
identify as Latino or Hispanic. Additionally, the terms “Latino” and “Hispanic” mean persons of Hispanic Origin as defined 
by the United States Census Bureau and U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB). 
 
2 “Texas CVAP Data Disaggregated to the 2020 Block Level (2020),” Redistricting Data Hub, April 21, 2022, 
https://redistrictingdatahub.org/dataset/texas-cvap-data-disaggregated-to-the-2020-block-level-2020/. 
 
3 “VTDs,” Capitol Data Portal, August 18, 2022, https://data.capitol.texas.gov/dataset/vtds. 
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Gingles prongs – prong two of minority cohesiveness and prong three related to Anglo bloc 
voting, are easily met in Galveston County. 
 

11. Second, Galveston County racial and ethnic population demographics changed significantly 
over the last decade with Anglos declining from 59.3% of the county population in 2010 to 
54.6% in 2020. While the Anglo population grew by just 10.8% or 18,706, the non-Anglo 
(racial minority) population in Galveston grew by 34.3% or 40,667 in just 10 years. The 
Hispanic population was the fastest growing in the county and increased by 23,366 (35.8%).  
 

12. Third, the map adopted by the Galveston County Commission dilutes the Black and Hispanic 
vote by eliminating a currently performing district which elects a Hispanic and Black candidate 
of choice.  Given the large increases in the minority populations, and the conclusive finding of 
racially polarized voting, the adopted map could have easily drawn a performing district for 
minority voters consistent with the VRA The adopted map failed to reflect growth in both 
Hispanic and African-American communities and dilutes the ability of both groups to elect 
candidates of choice. 
 
 

II. Galveston County Population Growth and Enacted Map Characteristics 
 

13. To situate the discussion over voting patterns and minority representation, we begin with a 
broader view of Galveston County and how its population has changed and shifted over the 
past two decades. Overall, Galveston gained over 100,000 in population since 2000 with 
59,373 coming in between 2010-2020. However, these gains were uneven by geography and 
race/ethnicity. Specifically, the Anglo/White population experienced an 8.5-point drop in 
population share from 2000 to 2020 going from 63.1% of the county population to now just 
54.6%.  According to the 2021 U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) the Anglo 
population in Galveston has declined by an additional percentage point and is now 53.7% as of 
2021. In contrast, the Latino population almost doubled in 20 years, growing from 44,939 to 
88,636.  In the past 10 years the Latino population was the fastest growing segment of 
Galveston, adding more than 23,000 in population and now represents 25.3% of the county 
total. Overall, the non-Anglo racial minority population grew by 72.6% in the past two decades, 
compared to 21.2% growth among Anglos.  There is no question that Galveston County 
demographics are changing and becoming increasing non-Anglo, racial minority. Today, the 
county population is close to evenly divided between Anglos and non-Anglo racial minorities 
and by 2025 Galveston is projected to be a majority-minority population county. 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.  

14. From a population growth perspective, the 67,017 increase in minority residents should have 
made the retention of an existing minority-performing district simple. In fact, because the 
county became more heavily minority, a map drawer would have to go out of their way to 
reduce and dilute the minority vote. A map put forward by Commissioner Holmes in 2021 
allowed for a VRA-compliant district to be drawn in Galveston that would allow minorities the 
opportunity to elect their candidates of choice. Rather than maintaining a minority-performing 
district, the adopted plan cracks the Black and Hispanic population so that it is narrowly too 
small to be able to elect a candidate of choice. 
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15. According to the 2020 Decennial Census, there is no question that the Gingles One standard 
can be met and a performing district can be drawn that is majority Black and Hispanic citizen 
adult. 

 

Table 1: Galveston County Population Change 2000 to 2020 by race/ethnicity 

  2000 2010 2020 00-20 
Change 

00-20 % 
chg 

10-20 
Change 

10-20 
% chg 

Galveston Total 250,158 291,309 350,682 100,524 40.2% 59,373 20.4% 

Anglo 157,851 
(63.1%) 

172,652 
(59.3%) 

191,358 
(54.6%) 33,507 21.2% 18,706 10.8% 

Non-Anglo           
(Racial Minority) 

92,307 
(36.9%) 

118,657 
(40.7%) 

159,324 
(45.4%) 67,017 72.6% 40,667 34.3% 

Hispanic 44,939 
(17.9%) 

65,270 
(22.4%) 

88,636 
(25.3%) 43,697 97.2% 23,366 35.8% 

Black 38,179 
(15.3%) 

39,229 
(13.5%) 

43,120 
(12.3%) 4,941 12.9% 3,891 9.9% 

Asian 5,152 
(2.1%) 

8,515 
(2.9%) 

12,202 
(3.5%) 7,050 136.8% 3,687 43.3% 

All other/     
multi-racial 

4,037 
(1.6%) 

5,643 
(1.9%) 

15,366 
(4.4%) 11,329 280.6% 9,723 172.3% 

 

III. Racially Polarized Voting Analysis 
 

16. We 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. However, if some groups of 
voters are voting in coalition, RPV analysis will identify such a trend. 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. 
 

17. 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 
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this decision, the Court established specific tests to determine if a redistricting plan violated the 
VRA, in particular 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 (Gingles 
Prong Two); if 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 and, if that 
candidate is different than the minority candidate of choice, whether they regularly vote as a 
bloc to defeat the minority candidate of choice (Gingles Prong Three).  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 – their patterns are 
polarized. 
 

18. Several methods are available to assess the Gingles preconditions of minority cohesion and 
Anglo bloc voting.4 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.”5 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,6 was a co-author and collaborator on the RxC method.7 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 
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.  
 

 
 

4 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). 
5 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). 
6 See Gary King, A Solution to the Ecological Inference Problem Reconstructing Individual Behavior from Aggregate Data, 
Princeton University Press (1997). 
7 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). 

Case 3:22-cv-00057   Document 193-1   Filed on 06/16/23 in TXSD   Page 5 of 187



p 6 

19. 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.8 
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.  
 

20. To conduct analysis on a county as diverse as Galveston we rely on three different types of 
racial/ethnic demographic data.  First, we used CVAP data from the U.S. Census ACS 
disaggregated to census blocks, downloaded from the Redistricting Data Hub.9 Then, we 
performed a spatial overlay joining the CVAP data with a map of 2022 VTDs, downloaded 
from the TLC website.  CVAP data is particularly 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.  The third data source is modeled 
voter turnout by race.  Here we use actual votes cast by each VTD over the denominator of 
total eligible voters (CVAP) to derive the turnout rate, which is then regressed against CVAP 
by race to arrive at a turnout rate for each racial or ethnic voting population. Using the turnout 
rate among eligible voters, we can then model what the racial composition of actual voters is by 
race within each VTD and use this as the input variable. For all models, we relied on CVAP, 
Spanish surname and modeled voters to produce estimates, and in every instance the Spanish 
surname estimates closely replicated and matched the Hispanic CVAP or Hispanic voters 
estimates. 
 

21. Across all elections analyzed there is a clear, consistent, and statistically significant finding of 
racially polarized voting in Galveston County. Time and again, Black and Hispanic voters in 
Galveston are cohesive and vote for candidates of choice by roughly a 3-to-1 margin or greater, 
and always in contrast to Anglo voters who bloc-vote against minority candidates of choice.  
These voting patterns have been widely reported for at least three decades of voting rights 
litigation in Texas, including in Galveston area state or federal districts, and Federal courts 
have routinely concluded that elections in Texas are racially polarized.  Galveston County is no 
different. What’s more, this information is well-known to county and state map drawers and 
demographers and expert consultants in Galveston County. In particular, Galveston County 
Commissioner Holmes shared a report on racially polarized voting by Mr. Rios at the 
November 12, 2021, commission meeting, documenting that patterns of racially polarized 
voting were present in Galveston at the time they were tasked with the 2022 redistricting 
process.10  

 
8 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). 
9 “Texas CVAP Data Disaggregated to the 2020 Block Level (2020),” Redistricting Data Hub, April 21, 2022, 
https://redistrictingdatahub.org/dataset/texas-cvap-data-disaggregated-to-the-2020-block-level-2020/. 
10 Galveston County Commissioner’s Court November 12, 2021 Special Hearing Tr. 68: 14-23.  
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22. Mr. Rios analyzed recent elections in 2018 and 2020 and concluded that Black and Hispanic 

voters were cohesive and that Anglos block voted against minorities in each election.  This 
report was consistent with the 2013 expert report of Barreto and Pedraza that also found 
patterns of polarized voting across 24 elections.  
 

23. In the more than 350 ecological inference statistical models performed for this report, based on 
well-established social science published methodology, we conclude that across the 29 
elections and 5 election cycles, elections in Galveston County are defined by racially polarized 
voting (see Appendix A table of racially polarized voting). 

 
24. In elections across Galveston County ecological inference models point to a clear pattern of 

racially polarized voting.  Hispanic voters and Black voters demonstrate unified and cohesive 
voting, siding for the same candidates of choice with high support.  In contrast, Anglo voters 
strongly block vote against minority candidates of choice.  Anglo block voting appears to be 
uniform across elections from 2014 to 2022 with rates over 85% opposition to minority-
preferred candidates. Anglo voters demonstrate considerable block voting against Hispanic and 
Black candidates of choice, regularly voting in the exact opposite pattern of Hispanic and Black 
voters in Galveston.  This is consistent with election analysis for Galveston County I presented 
in an expert report in 2013 that found Black and Hispanic voters to be unified across 24 
elections from 2002 to 2012 while Anglos block voted against minority candidates of choice.  
Thus, this pattern is now consistent across 53 elections over 20 years in Galveston. 
 

25. 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 Galveston 
County, most elections are partisan and candidates register and run for office most commonly 
as a Democrat or Republican whether it is for local county office or statewide. In these 
instances, partisan general elections are often understood by voters through a racial/ethnic lens. 
Indeed, political science research has proven conclusively that attitudes about racial public 
policy issues, views on immigrants, and even racial animus influence partisanship among 
White voters11.  Thus, it is voters views on matters of race 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 partisanship12. (For more on partisanship being 
intertwined with racial attitudes, see Section IV below, page 9) 
 

 
11Marc 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 – 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 
12 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 

Case 3:22-cv-00057   Document 193-1   Filed on 06/16/23 in TXSD   Page 7 of 187



p 8 

 
26. In Galveston County, Blacks and Hispanics vote cohesively, together, for like candidates of 

choice.  In particular, the analysis reveals that Black and Hispanic voters are cohesive in local 
elections for county offices such as County Judge, County Sherriff, District Court Judge and 
more, and are also cohesive for statewide elections for Governor, U.S. Senate, and President.  
 

27. Specifically looking at the portion of Galveston County with the largest non-Anglo population 
Black and Hispanic voters demonstrate overwhelming political cohesion in general elections. 
Here, primary elections are not as probative a source of information about political cohesion, 
given that neither group constitutes an outright majority and the relatively low primary voter 
turnout among minorities.  

 
28. It is also the case that Hispanic communities in Galveston 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 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.13  The result is that map 
drawers throughout 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.  For this reason, analysis of actual vote 
history can be important in understanding Hispanic voting patterns with more precision. 
 

29. While CVAP data from the U.S. Census ACS 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, 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.  We 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 in Galveston County vote cohesively for Hispanic 
candidates of choice, and face bloc-voting against their candidates of choice by Anglo voters. 
Black voters demonstrate cohesion with Spanish Surname voters in Galveston.  
 

IV. Partisanship, Ideology and Racially Polarized Voting 
 

30. 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 

 
13 Veasey v. Perry, 71 F. Supp. 3d 627, 697 (S.D. Tex. 2014), aff'd in part, vacated in part, remanded sub nom. Veasey v. 
Abbott, 796 F.3d 487 (5th Cir. 2015), on reh'g en banc, 830 F.3d 216 (5th Cir. 2016), and aff'd in part, vacated in part, rev'd 
in part sub nom. Veasey v. Abbott, 830 F.3d 216 (5th Cir. 2016) 
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triggering bloc voting are racial attitudes and stereotypes14 and courts have routinely relied on 
measures like these as evidence of discrimination in voting lawsuits.15 
 

31. In fact, extensive political science research has documented that measures of White racial 
attitudes have actually become more negative towards Blacks since the 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 that these beliefs have now been solidified as guiding principles in party 
affiliation.16  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.” 
 

32. Indeed, there is an abundance of published research in leading academic publications which 
finds that attitudes about racial public policy and views on immigrants are leading indicators of 
party affiliation among Whites.17 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.18 

 
33. 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 

 
14 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 Identifi cation, 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). 
15 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). 
16 Christopher Parker and Matt Barreto. 2013. Change They Can’t Believe In: The Tea Party and Reactionary Politics in 
America. Princeton University Press 
17 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). 
18 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). 
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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.”19 Writing more 
than 10 years later about the 2008 presidential election, Michael Tesler and David Sears20 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. 
 

34. 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 Texas21. 
 

35. 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 in 2012 Barack Obama received less support in his presidential elections 
among White voters in Southern states than John Kerry did in 2004 or Al Gore in 2000 as a 
direct result of racial prejudice and discriminatory attitudes.22  
 

36. In his analysis of the White vote for Obama in Southern states, Professor Ben Highton notes23, 
“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 partisanship24: 
“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.” 
 

37. 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 

 
19 Keith Reeves, VOTING HOPES OR FEARS? WHITE VOTERS, BLACK CANDIDATES & RACIAL POLITICS IN 
AMERICA 74 (Oxford Univ. Press 1997).  
20 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).  
21 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) 
22 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) 
23 Ben Highton, Prejudice Rivals Partisanship and Ideology When Explaining the 2008 Presidential Vote across the States, 
44 PS: Pol. Sci. & Politics 530 (2011).  
24 Spencer Piston, How Explicit Racial Prejudice Hurt Obama in the 2008 Election, 32 Pol. Behavior 431 (2010). 
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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 party25. This correlation did not exist during the 1980s-early 2000s. But it 
manifested after the election of Barack Obama, the first Black president.  
 

38. 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 Review26, the premier 
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 for race-based reasons, defined in 
this particular paper as willingness to vote for a Black president, thus linking racial attitudes, 
partisanship and voting preference directly together.  
 

39. 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., 
foreign policy). The overall effect in this paper 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 policy27. 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 

 
25 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. 
26 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. 
 
27 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 
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single most critical factor determining defection from the Democratic party into the Republican 
party. 
 

40. More statistical evidence for this finding of the partisan shift in southern states like Texas has 
been published by Valentino and Sears (2005)28.  In the years following the Civil Rights 
Movement, whites in the South became increasingly Republican over time. 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 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. 
 

41. 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)29 conclude that negative views towards immigrants motivates defection from 
Democrats and toward the Republican party.  Likewise, more recent research published by 
Ostfeld (2019)30 demonstrates that when Democratic political elites make campaign appeals to 
Latinos, it results in partisan defections by white Americans from the Democratic party toward 
the Republican party.  
 

42. Perhaps most directly taking on the question of race and party are political scientists Sean 
Westwood and Erik Peterson in their 2020 published paper31, “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.” 
 

43. 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 

 
28 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.  
29 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. 
30 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. 
31 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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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. 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 
 

44. As a result of the increase of over 40,000 non-Anglo racial minorities in Galveston County in 
the last ten years, Black and Hispanic voters are easily large and geographically compact 
enough to form a majority-minority performing political district for the County Commission. 
However, even before this large growth in the minority population between 2010 – 2020, the 
Black and Hispanic community was already large in size and geographically compact enough 
to allow minority voters to elect a candidate of their choice.   
 

45. Looking closely at the adopted map as compared to demonstration maps submitted by 
plaintiffs, it is clear that the map adopted by Galveston County dilutes the Hispanic and Black 
vote by creating numerous districts which do not perform for minority candidates of choice, 
cracking their population.  Given the large growth in the minority population and the decline in 
the Anglo share of the county population, plaintiffs’ demonstration maps can remedy the 
dilution in the adopted map and put back together a district which performs for Hispanic and 
Black candidates of choice which the adopted map eliminated. 
 

46. To assess district performance, I compiled election results constrained to the political 
boundaries of the Galveston County Commission districts. Data were obtained from the State 
of Texas, TLC and Galveston County.  In looking at the election results below in table 2, it is 
clear that none of the four districts perform for Black and Hispanic candidates of choice, and 
instead all four districts elect Anglo-preferred candidates. Reviewing demonstration plans 
submitted by plaintiffs, I conclude that a district which performs for Black and Hispanic 
candidates of choice can be drawn. Examining prior election results, sorted just for the 
precincts/VTDs within a given district, I conclude that Galveston County has failed to create a 
performing Black + Hispanic district. 
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Table 2: Performance Analysis of Recent Elections 

  

  
Adopted 

1 2 3 4 
Anglo CVAP 64.9% 62.4% 64.0% 61.6% 
Black CVAP 10.7% 14.4% 9.5% 18.2% 
Hispanic CVAP 21.5% 20.6% 19.0% 15.3% 
Other CVAP 2.9% 2.6% 7.6% 4.9% 

2022 

Governor 
Abbott 65.2% 59.2% 65.8% 62.3% 
O'Rourke 34.8% 40.8% 34.2% 37.7% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 64.8% 58.9% 65.7% 62.2% 
Garza 35.2% 41.1% 34.3% 37.8% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 64.9% 58.7% 65.4% 61.9% 
Collier 35.1% 41.3% 34.6% 38.1% 

            

County Judge 
Henry 66.6% 60.2% 67.8% 63.7% 
King 33.4% 39.8% 32.2% 36.3% 

            
U.S. House of 
Representatives, District 
#14 

Weber 66.7% 60.7% 67.4% 63.7% 

Williams 33.3% 39.3% 32.6% 36.3% 

            

District Judge #122 
Jones 66.4% 60.4% 67.4% 63.6% 
Walsdorf 33.6% 39.6% 32.6% 36.4% 

            

District Attorney 
Roady 67.5% 61.8% 68.7% 64.5% 
Dragony 32.5% 38.2% 31.3% 35.5% 

            

2020 

President 
Trump 63.8% 56.8% 64.6% 60.6% 
Biden 36.2% 43.2% 35.4% 39.4% 

            

Senate 
Cornyn 65.4% 58.1% 66.8% 62.1% 
Hegar 34.6% 41.9% 33.2% 37.9% 

            

Sheriff 
Trochesset 65.1% 59.6% 66.8% 62.2% 
Salinas 34.9% 40.4% 33.2% 37.8% 

            
Weber 65.8% 58.4% 67.6% 62.4% 
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U.S. House of 
Representatives, District 
#14 

Bell 34.2% 41.6% 32.4% 37.6% 

            

2018 

Senate 
Cruz 62.3% 53.7% 64.6% 59.6% 
O'Rourke 37.7% 46.3% 35.4% 40.4% 

            

Governor 
Abbott 66.9% 58.4% 69.9% 63.8% 
Valdez 33.1% 41.6% 30.1% 36.2% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 63.3% 55.2% 65.9% 60.0% 
Collier 36.7% 44.8% 34.1% 40.0% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 62.3% 53.7% 65.1% 59.1% 
Nelson 37.7% 46.3% 34.9% 40.9% 

            
U.S. House of 
Representatives, District 
#14 

Weber 64.0% 55.6% 67.2% 61.2% 

Bell 36.0% 44.4% 32.8% 38.8% 

            

2016 

President 
Clinton 34.5% 44.2% 31.7% 38.3% 
Trump 65.5% 55.8% 68.3% 61.7% 

            

Supreme Court, Position 
#5 

Green 66.9% 56.6% 71.4% 63.4% 
Garza 33.1% 43.4% 28.6% 36.6% 

            
U.S. House of 
Representatives, District 
#14 

Weber 67.4% 56.9% 71.8% 63.8% 

Cole 32.6% 43.1% 28.2% 36.2% 

            

2014 

Senate 
Cornyn 70.3% 59.2% 76.2% 64.8% 
Alameel 29.7% 40.8% 23.8% 35.2% 

            
U.S. House of 
Representatives, District 
#14 

Weber 69.2% 57.7% 75.3% 64.0% 

Brown 30.8% 42.3% 24.7% 36.0% 

            

Governor 
Abbott 66.3% 54.0% 72.4% 61.7% 
Davis 33.7% 46.0% 27.6% 38.3% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 66.5% 54.7% 72.5% 61.9% 
Van De 
Putte 33.5% 45.3% 27.5% 38.1% 
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Attorney General 
Paxton 67.4% 55.1% 73.8% 62.7% 
Houston 32.6% 44.9% 26.2% 37.3% 

            

Supreme Court, Position 
#7 

Boyd 67.5% 55.1% 73.9% 62.7% 
Benavides 32.5% 44.9% 26.1% 37.3% 

 

47. In preparing this report there were some data that was not yet produced, or made readily 
available by Defendants, and as more data does become available, or new elections results are 
posted, we will provide additional data and analysis of population statistics and election results 
to supplement this report.  
 

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

 

 

January 13, 2023    ________________________________ 

      Dr. Matt A. Barreto 

Agoura Hills, California 

 

 

January 13, 2023    ________________________________ 

      Michael Rios 

Rancho Cucamonga, California 
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Appendix A: Racially Polarized Voting Tables 

Table 1: Galveston County Ecological Inference (EI) Candidate Choice Estimates 
 

      Ecological Inference (EI) Iterative 
     CVAP as race input SSTO Estimated actual vote 

Year Office Candidate Anglo 
Non-
Anglo 

Hispanic Black 
Spanish 

Surname 
Anglo Hispanic Black 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 85.8 16.9 33.3 0.7 22.4 80.5 25.5 0.8 
Garza 14.2 83.1 66.7 99.3 77.6 19.5 74.5 99.2 

            

County Judge 
Henry 87.6 18.3 30.2 0.9 32.0 82.5 24.3 0.8 
King 12.4 81.7 69.8 99.1 68.0 17.5 75.7 99.2 

            

Governor 
Abbott 86.0 16.8 32.8 0.5 38.2 80.8 29.7 0.5 
O'Rourke 14.0 83.2 67.2 99.5 61.8 19.2 70.3 99.5 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 85.5 16.5 33.7 0.9 23.6 80.3 26.8 0.1 

Collier 14.5 83.5 66.3 99.1 76.4 19.7 73.2 99.9 
            

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 87.3 18.7 31.2 0.5 31.3 82.7 24.9 0.4 
Williams 12.7 81.3 68.8 99.5 68.7 17.3 75.1 99.6 

            

District 122 Judge 
Jones 87.2 18.1 29.0 0.6 30.6 82.4 25.1 0.8 
Walsdorf 12.8 81.9 71.0 99.4 69.4 17.6 74.9 99.2 

            

District Attorney 
Roady 88.3 19.8 29.4 1.1 30.8 83.7 24.8 0.8 
Dragony 11.7 80.2 70.6 98.9 69.2 16.3 75.2 99.2 
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2020 

County Sheriff 
Trochesset 88.2 15.8 27.1 0.5 41.5 82.8 22.8 0.5 
Salinas 11.8 84.2 72.9 99.5 58.5 17.2 77.2 99.5 

            

President 
Trump 85.6 14.9 33.4 0.6 21.8 80.4 24.6 1.0 
Biden 14.4 85.1 66.6 99.4 78.2 19.6 75.4 99.0 

            

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 87.2 16.5 29.2 0.6 34.3 82.5 24.1 0.5 
Hegar 12.8 83.5 70.8 99.4 65.7 17.5 75.9 99.5 

            

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 87.6 17.4 27.6 0.8 40.9 83.0 23.8 1.3 
Bell 12.4 82.6 72.4 99.2 59.1 17.0 76.2 98.7 

            

District 405 Judge 
Robinson 87.4 16.7 27.8 1.2 34.8 82.7 24.4 0.4 
Hudson 12.6 83.3 72.2 98.8 65.2 17.3 75.6 99.6 

            

District 56 Judge 
Cox 88.4 18.4 30.5 0.7 34.9 83.9 25.7 1.1 
Lindsey 11.6 81.6 69.5 99.3 65.1 16.1 74.3 98.9 

              

2018 

Attorney General 
Paxton 84.5 11.0 14.5 0.8 10.8 79.5 14.1 1.4 
Nelson 15.5 89.0 85.5 99.2 89.2 20.5 85.9 98.6 

            

Governor 
Abbott 89.1 15.9 15.7 0.5 29.1 84.9 15.7 0.7 
Valdez 10.9 84.1 84.3 99.5 70.9 15.1 84.3 99.3 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 85.5 11.9 15.8 1.0 14.8 80.6 14.4 0.7 
Collier 14.5 88.1 84.2 99.0 85.2 19.4 85.6 99.3 

            

U.S. Senate 
Cruz 84.3 11.5 15.2 1.1 16.6 79.5 13.9 0.8 
O'Rourke 15.7 88.5 84.8 98.9 83.4 20.5 86.1 99.2 

            

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 86.6 12.9 15.2 0.8 9.7 81.8 16.0 0.6 
Bell 13.4 87.1 84.8 99.2 90.3 18.2 84.0 99.4 

                      
2016 President Trump 86.8 13.1 16.8 0.7 0.3 80.7 16.1 0.7 
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Clinton 13.2 86.9 83.2 99.3 99.7 19.3 83.9 99.3 
            

Supreme Court Justice,  
Position #5 

Green 88.2 15.6 15.9 0.5 22.8 82.8 16.0 0.4 
Garza 11.8 84.4 84.1 99.5 77.2 17.2 84.0 99.6 

            

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 88.6 15.8 17.4 0.4 31.8 83.2 15.5 0.1 
Cole 11.4 84.2 82.6 99.6 68.2 16.8 84.5 99.9 

            

District 10 Judge 
Neves 88.9 15.8 17.6 0.4 32.0 83.3 17.3 0.1 
Walker 11.1 84.2 82.4 99.6 68.0 16.7 82.7 99.9 

              

2014 

Attorney General 
Paxton 86.4 18.8 16.9 0.6 16.5 82.3 14.9 0.2 
Houston 13.6 81.2 83.1 99.4 83.5 17.7 85.1 99.8 

            

County Commissioner,  
Precinct #4 

Clark 86.7 45.2 37.3 10.7 0.0 87.1 37.1 0.1 
Hutchins 13.3 54.8 62.7 89.3 100.0 12.9 62.9 99.9 

            

Governor 
Abbott 85.8 16.9 15.9 0.2 15.4 81.5 13.0 0.0 
Davis 14.2 83.1 84.1 99.8 84.6 18.5 87.0 100.0 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 86.3 16.6 15.1 0.3 14.4 82.0 12.0 0.4 
Van De Putte 13.7 83.4 84.9 99.7 85.6 18.0 88.0 99.6 

            

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 89.0 22.2 16.2 2.0 13.5 85.2 11.2 0.3 
Alameel 11.0 77.8 83.8 98.0 86.5 14.8 88.8 99.7 

            

Supreme Court Justice,  
Position #7 

Boyd 86.9 18.3 15.4 0.3 13.8 82.7 13.7 0.5 
Benavides 13.1 81.7 84.6 99.7 86.2 17.3 86.3 99.5 

            

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 88.3 20.5 15.6 1.5 14.0 84.3 12.4 0.2 
Brown 11.7 79.5 84.4 98.5 86.0 15.7 87.6 99.8 
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Table 2: Galveston County EI Rows by Columns (RxC) Candidate Choice Estimates 
 

      Ecological Inference Rows by Columns (RxC) 
      CVAP as race input SSTO Estimated actual vote 

Year Office Candidate Anglo 
Non-
Anglo 

Anglo Hispanic Black 
Spanish 

Surname 
Anglo Hispanic Black 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 86.4 15.2 82.4 32.3 7.2 32.5 77.4 27.6 6.5 
Garza 13.6 84.8 17.6 67.7 92.8 67.5 22.6 72.4 93.5 

             

County Judge 
Henry 87.6 17.9 84.4 33.9 7.2 32.5 79.6 27.5 7.3 
King 12.4 82.1 15.6 66.1 92.8 67.5 20.4 72.5 92.7 

             

Governor 
Abbott 86.2 16.3 82.6 33.3 6.8 31.1 78.0 27.1 5.7 
O'Rourke 13.8 83.7 17.4 66.7 93.2 68.9 22.0 72.9 94.3 

             

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 86.0 15.6 82.0 32.3 7.6 29.9 77.3 28.4 5.6 
Collier 14.0 84.4 18.0 67.7 92.4 70.1 22.7 71.6 94.4 

             

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 87.4 18.4 84.1 36.2 6.5 31.5 79.7 29.5 6.5 
Williams 12.6 81.6 15.9 63.8 93.5 68.5 20.3 70.5 93.5 

             

District 122 Judge 
Jones 87.4 18.0 84.5 33.5 6.5 32.2 79.7 27.2 6.1 
Walsdorf 12.6 82.0 15.5 66.6 93.5 67.8 20.3 72.8 93.9 

             

District Attorney 
Roady 88.1 20.0 85.2 36.1 7.8 30.6 80.8 28.8 6.9 
Dragony 11.9 80.0 14.8 63.9 92.2 69.4 19.2 71.2 93.1 
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2020 

County Sheriff 
Trochesset 88.3 15.4 85.4 28.4 7.1 30.8 80.0 25.9 6.8 
Salinas 11.7 84.6 14.6 71.6 92.9 69.2 20.0 74.1 93.2 

             

President 
Trump 86.1 14.2 82.2 29.5 6.9 31.4 77.3 26.8 6.0 
Biden 13.9 85.8 17.8 70.5 93.1 68.6 22.7 73.2 94.0 

             

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 87.4 16.2 84.3 30.7 6.6 31.8 79.6 25.7 6.4 
Hegar 12.6 83.8 15.7 69.3 93.4 68.2 20.4 74.4 93.6 

             

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 87.9 16.6 85.4 29.6 7.2 32.3 80.5 25.2 6.4 
Bell 12.1 83.4 14.6 70.4 92.8 67.7 19.5 74.8 93.6 

             

District 405 Judge 
Robinson 87.8 16.0 85.2 29.0 6.8 30.1 80.6 20.6 6.6 
Hudson 12.2 84.0 14.8 71.0 93.2 69.9 19.4 79.4 93.4 

             

District 56 Judge 
Cox 88.4 18.2 85.4 33.8 6.9 32.1 81.0 29.1 6.7 
Lindsey 11.6 81.8 14.6 66.2 93.1 67.9 19.0 70.9 93.3 

               

2018 

Attorney General 
Paxton 85.0 10.0 82.0 16.7 7.0 25.8 76.2 18.1 6.1 
Nelson 15.0 90.0 18.0 83.3 93.0 74.2 23.8 81.9 93.9 

             

Governor 
Abbott 89.6 14.9 87.0 23.2 7.3 27.3 82.2 18.8 7.2 
Valdez 10.4 85.1 13.0 76.8 92.7 72.7 17.8 81.2 92.8 

             

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 85.8 11.5 83.0 18.0 7.6 24.0 77.8 17.9 6.9 
Collier 14.2 88.5 17.0 82.0 92.4 76.0 22.2 82.1 93.1 

             

U.S. Senate 
Cruz 85.2 9.6 81.8 17.8 6.8 25.1 76.7 17.4 5.7 
O'Rourke 14.8 90.4 18.2 82.2 93.2 74.9 23.3 82.6 94.3 

             

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 87.2 11.4 84.2 18.9 7.1 26.4 79.2 17.0 5.3 
Bell 12.8 88.6 15.8 81.1 92.9 73.6 20.8 83.0 94.7 

                        
2016 President Trump 87.6 11.4 84.9 19.8 7.0 24.8 78.7 16.1 5.7 
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Clinton 12.3 88.6 15.1 80.2 93.0 75.2 21.3 83.9 94.3 
             

Supreme Court Justice,  
Position #5 

Green 89.5 13.2 87.4 17.9 8.4 25.0 81.0 15.2 6.1 
Garza 10.5 86.8 12.6 82.1 91.6 75.0 19.0 84.8 93.9 

             

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 89.4 14.4 87.0 21.3 8.2 27.1 81.3 16.5 4.8 
Cole 10.6 85.6 13.0 78.7 91.8 72.9 18.7 83.5 95.2 

             

District 10 Judge 
Neves 89.8 14.2 87.5 20.5 8.1 28.3 81.3 16.4 6.2 
Walker 10.2 85.8 12.5 79.5 91.9 71.7 18.7 83.6 93.8 

               

2014 

Attorney General 
Paxton 87.9 15.8 86.1 24.7 9.0 22.1 80.4 17.2 6.6 
Houston 12.1 84.2 13.9 75.3 91.0 77.9 19.6 82.8 93.4 

             

County Commissioner,  
Precinct #4 

Clark 90.2 35.7 88.5 41.2 39.9 46.1 85.4 40.4 40.2 
Hutchins 9.8 64.3 11.5 58.8 60.1 53.9 14.6 59.6 59.8 

             

Governor 
Abbott 86.8 14.5 84.1 21.3 8.0 24.7 79.0 16.6 5.8 
Davis 13.2 85.4 15.9 78.7 92.0 75.3 21.0 83.4 94.2 

             

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 87.8 13.6 84.9 21.0 7.9 23.4 79.7 16.5 5.9 
Van De Putte 12.2 86.4 15.1 79.0 92.1 76.6 20.3 83.5 94.1 

             

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 91.1 17.9 89.6 22.0 9.4 23.2 83.9 17.5 6.8 
Alameel 8.8 82.1 10.4 78.0 90.6 76.8 16.1 82.5 93.2 

             

Supreme Court Justice,  
Position #7 

Boyd 88.5 15.0 86.3 19.6 8.3 22.5 80.9 15.2 6.4 
Benavides 11.5 85.0 13.7 80.4 91.7 77.5 19.1 84.8 93.6 

             

U.S. House of Reps,  
District #14 

Weber 90.3 16.4 88.6 20.8 9.1 24.2 82.8 16.8 7.2 
Brown 9.7 83.6 11.4 79.2 90.9 75.8 17.2 83.2 92.8 
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Table 3: Galveston County Ecological Inference (EI) Candidate Choice Confidence Intervals (CVAP) 
 

Year Office Candidate 
[LOWER] EI 

- Anglo 
(CVAP) 

[UPPER] EI 
- Anglo 
(CVAP) 

[LOWER] EI 
- Non-
Anglo 

(CVAP) 

[UPPER] EI 
- Non-
Anglo 

(CVAP) 

[LOWER] EI 
- Anglo 
(CVAP) 

[UPPER] EI 
- Anglo 
(CVAP) 

[LOWER] EI 
- Hispanic 

(CVAP) 

[UPPER] EI 
- Hispanic 

(CVAP) 

[LOWER] EI 
- Black 
(CVAP) 

[UPPER] EI 
- Black 
(CVAP) 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 84.1 87.4 13.1 20.1 84.4 87.1 22.0 46.2 0.4 1.7 

Garza 12.8 16.2 79.2 86.2 12.8 15.7 49.1 79.2 98.0 99.7 

                        

County Judge 
Henry 86.1 89.2 15.1 21.1 85.6 88.8 16.8 42.1 0.3 2.3 

King 10.8 13.8 78.7 84.8 11.2 14.2 58.6 79.9 99.5 99.7 

                        

Governor 
Abbott 84.6 87.2 14.2 20.6 84.8 87.9 21.2 48.4 0.3 0.6 

O'Rourke 12.2 15.5 79.7 85.9 12.5 15.5 53.0 78.6 98.8 99.7 

                        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 83.8 87.1 13.8 19.7 83.9 87.0 17.8 45.8 0.4 2.3 

Collier 13.1 16.3 79.8 86.2 13.2 16.1 48.9 78.6 99.3 99.6 

                        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 85.9 89.1 16.1 22.4 86.0 88.9 20.7 43.6 0.3 0.8 

Williams 11.4 14.6 77.5 84.3 11.1 14.0 58.0 78.8 99.4 99.8 

                        

District 122 Judge 
Jones 86.1 88.6 15.4 21.1 86.1 89.2 19.3 39.2 0.3 1.0 

Walsdorf 11.5 14.3 79.3 84.6 10.7 13.9 61.9 80.6 99.4 99.8 

                        

District Attorney 
Roady 86.2 89.7 17.4 23.3 86.7 89.5 17.4 39.5 0.6 2.2 

Dragony 9.8 13.6 77.2 83.2 10.0 13.3 58.3 81.2 98.7 99.6 

                        

2020 

County Sheriff 
Trochesset 86.7 89.3 13.4 18.7 87.0 89.5 16.8 35.4 0.3 0.7 

Salinas 10.7 13.5 82.0 86.2 10.7 13.9 64.1 83.0 99.2 99.7 

                        

President 
Trump 84.0 87.5 11.5 18.4 83.4 87.0 20.4 48.1 0.3 1.0 

Biden 12.9 16.4 81.0 87.6 12.7 16.0 51.6 78.7 99.4 99.7 

                        

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 85.6 88.4 13.5 19.8 85.5 88.8 16.8 38.7 0.3 1.2 

Hegar 11.3 14.5 80.6 86.9 11.5 14.4 57.9 80.5 98.0 99.7 
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U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 86.1 88.8 14.1 20.3 86.3 89.3 18.4 39.7 0.5 1.2 

Bell 10.6 14.2 79.6 85.3 10.9 14.1 60.1 81.0 96.7 99.5 

                        

District 405 Judge 
Robinson 86.2 89.0 14.1 20.0 86.0 89.1 19.4 38.4 0.5 3.0 

Hudson 10.9 14.4 80.4 85.9 11.4 14.3 64.9 80.6 98.3 99.6 

                        

District 56 Judge 
Cox 86.8 89.8 14.8 21.7 86.4 90.1 17.6 38.3 0.4 1.4 

Lindsey 10.1 12.9 78.8 84.4 10.2 13.9 57.8 80.6 98.1 99.7 

                        

2018 

Attorney General 
Paxton 83.4 85.7 8.0 14.0 83.2 85.6 9.0 22.1 0.5 1.0 

Nelson 14.1 16.8 86.0 91.5 14.3 16.4 77.2 90.8 97.8 99.4 

                        

Governor 
Abbott 87.7 90.6 13.7 19.4 87.8 90.3 9.6 23.9 0.2 1.6 

Valdez 9.7 12.4 81.7 86.7 9.8 12.5 78.9 90.1 99.0 99.9 

                        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 84.4 86.7 9.9 14.2 84.0 86.6 9.0 24.2 0.4 2.1 

Collier 13.2 16.0 85.4 90.3 13.4 16.0 75.1 91.3 99.0 99.6 

                        

U.S. Senate 
Cruz 82.8 85.3 9.0 13.6 82.7 85.5 9.1 24.3 0.5 2.1 

O'Rourke 14.4 17.2 86.6 90.6 14.2 16.7 77.3 92.1 99.2 99.6 

                        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 85.0 87.7 9.9 15.6 85.3 87.8 9.1 20.7 0.3 2.2 

Bell 12.2 14.8 84.3 89.8 12.1 14.8 77.9 89.9 97.7 99.7 

                        

2016 

President 
Trump 85.8 88.1 11.0 16.0 85.0 88.2 10.5 24.7 0.2 2.5 

Clinton 12.1 14.7 84.2 89.7 11.9 14.9 73.6 90.1 99.3 99.7 

                        

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #5 

Green 86.7 89.4 12.6 18.0 87.0 89.4 9.9 22.3 0.3 0.8 

Garza 10.2 13.3 81.5 86.5 10.7 12.9 77.8 90.5 98.9 99.6 

                        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 87.1 89.7 13.4 19.1 87.5 90.0 11.9 22.8 0.1 0.7 

Cole 10.2 13.0 80.1 86.7 10.3 13.1 76.5 87.9 99.6 99.8 
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District 10 Judge 
Neves 87.5 89.8 13.5 18.7 87.6 90.3 11.5 25.7 0.2 0.7 

Walker 9.8 12.2 81.4 86.9 9.8 12.3 74.5 90.6 99.6 99.8 

                        

2014 

Attorney General 
Paxton 84.8 87.8 16.2 22.0 84.9 87.9 10.9 26.2 0.1 1.6 

Houston 11.8 15.2 77.9 83.7 11.9 15.1 76.0 89.2 99.0 99.8 

                        
County 
Commissioner, 
Precinct #4 

Clark 82.0 92.1 30.5 62.4 81.3 91.1 33.3 40.5 0.0 26.2 

Hutchins 8.1 20.6 39.3 69.8 6.7 18.2 59.6 67.0 77.3 99.8 

                        

Governor 
Abbott 84.0 87.3 14.2 20.0 84.5 87.2 8.9 23.5 0.1 0.4 

Davis 13.2 15.4 79.2 85.8 12.9 15.9 77.3 90.1 98.5 99.9 

                        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 84.7 87.4 13.0 19.1 84.6 87.6 8.5 22.1 0.1 0.5 
Van De 
Putte 12.1 15.3 80.9 85.6 12.4 15.4 76.9 90.2 99.1 99.9 

                        

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 87.7 90.4 18.6 26.2 87.7 90.2 10.1 23.3 0.9 3.3 

Alameel 9.2 12.4 74.6 81.1 9.5 12.5 79.0 88.9 96.7 99.0 

                        

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #7 

Boyd 85.4 88.4 15.2 22.1 85.5 88.4 9.9 20.5 0.1 0.4 

Benavides 11.2 14.6 78.8 84.7 11.8 15.0 79.2 89.4 99.4 99.9 

                        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 86.6 89.3 17.2 23.4 86.8 89.7 10.7 23.3 0.4 2.6 

Brown 10.5 13.4 77.0 83.2 10.6 13.5 77.2 90.2 96.9 99.3 
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Table 4: Galveston County Ecological Inference (EI) Candidate Choice Confidence Intervals (SSTO) 
 

Year Office Candidate 

[LOWER] EI 
- Spanish 
Surname 

(SSTO) 

[UPPER] EI 
- Spanish 
Surname 

(SSTO) 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 10.0 40.4 

Garza 59.5 90.6 

        

County Judge 
Henry 27.1 37.7 

King 63.8 73.0 

        

Governor 
Abbott 34.3 41.0 

O'Rourke 58.0 64.8 

        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 8.9 44.8 

Collier 56.0 91.4 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 25.1 38.5 

Williams 61.9 76.2 

        

District 122 Judge 
Jones 24.7 37.6 

Walsdorf 63.5 75.8 

        

District Attorney 
Roady 24.3 36.4 

Dragony 63.2 75.9 

        

2020 

County Sheriff 
Trochesset 37.1 46.2 

Salinas 54.4 62.8 

        

President 
Trump 5.3 45.3 

Biden 57.6 94.7 

        

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 30.2 41.4 

Hegar 60.9 70.6 
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U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 37.0 43.7 

Bell 55.7 61.6 

        

District 405 Judge 
Robinson 27.6 40.8 

Hudson 59.1 74.6 

        

District 56 Judge 
Cox 27.5 41.2 

Lindsey 58.4 72.3 

        

2018 

Attorney General 
Paxton 7.5 17.7 

Nelson 82.1 93.3 

        

Governor 
Abbott 22.9 34.5 

Valdez 65.4 78.2 

        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 7.1 29.8 

Collier 72.4 93.4 

        

U.S. Senate 
Cruz 5.6 30.5 

O'Rourke 75.8 92.5 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 7.6 15.0 

Bell 84.8 92.3 

        

2016 

President 
Trump 0.0 1.1 

Clinton 86.6 99.9 

        

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #5 

Green 27.0 31.6 

Garza 91.2 99.8 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 28.5 34.5 

Cole 65.0 72.4 
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District 10 Judge 
Neves 29.0 34.2 

Walker 65.4 70.7 

        

2014 

Attorney General 
Paxton 15.3 17.3 

Houston 82.7 84.5 

        
County 
Commissioner, 
Precinct #4 

Clark 0.0 0.2 

Hutchins 70.2 99.8 

        

Governor 
Abbott 13.7 18.4 

Davis 81.9 87.0 

        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 12.6 16.5 
Van De 
Putte 83.6 87.6 

        

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 11.0 17.5 

Alameel 83.2 89.0 

        

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #7 

Boyd 13.3 14.1 

Benavides 84.0 86.6 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 11.2 16.7 

Brown 83.6 88.4 
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Table 5: Galveston County Ecological Inference (EI) Candidate Choice Confidence Intervals (Estimated Actual Vote) 
 

Year Office Candidate 
[LOWER] EI 

- Anglo 
Voters 

[UPPER] EI 
- Anglo 
Voters 

[LOWER] EI 
- Hispanic 

Voters 

[UPPER] EI 
- Hispanic 

Voters 

[LOWER] EI 
- Black 
Voters 

[UPPER] EI 
- Black 
Voters 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 79.4 81.4 12.0 39.2 0.3 1.7 

Garza 18.5 20.4 56.6 86.8 97.9 99.7 

                

County Judge 
Henry 81.6 83.6 12.3 42.3 0.3 2.1 

King 16.5 18.6 61.4 86.3 99.4 99.7 

                

Governor 
Abbott 79.9 81.7 20.0 41.5 0.3 0.7 

O'Rourke 18.2 20.2 52.8 86.0 99.1 99.6 

                

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 79.3 81.3 12.7 41.5 0.0 0.7 

Collier 18.7 20.7 56.5 85.9 97.5 99.5 

                

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 81.4 83.4 12.9 44.8 0.3 0.6 

Williams 16.2 18.3 59.1 87.9 98.3 99.7 

                

District 122 Judge 
Jones 81.2 83.4 13.9 39.8 0.3 2.3 

Walsdorf 16.6 19.0 64.0 86.3 97.8 99.6 

                

District Attorney 
Roady 82.4 84.8 15.2 34.5 0.5 1.1 

Dragony 15.2 17.6 63.4 85.4 97.5 99.4 

                

2020 

County Sheriff 
Trochesset 81.7 84.1 10.9 34.3 0.1 0.9 

Salinas 16.0 18.3 64.1 87.3 98.0 99.7 

                

President 
Trump 79.1 81.4 23.7 25.8 0.4 1.6 

Biden 18.6 20.5 74.4 76.3 98.9 99.5 

                

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 81.1 83.4 14.1 34.9 0.3 0.7 

Hegar 16.4 18.6 69.2 86.4 99.4 99.7 
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U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 81.8 84.0 10.6 35.2 0.4 2.8 

Bell 15.8 18.2 59.7 88.1 98.8 99.5 

                

District 405 Judge 
Robinson 81.7 83.5 13.3 37.6 0.3 0.6 

Hudson 16.5 18.5 64.6 88.8 98.9 99.6 

                

District 56 Judge 
Cox 82.9 84.9 16.0 37.7 0.6 1.7 

Lindsey 15.0 17.3 59.8 84.1 98.8 99.4 

                

2018 

Attorney General 
Paxton 78.4 80.3 13.7 14.4 0.7 2.7 

Nelson 19.6 21.7 85.6 86.0 99.0 99.4 

                

Governor 
Abbott 83.7 85.8 9.2 24.0 0.3 1.4 

Valdez 14.0 16.0 74.7 92.9 97.5 99.9 

                

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 79.5 81.9 7.0 25.2 0.3 1.4 

Collier 18.5 20.4 76.8 93.0 98.3 99.7 

                

U.S. Senate 
Cruz 78.5 80.3 5.9 27.7 0.5 1.4 

O'Rourke 19.3 21.3 75.8 92.5 97.7 99.6 

                

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 81.2 82.7 8.5 24.0 0.2 1.4 

Bell 17.1 19.3 76.7 93.2 99.3 99.8 

                

2016 

President 
Trump 79.9 81.3 8.1 26.6 0.4 1.0 

Clinton 18.7 20.1 71.4 92.3 99.6 99.8 

                

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #5 

Green 82.1 83.6 8.3 25.1 0.1 1.0 

Garza 16.4 17.9 75.3 92.0 99.4 99.9 

                

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 82.1 83.8 8.9 25.5 0.0 0.2 

Cole 16.4 17.3 77.3 91.2 99.7 99.8 

                

District 10 Judge Neves 82.7 84.0 8.1 30.3 0.0 0.1 
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Walker 16.1 17.8 71.5 92.0 99.7 99.8 

                

2014 

Attorney General 
Paxton 81.6 83.3 7.6 22.3 0.1 0.5 

Houston 16.7 18.9 75.6 93.3 99.5 99.9 

                
County 
Commissioner, 
Precinct #4 

Clark 86.5 87.4 33.6 41.5 0.0 0.2 

Hutchins 12.2 13.4 57.3 67.2 98.2 99.9 

                

Governor 
Abbott 80.5 82.4 5.0 22.7 0.0 0.0 

Davis 17.7 19.5 79.8 93.5 99.8 100.0 

                

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 80.9 83.0 6.0 21.1 0.1 1.6 
Van De 
Putte 17.2 18.9 76.5 96.4 99.9 99.9 

                

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 83.9 86.3 5.9 17.0 0.1 0.5 

Alameel 13.8 16.0 80.6 93.5 99.6 99.9 

                

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #7 

Boyd 81.3 83.6 7.0 23.3 0.1 1.5 

Benavides 16.5 18.4 77.2 93.1 98.9 99.9 

                

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 83.0 85.5 5.6 23.4 0.1 0.5 

Brown 14.8 16.6 80.1 94.5 99.1 99.9 
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Table 6: Galveston County EI Rows by Columns (RxC) Candidate Choice Confidence Intervals (CVAP) 
 

Year Office Candidate 
[LOWER] 

RxC - Anglo 
(CVAP) 

[UPPER] 
RxC - Anglo 

(CVAP) 

[LOWER] 
RxC - Non-

Anglo 
(CVAP) 

[UPPER] 
RxC - Non-

Anglo 
(CVAP) 

[LOWER] 
RxC - Anglo 

(CVAP) 

[UPPER] 
RxC - Anglo 

(CVAP) 

[LOWER] 
RxC - 

Hispanic 
(CVAP) 

[UPPER] 
RxC - 

Hispanic 
(CVAP) 

[LOWER] 
RxC - Black 

(CVAP) 

[UPPER] 
RxC - Black 

(CVAP) 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 82.7 88.7 10.7 22.7 78.1 86.1 19.3 47.1 3.1 13.7 

Garza 11.3 17.3 77.3 89.3 13.9 21.9 52.9 80.7 86.3 96.9 

                        

County Judge 
Henry 84.4 89.8 13.4 24.4 80.5 87.4 22.4 46.4 3.1 12.8 

King 10.2 15.6 75.6 86.6 12.6 19.5 53.6 77.6 87.2 96.9 

                        

Governor 
Abbott 83.0 88.7 11.3 22.9 78.7 86.1 21.3 47.9 2.7 12.7 

O'Rourke 11.3 17.0 77.1 88.6 13.9 21.3 52.1 78.6 87.4 97.3 

                        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 82.9 88.4 10.7 21.9 78.1 85.1 20.5 44.9 3.4 14.1 

Collier 11.6 17.1 78.1 89.3 14.9 21.9 55.1 79.5 85.9 96.6 

                        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 83.7 89.9 13.4 26.0 79.6 87.6 24.4 50.4 3.0 11.9 

Williams 10.1 16.3 74.0 86.6 12.3 20.4 49.6 75.6 88.0 97.0 

                        

District 122 Judge 
Jones 84.5 89.8 13.0 24.0 80.9 87.6 21.4 46.2 2.9 12.8 

Walsdorf 10.2 15.5 76.0 87.0 12.4 19.1 53.8 78.6 87.2 97.1 

                        

District Attorney 
Roady 84.8 90.6 15.0 26.7 81.4 88.3 25.2 51.0 3.4 13.9 

Dragony 9.4 15.2 73.3 85.0 11.7 18.6 49.0 74.8 86.1 96.6 

                        

2020 

County Sheriff 
Trochesset 85.1 90.6 11.0 21.6 81.5 88.9 17.8 42.0 3.3 13.4 

Salinas 9.4 14.9 78.3 89.0 11.1 18.5 58.0 82.2 86.6 96.7 

                        

President 
Trump 83.2 88.4 9.7 19.5 77.4 85.9 17.9 45.1 3.1 13.3 

Biden 11.6 16.8 80.5 90.3 14.1 22.6 54.9 82.1 86.7 96.9 

                        

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 84.3 89.7 11.8 22.2 79.4 87.7 18.7 46.8 3.0 13.0 

Hegar 10.3 15.7 77.8 88.2 12.3 20.6 53.2 81.3 87.0 97.0 
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U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 84.9 90.0 12.6 22.4 82.0 88.1 18.8 41.3 3.2 13.1 

Bell 10.0 15.1 77.6 87.4 11.9 18.0 58.7 81.2 86.9 96.8 

                        

District 405 Judge 
Robinson 84.6 90.0 11.8 22.1 81.6 88.1 19.3 41.2 3.0 12.2 

Hudson 10.0 15.4 77.8 88.2 11.9 18.4 58.8 80.7 87.8 97.0 

                        

District 56 Judge 
Cox 85.4 90.8 13.6 24.0 80.8 88.8 22.6 47.2 3.0 13.2 

Lindsey 9.2 14.6 76.0 86.4 11.2 19.2 52.8 77.4 86.8 97.0 

                        

2018 

Attorney General 
Paxton 82.6 86.9 6.2 14.6 78.8 84.6 9.0 28.6 3.1 12.9 

Nelson 13.2 17.4 85.4 93.8 15.4 21.2 71.4 91.0 87.1 96.9 

                        

Governor 
Abbott 87.0 91.4 11.3 20.2 84.0 89.6 13.2 34.3 3.0 14.0 

Valdez 8.6 13.1 79.8 88.7 10.4 16.0 65.7 86.8 86.0 97.0 

                        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 83.5 87.7 7.6 16.1 79.3 85.6 9.5 30.7 3.5 13.7 

Collier 12.3 16.5 83.9 92.3 14.4 20.7 69.3 90.5 86.3 96.5 

                        

U.S. Senate 
Cruz 82.5 86.8 6.2 15.0 79.0 84.4 9.5 29.0 2.8 12.3 

O'Rourke 13.2 17.5 85.0 93.8 15.6 21.0 71.0 90.5 87.7 97.2 

                        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 84.6 89.0 7.9 16.7 80.8 86.7 10.2 30.5 3.3 13.1 

Bell 11.0 15.4 83.3 92.1 13.3 19.2 69.5 89.8 86.9 96.7 

                        

2016 

President 
Trump 85.3 89.5 7.6 16.2 82.3 87.2 11.2 30.9 3.0 14.4 

Clinton 10.5 14.7 83.8 92.4 12.8 17.7 69.1 88.8 85.6 97.0 

                        

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #5 

Green 86.7 91.4 9.5 19.2 84.6 89.9 9.8 29.9 4.0 14.8 

Garza 8.6 13.3 80.8 90.5 10.1 15.4 70.1 90.2 85.2 96.0 

                        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 87.0 91.2 10.7 19.6 83.8 89.5 12.2 33.8 3.9 14.8 

Cole 8.8 13.1 80.4 89.3 10.5 16.2 66.2 87.8 85.2 96.2 
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District 10 Judge 
Neves 87.4 91.6 10.4 19.2 84.8 90.0 11.1 31.7 3.6 14.1 

Walker 8.4 12.6 80.8 89.6 10.0 15.2 68.3 88.9 85.9 96.4 

                        

2014 

Attorney General 
Paxton 85.4 90.0 11.6 21.0 82.9 88.5 14.3 37.8 4.3 15.2 

Houston 10.0 14.5 79.0 88.4 11.5 17.1 62.2 85.7 84.8 95.7 

                        
County 
Commissioner, 
Precinct #4 

Clark 77.6 95.8 19.5 71.8 80.3 94.2 15.3 75.8 12.0 77.7 

Hutchins 4.2 22.4 28.2 80.5 5.8 19.7 24.2 84.7 22.3 88.0 

                        

Governor 
Abbott 84.0 88.9 10.2 20.4 81.1 86.5 10.7 34.4 3.5 14.9 

Davis 11.1 16.0 79.6 89.8 13.5 18.9 65.6 89.3 85.1 96.5 

                        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 85.3 89.8 9.3 18.8 82.0 87.3 11.1 34.3 3.7 13.8 
Van De 
Putte 10.2 14.7 81.2 90.7 12.7 18.0 65.7 88.9 86.2 96.3 

                        

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 88.8 92.9 14.3 22.9 87.2 91.5 13.2 33.1 4.7 17.1 

Alameel 7.1 11.2 77.1 85.7 8.5 12.8 66.9 86.8 82.9 95.3 

                        

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #7 

Boyd 86.2 90.3 11.2 19.8 83.2 88.4 10.4 33.5 4.0 14.7 

Benavides 9.7 13.8 80.2 88.8 11.6 16.8 66.4 89.6 85.3 96.0 

                        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 87.9 92.2 12.4 21.3 86.2 90.8 11.9 32.0 4.7 15.7 

Brown 7.8 12.1 78.7 87.6 9.2 13.8 68.0 88.1 84.3 95.3 
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Table 7: Galveston County EI Rows by Columns (RxC) Candidate Choice Confidence Intervals (SSTO) 
 

Year Office Candidate 

[LOWER] 
RxC - 

Spanish 
Surname 

(SSTO) 

[UPPER] 
RxC - 

Spanish 
Surname 

(SSTO) 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 14.1 58.3 

Garza 41.7 85.9 

        

County Judge 
Henry 13.6 59.6 

King 40.4 86.4 

        

Governor 
Abbott 10.3 56.8 

O'Rourke 43.2 89.7 

        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 10.2 55.2 

Collier 44.8 89.8 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 13.3 58.9 

Williams 41.1 86.7 

        

District 122 Judge 
Jones 11.1 61.9 

Walsdorf 38.1 88.9 

        

District Attorney 
Roady 12.2 56.0 

Dragony 44.0 87.8 

        

2020 

County Sheriff 
Trochesset 10.9 57.5 

Salinas 42.5 89.1 

        

President 
Trump 12.4 59.5 

Biden 40.5 87.6 

        

U.S. Senate Cornyn 13.1 57.3 
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Hegar 42.7 86.9 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 10.8 57.8 

Bell 42.2 89.2 

        

District 405 Judge 
Robinson 11.4 55.8 

Hudson 44.2 88.6 

        

District 56 Judge 
Cox 13.3 59.1 

Lindsey 40.9 86.7 

        

2018 

Attorney General 
Paxton 9.9 50.9 

Nelson 49.1 90.1 

        

Governor 
Abbott 9.7 52.9 

Valdez 47.1 90.3 

        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 9.6 44.5 

Collier 55.5 90.4 

        

U.S. Senate 
Cruz 10.1 45.9 

O'Rourke 54.1 89.9 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 9.4 50.8 

Bell 49.2 90.6 

        

2016 

President 
Trump 7.7 49.9 

Clinton 50.1 92.3 

        

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #5 

Green 9.0 48.1 

Garza 51.9 91.0 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 10.1 51.1 

Cole 48.9 89.9 
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District 10 Judge 
Neves 10.0 51.3 

Walker 48.7 90.0 

        

2014 

Attorney General 
Paxton 6.8 42.2 

Houston 57.8 93.2 

        
County 
Commissioner, 
Precinct #4 

Clark 14.2 81.5 

Hutchins 18.5 85.8 

        

Governor 
Abbott 9.1 45.8 

Davis 54.2 90.9 

        

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 8.3 43.9 
Van De 
Putte 

56.1 91.7 

        

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 8.3 41.4 

Alameel 58.6 91.7 

        

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #7 

Boyd 9.3 40.4 

Benavides 59.6 90.7 

        

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 10.0 44.0 

Brown 56.0 90.0 
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Table 8: Galveston County EI Rows by Columns (RxC) Candidate Choice Confidence Intervals (Estimated Actual Vote) 
 

Year Office Candidate 
[LOWER] 

RxC - Anglo 
Voters 

[UPPER] 
RxC - Anglo 

Voters 

[LOWER] 
RxC - 

Hispanic 
Voters 

[UPPER] 
RxC - 

Hispanic 
Voters 

[LOWER] 
RxC - Black 

Voters 

[UPPER] 
RxC - Black 

Voters 

2022 

Attorney General 
Paxton 74.7 80.0 12.9 44.1 2.7 11.9 

Garza 20.0 25.4 55.9 87.1 88.1 97.3 

                

County Judge 
Henry 76.3 82.0 12.7 46.2 3.3 13.2 

King 18.0 23.7 53.8 87.3 86.8 96.7 

                

Governor 
Abbott 74.4 80.5 13.2 44.4 2.4 10.7 

O'Rourke 19.5 25.6 55.6 86.9 89.3 97.7 

                

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 74.0 79.8 14.8 46.9 2.4 10.8 

Collier 20.2 26.0 53.1 85.2 89.2 97.7 

                

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 76.7 82.3 14.7 49.1 2.9 12.3 

Williams 17.7 23.3 50.9 85.3 87.7 97.1 

                

District 122 Judge 
Jones 76.8 81.9 13.7 43.4 2.8 11.2 

Walsdorf 18.1 23.2 56.6 86.3 88.8 97.2 

                

District Attorney 
Roady 77.7 83.2 14.5 47.0 3.2 12.9 

Dragony 16.8 22.3 53.0 85.5 87.1 96.8 

                

2020 

County Sheriff 
Trochesset 76.9 82.5 12.9 43.2 2.9 13.0 

Salinas 17.5 23.1 56.8 87.1 87.0 97.1 

                

President 
Trump 73.7 80.3 12.4 45.5 2.8 11.0 

Biden 19.7 26.3 54.5 87.6 89.0 97.2 

                

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 76.7 82.2 12.8 45.0 2.8 11.7 

Hegar 17.8 23.3 55.0 87.2 88.3 97.2 
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U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 77.5 82.7 13.9 41.6 2.7 12.5 

Bell 17.3 22.5 58.4 86.1 87.5 97.3 

                

District 405 Judge 
Robinson 77.6 83.1 8.7 38.0 2.9 12.5 

Hudson 16.9 22.4 62.1 91.3 87.5 97.1 

                

District 56 Judge 
Cox 77.8 83.6 15.6 45.9 3.0 12.7 

Lindsey 16.4 22.2 54.1 84.4 87.4 97.0 

                

2018 

Attorney General 
Paxton 73.5 78.7 7.8 33.5 2.5 11.2 

Nelson 21.3 26.5 66.5 92.2 88.8 97.5 

                

Governor 
Abbott 79.4 84.5 8.3 34.9 3.4 13.4 

Valdez 15.5 20.6 65.1 91.7 86.6 96.6 

                

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 74.7 80.1 7.9 32.2 3.2 12.8 

Collier 19.9 25.3 67.8 92.1 87.2 96.8 

                

U.S. Senate 
Cruz 73.7 79.0 6.9 33.8 2.3 11.5 

O'Rourke 21.0 26.3 66.2 93.1 88.5 97.7 

                

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 76.5 81.6 7.6 31.3 2.3 10.0 

Bell 18.4 23.5 68.7 92.4 90.0 97.7 

                

2016 

President 
Trump 76.8 80.2 6.8 28.6 2.4 10.8 

Clinton 19.8 23.2 71.4 93.2 89.2 97.6 

                

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #5 

Green 79.2 82.6 6.9 27.2 2.7 11.9 

Garza 17.4 20.8 72.8 93.1 88.0 97.3 

                

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 79.3 82.9 7.4 30.4 2.0 9.3 

Cole 17.1 20.7 69.6 92.6 90.7 98.0 
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District 10 Judge 
Neves 79.3 83.1 7.4 29.5 2.6 11.3 

Walker 16.9 20.7 70.5 92.6 88.7 97.4 

                

2014 

Attorney General 
Paxton 78.3 82.3 7.8 30.5 2.9 12.5 

Houston 17.7 21.7 69.5 92.2 87.5 97.1 

                
County 
Commissioner, 
Precinct #4 

Clark 80.0 90.1 12.6 76.2 10.9 76.9 

Hutchins 9.9 20.0 23.8 87.4 23.1 89.1 

                

Governor 
Abbott 76.7 80.9 6.8 31.3 2.5 10.5 

Davis 19.1 23.3 68.7 93.2 89.5 97.5 

                

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 77.3 81.9 5.4 32.6 2.4 11.5 
Van De 
Putte 18.1 22.7 67.4 94.6 88.5 97.6 

                

U.S. Senate 
Cornyn 81.7 85.7 6.9 35.3 3.0 12.9 

Alameel 14.3 18.3 64.7 93.1 87.1 97.0 

                

Supreme Court 
Justice, Position #7 

Boyd 78.4 82.9 5.9 30.1 2.7 12.6 

Benavides 17.1 21.6 69.9 94.1 87.4 97.3 

                

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 80.6 84.7 6.3 32.0 3.3 13.4 

Brown 15.3 19.4 68.0 93.7 86.6 96.7 
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Appendix B: Performance Analysis of Additional Maps 

Table 1: Performance Analysis of Plaintiff Proposed Map A 
 

  

    
Plaintiff (Rush)  

Proposed Map A 

    1 2 3 4 

Anglo CVAP 68.8% 73.6% 40.4% 69.6% 

Black CVAP 9.4% 6.0% 30.5% 7.2% 

Hispanic CVAP 18.5% 15.5% 26.1% 16.7% 

Other CVAP 3.3% 4.9% 3.0% 6.5% 

2022 

Governor 
Abbott 63.6% 70.5% 39.9% 68.8% 

O'Rourke 36.4% 29.5% 60.1% 31.2% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 63.4% 70.4% 39.5% 68.5% 

Garza 36.6% 29.6% 60.5% 31.5% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 63.3% 70.1% 39.5% 68.2% 

Collier 36.7% 29.9% 60.5% 31.8% 

            

County Judge 
Henry 65.3% 71.4% 40.7% 70.9% 

King 34.7% 28.6% 59.3% 29.1% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 65.3% 71.8% 41.1% 70.5% 

Williams 34.7% 28.2% 58.9% 29.5% 

            

District Judge #122 
Jones 65.1% 71.7% 40.6% 70.5% 

Walsdorf 34.9% 28.3% 59.4% 29.5% 

            

District Attorney 
Roady 66.1% 72.8% 41.9% 71.6% 

Dragony 33.9% 27.2% 58.1% 28.4% 

            

2020 
President 

Trump 62.9% 69.5% 38.4% 67.7% 

Biden 37.1% 30.5% 61.6% 32.3% 
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Senate 
Cornyn 64.8% 70.9% 38.8% 70.1% 

Hegar 35.2% 29.1% 61.2% 29.9% 

            

Sheriff 
Trochesset 64.7% 71.7% 39.3% 70.2% 

Salinas 35.3% 28.3% 60.7% 29.8% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 65.1% 71.4% 39.0% 70.9% 

Bell 34.9% 28.6% 61.0% 29.1% 

            

2018 

Senate 
Cruz 60.6% 68.5% 35.1% 68.1% 

O'Rourke 39.4% 31.5% 64.9% 31.9% 

            

Governor 
Abbott 65.4% 73.1% 39.0% 73.5% 

Valdez 34.6% 26.9% 61.0% 26.5% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 61.8% 69.4% 36.1% 69.1% 

Collier 38.2% 30.6% 63.9% 30.9% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 60.8% 68.1% 34.7% 68.5% 

Nelson 39.2% 31.9% 65.3% 31.5% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 62.6% 70.4% 35.9% 70.9% 

Bell 37.4% 29.6% 64.1% 29.1% 

            

2016 

President 
Clinton 35.8% 28.7% 63.5% 28.3% 

Trump 64.2% 71.3% 36.5% 71.7% 

            

Supreme Court, 
Position #5 

Green 66.3% 72.8% 36.1% 75.1% 

Garza 33.7% 27.2% 63.9% 24.9% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 66.7% 72.3% 37.5% 75.3% 

Cole 33.3% 27.7% 62.5% 24.7% 

            

2014 Senate Cornyn 69.0% 75.2% 37.5% 79.5% 
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Alameel 31.0% 24.8% 62.5% 20.5% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 67.9% 74.0% 36.5% 78.5% 

Brown 32.1% 26.0% 63.5% 21.5% 

            

Governor 
Abbott 64.6% 70.7% 34.3% 75.6% 

Davis 35.4% 29.3% 65.7% 24.4% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 64.9% 71.4% 35.0% 75.4% 
Van De 
Putte 35.1% 28.6% 65.0% 24.6% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 65.9% 72.1% 34.7% 77.0% 

Houston 34.1% 27.9% 65.3% 23.0% 

            

Supreme Court, 
Position #7 

Boyd 66.1% 72.2% 34.3% 77.3% 

Benavides 33.9% 27.8% 65.7% 22.7% 
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Table 2: Performance Analysis of Plaintiff Proposed Map B 
 

  

    
Plaintiff (Rush)  

Proposed Map B 

    1 2 3 4 

Anglo CVAP 68.9% 73.6% 40.0% 70.3% 

Black CVAP 9.2% 6.0% 30.7% 6.9% 

Hispanic CVAP 18.6% 15.5% 26.3% 16.1% 

Other CVAP 3.3% 4.9% 2.9% 6.7% 

2022 

Governor 
Abbott 64.9% 70.5% 39.4% 68.9% 

O'Rourke 35.1% 29.5% 60.6% 31.1% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 64.8% 70.4% 38.9% 68.7% 

Garza 35.2% 29.6% 61.1% 31.3% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 64.7% 70.1% 39.0% 68.3% 

Collier 35.3% 29.9% 61.0% 31.7% 

            

County Judge 
Henry 66.7% 71.4% 40.2% 71.1% 

King 33.3% 28.6% 59.8% 28.9% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 66.6% 71.8% 40.6% 70.6% 

Williams 33.4% 28.2% 59.4% 29.4% 

            

District Judge #122 
Jones 66.5% 71.7% 40.1% 70.6% 

Walsdorf 33.5% 28.3% 59.9% 29.4% 

            

District Attorney 
Roady 67.5% 72.8% 41.4% 71.8% 

Dragony 32.5% 27.2% 58.6% 28.2% 

            

2020 
President 

Trump 64.5% 69.5% 37.7% 67.9% 

Biden 35.5% 30.5% 62.3% 32.1% 
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Senate 
Cornyn 66.3% 70.9% 38.2% 70.3% 

Hegar 33.7% 29.1% 61.8% 29.7% 

            

Sheriff 
Trochesset 66.2% 71.7% 38.8% 70.4% 

Salinas 33.8% 28.3% 61.2% 29.6% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 66.6% 71.4% 38.4% 71.1% 

Bell 33.4% 28.6% 61.6% 28.9% 

            

2018 

Senate 
Cruz 62.4% 68.5% 34.3% 68.3% 

O'Rourke 37.6% 31.5% 65.7% 31.7% 

            

Governor 
Abbott 67.2% 73.1% 38.2% 73.7% 

Valdez 32.8% 26.9% 61.8% 26.3% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 63.6% 69.4% 35.3% 69.3% 

Collier 36.4% 30.6% 64.7% 30.7% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 62.7% 68.1% 33.9% 68.7% 

Nelson 37.3% 31.9% 66.1% 31.3% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 64.5% 70.4% 35.1% 71.1% 

Bell 35.5% 29.6% 64.9% 28.9% 

            

2016 

President 
Clinton 33.7% 28.7% 64.4% 28.0% 

Trump 66.3% 71.3% 35.6% 72.0% 

            

Supreme Court, 
Position #5 

Green 68.4% 72.8% 35.3% 75.3% 

Garza 31.6% 27.2% 64.7% 24.7% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 68.7% 72.3% 36.7% 75.6% 

Cole 31.3% 27.7% 63.3% 24.4% 
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2014 

Senate 
Cornyn 71.8% 75.2% 36.3% 79.7% 

Alameel 28.2% 24.8% 63.7% 20.3% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 70.7% 74.0% 35.3% 78.8% 

Brown 29.3% 26.0% 64.7% 21.2% 

            

Governor 
Abbott 67.4% 70.7% 33.2% 75.8% 

Davis 32.6% 29.3% 66.8% 24.2% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 67.6% 71.4% 33.9% 75.7% 

Van De 
Putte 32.4% 28.6% 66.1% 24.3% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 68.7% 72.1% 33.6% 77.2% 

Houston 31.3% 27.9% 66.4% 22.8% 

            

Supreme Court, 
Position #7 

Boyd 68.9% 72.2% 33.1% 77.6% 

Benavides 31.1% 27.8% 66.9% 22.4% 
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Table 3: Performance Analysis of Plaintiff Proposed Map C 
 

  

    
Plaintiff (Rush)  

Proposed Map C 

    1 2 3 4 

Anglo CVAP 69.0% 72.6% 38.1% 69.4% 

Black CVAP 9.1% 6.4% 32.8% 7.4% 

Hispanic CVAP 18.5% 16.1% 26.3% 16.8% 

Other CVAP 3.3% 4.9% 2.8% 6.4% 

2022 

Governor 
Abbott 65.0% 68.6% 37.3% 68.7% 

O'Rourke 35.0% 31.4% 62.7% 31.3% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 64.8% 68.4% 36.9% 68.5% 

Garza 35.2% 31.6% 63.1% 31.5% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 64.8% 68.2% 37.0% 68.1% 

Collier 35.2% 31.8% 63.0% 31.9% 

            

County Judge 
Henry 66.7% 69.5% 38.1% 70.9% 

King 33.3% 30.5% 61.9% 29.1% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 66.7% 70.0% 38.4% 70.4% 

Williams 33.3% 30.0% 61.6% 29.6% 

            

District Judge #122 
Jones 66.5% 69.8% 37.9% 70.4% 

Walsdorf 33.5% 30.2% 62.1% 29.6% 

            

District Attorney 
Roady 67.5% 71.1% 39.0% 71.6% 

Dragony 32.5% 28.9% 61.0% 28.4% 

            

2020 
President 

Trump 64.6% 67.6% 35.7% 67.7% 

Biden 35.4% 32.4% 64.3% 32.3% 
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Senate 
Cornyn 66.4% 69.0% 36.0% 70.0% 

Hegar 33.6% 31.0% 64.0% 30.0% 

            

Sheriff 
Trochesset 66.3% 69.9% 36.5% 70.2% 

Salinas 33.7% 30.1% 63.5% 29.8% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 66.7% 69.5% 36.1% 70.8% 

Bell 33.3% 30.5% 63.9% 29.2% 

            

2018 

Senate 
Cruz 62.4% 66.5% 32.3% 68.1% 

O'Rourke 37.6% 33.5% 67.7% 31.9% 

            

Governor 
Abbott 67.2% 71.0% 36.0% 73.4% 

Valdez 32.8% 29.0% 64.0% 26.6% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 63.7% 67.5% 33.2% 69.1% 

Collier 36.3% 32.5% 66.8% 30.9% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 62.7% 66.1% 31.8% 68.5% 

Nelson 37.3% 33.9% 68.2% 31.5% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 64.5% 68.4% 32.9% 70.9% 

Bell 35.5% 31.6% 67.1% 29.1% 

            

2016 

President 
Clinton 33.7% 30.6% 66.5% 28.3% 

Trump 66.3% 69.4% 33.5% 71.7% 

            

Supreme Court, 
Position #5 

Green 68.5% 70.9% 33.1% 75.1% 

Garza 31.5% 29.1% 66.9% 24.9% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 68.8% 70.5% 34.3% 75.3% 

Cole 31.2% 29.5% 65.7% 24.7% 
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2014 

Senate 
Cornyn 71.9% 73.5% 33.4% 79.5% 

Alameel 28.1% 26.5% 66.6% 20.5% 

            

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 70.7% 72.2% 32.6% 78.5% 

Brown 29.3% 27.8% 67.4% 21.5% 

            

Governor 
Abbott 67.4% 68.7% 30.8% 75.6% 

Davis 32.6% 31.3% 69.2% 24.4% 

            

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 67.6% 69.4% 31.5% 75.5% 

Van De 
Putte 32.4% 30.6% 68.5% 24.5% 

            

Attorney General 
Paxton 68.7% 70.2% 31.1% 77.0% 

Houston 31.3% 29.8% 68.9% 23.0% 

            

Supreme Court, 
Position #7 

Boyd 69.0% 70.3% 30.7% 77.3% 

Benavides 31.0% 29.7% 69.3% 22.7% 
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Table 4: Performance Analysis of Maps Proposed by Commissioner Holmes (2021) 
 

  

    Commissioner Holmes  
Proposed Map A (Rejected) 

Commissioner Holmes  
Proposed Map B (Rejected) 

    1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

Anglo CVAP 68.7% 72.7% 40.4% 70.7% 68.5% 74.0% 40.0% 69.7% 

Black CVAP 9.3% 6.8% 31.3% 5.8% 9.2% 6.3% 31.5% 6.3% 

Hispanic CVAP 19.4% 16.2% 25.0% 16.3% 19.0% 15.3% 25.7% 16.8% 

Other CVAP 2.6% 4.3% 3.4% 7.2% 3.3% 4.4% 2.7% 7.2% 

2022 

Governor 
Abbott 67.4% 68.6% 36.6% 69.2% 64.9% 70.9% 37.5% 68.5% 

O'Rourke 32.6% 31.4% 63.4% 30.8% 35.1% 29.1% 62.5% 31.5% 

                    

Attorney General 
Paxton 67.3% 68.4% 36.2% 69.0% 64.7% 70.8% 37.0% 68.4% 

Garza 32.7% 31.6% 63.8% 31.0% 35.3% 29.2% 63.0% 31.6% 

                    

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 67.2% 68.2% 36.2% 68.7% 64.7% 70.5% 37.0% 68.0% 

Collier 32.8% 31.8% 63.8% 31.3% 35.3% 29.5% 63.0% 32.0% 

                    

County Judge 
Henry 69.0% 69.6% 37.6% 71.2% 66.5% 71.9% 38.3% 70.6% 

King 31.0% 30.4% 62.4% 28.8% 33.5% 28.1% 61.7% 29.4% 

                    

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 69.0% 69.9% 37.9% 71.0% 66.5% 72.2% 38.7% 70.3% 

Williams 31.0% 30.1% 62.1% 29.0% 33.5% 27.8% 61.3% 29.7% 

                    

District Judge #122 
Jones 68.8% 69.7% 37.5% 70.9% 66.3% 72.1% 38.3% 70.3% 

Walsdorf 31.2% 30.3% 62.5% 29.1% 33.7% 27.9% 61.7% 29.7% 

                    

District Attorney 
Roady 69.8% 71.0% 38.6% 72.1% 67.4% 73.2% 39.6% 71.5% 

Dragony 30.2% 29.0% 61.4% 27.9% 32.6% 26.8% 60.4% 28.5% 

                    

2020 President Trump 67.0% 68.0% 35.0% 68.1% 64.2% 70.2% 36.0% 67.5% 
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Biden 33.0% 32.0% 65.0% 31.9% 35.8% 29.8% 64.0% 32.5% 

                    

Senate 
Cornyn 68.6% 69.3% 35.7% 70.3% 65.9% 71.7% 36.5% 69.9% 

Hegar 31.4% 30.7% 64.3% 29.7% 34.1% 28.3% 63.5% 30.1% 

                    

Sheriff 
Trochesset 68.3% 70.1% 36.5% 70.6% 65.8% 72.2% 37.5% 70.1% 

Salinas 31.7% 29.9% 63.5% 29.4% 34.2% 27.8% 62.5% 29.9% 

                    

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 69.1% 69.8% 35.8% 71.1% 66.3% 72.1% 36.7% 70.6% 

Bell 30.9% 30.2% 64.2% 28.9% 33.7% 27.9% 63.3% 29.4% 

                    

2018 

Senate 
Cruz 65.3% 66.7% 31.5% 68.4% 62.0% 69.4% 32.7% 67.9% 

O'Rourke 34.7% 33.3% 68.5% 31.6% 38.0% 30.6% 67.3% 32.1% 

                    

Governor 
Abbott 69.9% 71.2% 35.5% 73.7% 66.8% 74.0% 36.7% 73.2% 

Valdez 30.1% 28.8% 64.5% 26.3% 33.2% 26.0% 63.3% 26.8% 

                    

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 66.3% 67.7% 32.6% 69.4% 63.2% 70.4% 33.8% 68.9% 

Collier 33.7% 32.3% 67.4% 30.6% 36.8% 29.6% 66.2% 31.1% 

                    

Attorney General 
Paxton 65.4% 66.3% 31.3% 68.7% 62.3% 69.1% 32.4% 68.2% 

Nelson 34.6% 33.7% 68.7% 31.3% 37.7% 30.9% 67.6% 31.8% 

                    

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 67.1% 68.5% 32.5% 71.2% 64.0% 71.3% 33.7% 70.7% 

Bell 32.9% 31.5% 67.5% 28.8% 36.0% 28.7% 66.3% 29.3% 

                    

2016 

President 
Clinton 31.3% 30.5% 66.8% 28.0% 34.2% 27.4% 66.0% 28.6% 

Trump 68.7% 69.5% 33.2% 72.0% 65.8% 72.6% 34.0% 71.4% 

                    

Supreme Court, 
Position #5 

Green 70.5% 70.8% 33.2% 75.3% 67.7% 74.0% 33.8% 74.8% 

Garza 29.5% 29.2% 66.8% 24.7% 32.3% 26.0% 66.2% 25.2% 
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U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 70.8% 70.4% 34.8% 75.4% 68.0% 73.5% 35.4% 75.0% 

Cole 29.2% 29.6% 65.2% 24.6% 32.0% 26.5% 64.6% 25.0% 

                    

2014 

Senate 
Cornyn 73.9% 72.6% 34.5% 79.6% 70.9% 75.7% 35.9% 79.2% 

Alameel 26.1% 27.4% 65.5% 20.4% 29.1% 24.3% 64.1% 20.8% 

                    

U.S. House of Reps, 
District #14 

Weber 72.9% 71.4% 33.4% 78.5% 69.8% 74.6% 34.8% 78.2% 

Brown 27.1% 28.6% 66.6% 21.5% 30.2% 25.4% 65.2% 21.8% 

                    

Governor 
Abbott 69.7% 68.1% 31.3% 75.5% 66.4% 71.6% 32.6% 75.1% 

Davis 30.3% 31.9% 68.7% 24.5% 33.6% 28.4% 67.4% 24.9% 

                    

Lt. Governor 
Patrick 70.0% 68.9% 31.7% 75.4% 66.7% 72.3% 33.2% 75.1% 

Van De 
Putte 30.0% 31.1% 68.3% 24.6% 33.3% 27.7% 66.8% 24.9% 

                    

Attorney General 
Paxton 71.0% 69.4% 31.6% 77.0% 67.8% 72.9% 32.9% 76.6% 

Houston 29.0% 30.6% 68.4% 23.0% 32.2% 27.1% 67.1% 23.4% 

                    

Supreme Court, 
Position #7 

Boyd 71.2% 69.4% 31.2% 77.4% 68.0% 72.9% 32.5% 77.0% 

Benavides 28.8% 30.6% 68.8% 22.6% 32.0% 27.1% 67.5% 23.0% 
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Appendix C: Density Plots of Ecological Inference (EI) Iterative Candidate Choice Estimates 

I. 2022 Attorney General 
 

Anglo and Non-Anglo (CVAP) 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (CVAP) 
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SSTO 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (Estimated Actual Vote) 
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II. 2022 County Judge 
 

Anglo and Non-Anglo (CVAP) 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (CVAP) 
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SSTO 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (Estimated Actual Vote) 
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III. 2022 Governor 

Anglo and Non-Anglo (CVAP) 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (CVAP) 
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SSTO 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (Estimated Actual Vote) 
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IV. 2022 Lt. Governor 

Anglo and Non-Anglo (CVAP) 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (CVAP) 
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SSTO 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (Estimated Actual Vote) 
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V. 2022 U.S. House of Reps, District #14 
 

Anglo and Non-Anglo (CVAP) 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (CVAP) 
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SSTO 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (Estimated Actual Vote) 
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VI. 2022 District 122 Judge 
 

Anglo and Non-Anglo (CVAP) 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (CVAP) 
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SSTO 
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Anglo, Hispanic, and Black (Estimated Actual Vote) 
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