STATE OF NEW MEXICG
COUNTY OF LEA
FIFTH JUDICYAL DISTRICT

REPUBLICAN PARTY OF NEW MEXICO, DAVID
GALLEGOS, TIMOTHY JENNINGS, DINAH VARGAS,
MANUEL GONZALES, JR, BOBRBY AND DEE ANN KIMBRO,
and PEARL GARCIA,

Piaintiffs,
¥,

MAGGIE TOULOUSE OLIVER, in her official capacity ag New
Mexivo Secrvetary of State, MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM, in
her official capacity as Governor of New Mexive, HOWIE
MORALES, in his official eapacity as New Mexico Licutenant
Governor and President of the New Mexice Senate, MIMI
STEWART, in her officisd capacity as President Pro Tempore of
the New Mexico Sengide, and JAVIER MARTINEZ, in his officisl
eapacity as Speaker of the New Mexive Homise of Represcutatives,

FILED

5th JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
Lea County

9/15/2023 6:24 PM

NELDA CUELLAR

CLERK OF THE COURT

Cory Hagedoorn

Cause No. _
D-366-CY-2022-00041

Defendands.

ADDENDUM NO. 1 TO LEGISLATIVE DEFENDANTS® FINDINGS OF
FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

EXHIBIT 18

HINKLE SHANOR LLP

o Brehard £, Olson
Richard B, Olson
Lucas M, Willians
Ann Cox Tripp

PO Box 1

Roswell, NM 882020010

iklels

OS5 10 /3756239332 Fax
eLeOm

swfiimeoen

AR

PEIFER, HANSON, MULLINS & BAKER, P.A.



Sara M. Sanchez

20 First Plaza, Safte 723
Albuguerque, NM 87102
505-247-4800

ssanvheg@peifedaw com

STELZNER, LLC
Luis G. Stelener, Ezg.
3521 Campbell Ct. NW
Albuguerque NM 87104
505-263-2764
sselznenBacleom

Professor Michae! B, Browde
751 Adobe Rd., KW
Afbuquergue, NM 87107
505-2066-3042

mbrowdeidine.oom

Avtorneys for Mimi Stewart and Beiawn Egolf

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I herebi cortify that on * Septemaber 13, 3025, § cansed the foregoing Addendum alony with this
Coriifeate of Service; to be served and fifed slectranicaily through the Tyler Techoolngies Odyasey File & Serve
slectronie filing system, whith sauded 4%t partiss oF counsel 6T retord 1o b served by electronic means, as yaore fully

reflected on the Notice of Tleeironic Filing.

HINKLE SHANORLLP

5/ Richord B, {ison




EXHIBIT 18

AR

3.3

prd

nmered v

WA,




EXHIBIT 18

This pa

g

2

fedt blank interionally.

is




EXHIBIT 18

TABLE OF CONTENTS

CRC MEMBERSHIF AND STAFRF SUPPQRT MRS S5 g g i e G Sk 430 s s g hr iy D
THE COMMITTEE'S WORKPLARN .. OGO T
SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO 2020 REDISTRICTIN G ...... by e b g a PR R e n R 12
REQUIREMENTS FOR DISTRICT FLANS ..ottt e benssessesesrenesne s snenanes § 7
CONGRESSIONAL DUSTRICT PLANS ottt ittt s eis s s svns s snnnnsesinion 28
SENATE DISTRICT PLANS . 0 USRI UOUOIUNURUIUORY” 3
HOUSE DISTRICT PLANS... T U ST IE ST OIE PR U EY . X,
PUBLIC EDUCATION COMM!SS[ON DISTRICT PLANS .. OV IORIUE - 1



EXHIBIT 18
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Dear Honorable Members of the New Mexizo Legislature,

Through the subrission of district plang and svaluations provided in this reissued report, the Citizen
Redistricting Committeée has campleted its statutory obligations ander the Redistricting Act. See (kaws 2021,
Chapter 79, Sections 2-10).

The Redistricting Act craated the Citizen Redistricting Committee and requirad thet it provide the Legishature
with the district plans develeped through a public sutreach process that included two sets of mestings held
throughout the state. Following the meetings and development of district plans, the Act requires thai the
Cormmittee adopt & minirmum “of three plans for each office subject 1o redistricting and provide written
avaluations for each adopted plan. The written evalustions for each plan "address the satisfaction of the
requirements set furth in the Redistrizting Act, the ability of racial and fangusge minorities to slect candidates
of their choice, a measure of partisan fairness and the preservation of communities of interest.” Laws 2021,
Ch.79.5%,

Throughout the pracess, the Committee developed maps in accordance with the Redistricting Act, adhering
to the schedule of development outlined in the Adt and drawing district plans consistent with traditional
redistricting principles and specific oriteria enumerated irthe Act,

During our fiest round of meetings, the Cormmittee heard testimony from the public about the locations of
communities of interest and how the Committes might adjust distrizt boundaries accordingly. The testimony
we recsived informed sur development of the first coneept maps, which the Committee published for public
teedback and refinement. Through the second round of meetings held around the state, the Committze
received feedback on purinitial map concepts and considered alternative maps submitted i:y the public. The
irformation gleaned from the secand round of meetings informed our development and adoption of final
district plans.

On Friday, October 15, 2021, the Commities adopted nine district plans: three Congressional plans; three
New Meaxico Senate plang; and three New Mexico Public Education Commission plans. On Wednesday,
Cictober 20, 2021, the Committee adopted three district plans for the New Mesico House of Representatives.
The Committee submitted the sdopted plans to an expert on partisan faimess for evaluation.  The expert
concluded that each map the Committee adepted for recommiendation to the legislature s fair.

This report centralizes the svaluations of the Committee’s adopted district plans and provides anaiyses o1
other aspects of the Committee’s adopted plans, including information on the public outreach campaign that
informed the Cormmittee’s work, This reissued version of the report provides for carrections to the data
tables in Congress Concept H, Senate Concept €, and Senate Concept C-1,

Reissued: November 8, 2021

Citizen Redistricting Commitize
Haon. dustice Edward L Chavez (Chaird
Ryan Cangiolosi

Hon. Liss Cuntis

Hon, Justice Edward L. Chéw E’Chmr} Jasquin Sanchezx
Han, Michael Sanches
Christapher Saucedn
Foberi Rbatigan
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CRC MEMBERSHIP AND STAFF SUPPORT

The Committee

in 2027, the New Mexico Lagislature passed the Redistricting Act. See Laws 2021, Ch, 79, §§ 2~10. The Act
creates the seven-mamber Citizen Redistricting Committes and requires the Committee 0 propose district
lines that are drawn fairly throwigh a transparent, cpen, and participatery process for New Mexico's
Congressional delegation, the New Mesico Senate, the New Mexico House of Representatives, and the Fublic
Education Commission,

The Act provides for a decentralized, hipartisan appointrmant process where the mgmbers of the Commitiee
are selected as follows: Qne member appointed by the Speaker of the House, ane by the House Minority
Floor Leader, ona by the Senate Frasident Pro Tempare, and one by the Senate Minority Floor Leader. Each
of these four members may belong to a major pelitical party. The State Ethics Commission appaints the Chair
of the Committes, who must be a retirad Justice of the New Mexico Supreme Count or a retired Judgs of the
New Mexico Court of Appeals, and two mambers who are not members of either of the two largest political
pardes in the state.

The State Ethics Commission appointed members on June 4, 2021, following an open and competitive
selection and interview process. The State Ethics Commission received 69 applicstions for the three membaer
pusitions it appointed. The legislative appointing authorithss sach mads their raspactive appointments in the
tirst weeks of June 2021,

The 2021 Citizen Redistricting Committes members are as follows:

Hon. Edward L. Chévez, Chair (Appointing Authority: State Ethics Commission)

Ryan Cangiolosi {Appeinting Authority: House Minarity Leader James Townsend)
Hon. Liss Curtis {Appointing Authority? Senate President Pra Terapore Mind Stewart)
Rober Rhatigan (Apgointing Authority: State Ethics Commissinn)

Joaquin Sanchez {Appointing Authority: State Ethics Cammission)

Hon. Michas Sanchee (Appainting Authority: Speaker of the Haouse Brian Egolf)
Christopher Saucadoe {(Appointing Authority: Senate Minmrity Leader Gregury Baca)
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The Commiittee’s Contractors
The Citizen Redistricting Committee received support from the following entities:

- The State Ethics Commission (staff support)

- The Legislative Council Service (staff support)

- Metric Geometry and Gerrymander Group, Tisch College, Tufts University (public mapping tool)

- Vox Optima Consulting (advertising and meeting facilitation)

- Lilly Irvin-Vitela (Community Liaison through Vox Optima)

- Real Time Solutions (website)

- State Bar Center (office space)

- Rothstein Donatelli {legal services)

- Nielsen Merksamer Parrinello Gross & Leoni, LLP (legal services)

- David Cottrell {partisan fairness evaluation)

- Fabiola Tortajada (Spanish interpretation services)

- Frank Morgan, Creative Projects Associates, LLC (Navajo interpretation and translation services)

- Kathy Elliott, Satellite Facilitator in Portales, New Mexico ENMU Campus (2"¢ Round)

- Christina Morris, Satellite Facilitator in Gallup, New Mexico at UNM-Gallup (1% Round)

- Jonas Moya Satellite Facilitator in Portales, New Mexico ENMU Campus (1% Round)

- Melissa Ontiveros, Satellite Facilitator in Silver City, New Mexico WNMU Campus (1* and 2™ Rounds)
and UNM-Gallup (2™ Round)
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THE COMMITTEE'S WORKPLAN

The Committee’s workplan followed the Legishture’s ingtructions in Sections 6 through 9 of the Redistricting

Act.

1. QRGANIZATIONAL WORK

Adoption of Rules of Procedure

The Committee adopted rules of procedure for its meetings at its initial meating on July 2, 2021, In
addition, the Commitiee adopted Rule T4A}2)d) 1o detail the partisan fairmess test to be followed
by an independent expert. Follow the link to review the Committee’s rules: Citiznn Baudistricting
Commitise’s rulss of procedure,

Website Development
The Committee contracted with Real Time Solutions for the development of its website. The State
Ethics Commission staff developed and maintained the Committee’s wehsite through the duration

oo 3

of the Committee’s work, The Committes's website is located at; ke bire ol

Swevnsesumnnedisin

N,

Creation and Launch of the NM Redistricting Public Comment Portal

Thi Committee relied on the services of the Metric Geormetry and Gerrymander Groug, Tisch College, Tufts
Urivarsity to develop the NM Redistricting Public Cornment Portah hitpeiracalos erganningLund
Through this portal, membizrs of the public could upload comment, maps of communities of interest, and
maps of entire district plans for New Mexico's congréssional delegation, the state Senate, the state House,
and the Public Education Commission.

Public Outreach About the Commission’s Work

The Committee contracted with Vox Optima Consulting to conduct public outreach, through four main
avenues. First, the Vox team direitly coramunicated with groups and ndividuals to angwar guestions about
the redistricting process, facilitate submiission of public comments and maps, and encourage participation in
public meetings through diract amail outreach. Second, Vox placed paid adventising, prirmarily trough
public radio venues with state-witde reach. Third, Vox engaged with traditional medis to achieve "earmed
media” coverage through placement of aditorials, distribution of press releases, and coordinstion of
interviews by the CRC Chairperson and other designated spokespersons. Fourth, Vox pravided divest
community laison work which smsiled providing presentations and technisal assistance sassions
individuals and groups to dempnsirate how to 1} use DistriciR {map-drawing software), 2) navigate the public
input portal, and 3} communicating within individual/organizational distribution lists about why redistricting
nwtters.  Messaging was custontizad depending on the interests of the organization. For example,
customizad technical assistance about messaging included why redistricting matters to agriculture
producers, public health advocates, and historically disenfranchised voters. In the first round ot public
meetings calls were mads to locsl organizstions snd individuals 1o encourage trusted voices within
communities to help spread the word about redistricting.  Communication tools ware shared with focal
Chambers of Commerce, philamthropy, health professionals, grasarosts organizations and county and
municipal feaders to get involved and help spread the news about how to engage in the process to help
inform redigiricting recommendations, Questions fram the public shout redisgtricting and navigating the
public input procass wers addressed via samail, phone calls, and texts. In-person and virtual meetings to
fearn about redistricting ware held with a variety of stakeholders. Follow-up communications were sent to
participants who signed in at public meetings with emails to maintain engagement in future public input
sussions and CRC delilisration sessions. When community stakeholders reported barriars to comrunication,
g-mails and public input was forwarded by the liatson divectly to CRU members, Dudng meetings, participanis
ware supported in navigating public input.

7
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This engagement effort generated nearly 40 original print, TV, and radio media pieces, many replicated and
relayed throughout the state. Fourth, Vox used the CRC's social media platforms {Twitter and Facebook) to
raday press release and samed media coverage as well as for real-time interaction with citizens who postad
guastions or comments. Through the combination of direct outreach, outlets that providad earned madis
caverage, and social media engagement, Vox Optima Consulting believes that most of the New Mexico
population was informed of the commiittee’s purpose and the opportunity for public participation by
attending mestings in person or virtually and/or submitting comments and maps online. Vox Optima
Consulting estimates that engagemerd through social media reached over 61,000 impressions on the
Committee’s Twitter account (@NMRedistricting) and over 10,000 imprassions on the Committee’s Facebook
account (Citizen Redistricting Committes NM).

Organizational Meetings

To prepare for its substantive work, the Commitiee held two organizational meetings to adopt rules of
procedure and to set a schedule for its substantive meatings for taking public commentary on commursties
of imterest and district plans. The minutes and recordings of the Committes's organizational meetings may
be reviewed here:

July 2, 2021 Minutes Virtuall Zoom Revording

July 23, 2021 Minures {Wirtuall Zoom Recording

2. FIRET ROUND OF PUBLIC MEETINGS AND TESTIMONY

First Round of Meetings

The Redistricting Act required the Committes to hold a minimum of twelve public mestings: six meatings
prior to the development and publication of the Committee’s proposed district concepts and six meetings
after the publication of the Committee’s proposed district concepts to facilitate the development of district
maps to be adopted and recommended to the Legistature. The Act required these meetings be held in
various regions across the state, including in central New Meaxico and in each of the four geographic
guadiants of the state, with at least one maeting on thibal lands in each round, All meetings were required to
allow for virtual attendance. The Committes also allowed public attendance at each mesting for testimony
and public feadback wherever allowable under public health orders. The Committee chose to hold sight
meetings during each round of meetings, with two meetings during edch round on tribal lands,

Fram August 2 to August 15, 2021, the Committes held eight public meetings at which the Commiitee
received testimany, documents, and information regarding the identification of communities of interest and
the creation of district plans. All mestings were conducted pursuant to the requirements of the Redistricting
Act and the Open Meetings Act. During the first round of meetings 287 persons attended the meetings in
parson and 102 spoke, 883 persons attended via zoom and 21 spoke.

August 2, 2021 Minutes {Santa Fe) Zoosm Revording
August 5, 2021 Mingtes llas Yegas) Foum Recording
August 7, 2021 Minutes (ARG West Masal Zosm Recording
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August 9, 2021 Minutes {[Parmington) Loom Rasording
August 11, 2021 Minutas (Roswell) Zoom Beonrding
August 12, 2021 #Minutss {las Crucex) Zovm Resonding
August 14, 2021 Minutes (ABQIRCC) Zwom Recording
August 15, 2021 pMinutes (Bspansial Zov Revording

Public Testimony from First Round of Meetings

After halding the initial round of meetings to collect public information relating to the identification
of communities of interest and the creation of district plans, the Committee compiled and indexed
the testimony it received. The record of public testimony is availab!e an the Committee’s website,
on the Meetings and Transparency page: hitps/fwww novedistictingorg/mestingstransparency/.
The testimony received by the public also can be viewed at the fallowing links:

Chronological Summary of A5 Public Teatimony {15t Round}

Chranclogical Surnmary of Testimony on Congressional Cistricts (st Round}
i
o

Chronologizal Summary of Testimony on Sate House Digtricts {1 st Bound}
Chranclogical Summary of Testimony on State Senate Di

& % & X

REUR T & T o R
stricts {sr Round)

3. DRAWING AND PUBLICATION OF INITIAL MaAP CONCEPTS

Meeting to Adopt Map Concepts

After rereiving compiling( nd r@v'ewing public t‘es‘timony throue:;h thc ﬁrst rc.wund of mee‘(ings, and

Redis mc ing Public ’Cummm)i Paral, ?he Commat*ee drew and pubhshed mitsai map cencepts

Pursuant to the Redistricting Act, the Committee proposed map concepts that were based, in part,
on the testimony, documents, and information that the Committee received through the first round

of public meetings. On September 16, 2021, the Committee adopted several map concepts to be

published for additional public input. That meeting may be reviewed here.

September 16, 2021 finutes (Wirtual) Zoom Recording

Use of Federal Decennial Census Data

Far the development of district plans, the Committee utilized data fromithe 2020 decennial Census.

Delays in the receipt of 2020 Census data delayed the Committee from drawing district plan

concepts. Research & Folling (R&P) received the 2020 Census data on August 12, 2021, in legacy

format. R&P had to download the data into a readable format, share the data with DistrictR, County
Clerks, and experts. Some counties had ta split precincts because of the Census dats, and this also

delayed map drawing.
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Redistricting Act Map-Drawing Criteria

The Committee developed maps in accordance with traditional redistricting principles such as
compactness and equality of population among districts as well as specific ¢riteria outlined in the
Redistricting Act. See Laws 2021, Ch. 79,8 9.

Initial Maps Concepts Published

After its September 14, 2021 meeting, the Commitize published on its website four groups of map
concepts: {i} seven map cancepis for New Mexico's congressional delegation and later dus to public
testimony added two complete Congressional maps and one partial mag; (i) three map concepts
for the New Mexico Senate and later due to public testimony added three partial maps, and
medified Concepts A-C by integrating the Navajo Nation, Pueblos and Apaches’ consensus maps
for a total of ten State House concepts; {ili) four map concepts for the New Mexico House of
Representatives and later due to public input added two full and two partial maps and modified
Concept D by integrating the Pueblo/Apache consensus map and integrating the Navajo Nation
House map into Concept D for a total of ten House cancepts ; and {iv) three map concepts for the
New Mexico Public Education Commission and later due topublic input added two complete Public
Education Commission maps for a total of six PEC concepts. Each of these map concepts may be
reviewed in detail at: sitpsdwwe rnredistticting oralmaencencesisd.

4. SECOND ROUND OF PUBLIC MEETINGS AND TESTIMONY

Second Round of Meetings

Following the Committer’s publication of map concepts on its website, the Committee held a
second round of meetings to coliact public testimony for the purpose of adapting district plans for
subrmnission to the Legislature. During the second round of public meetings, membaers of the public
gave tastimony regarding the initial map concepts, the location of communities of interest, and how
district boundaries might be adjusted to better represent certain communities. During the second
round, member of the public also submitted altermnative map plans through the NM Redistsicting
Public Comment Portal.  All meetings were conducted pursuant 1o the requirements of the
Redistricting Act and the Open Meetings Act.  During the secand round of meetings 371 persons
attended in person and 595 sttended via zoom. Atotal of 242 people spoke regarding the concepts
proposed by the Committee. In addition, the committee received 355 comments and/or maps in
the Public Comment Gallery of the CRC website.

To review the second round of public meetings, please follow the links for meeting minutes or
meeting racordings:

September 28, 2021 Minutes (BinBanchad Tods Recording
September 29, 2021 Binutes (Drownnaing Loom Becording
Qctober 1, 2021 Riinutes (AR - NHIL Zows Revording

16
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October 2, 2021 Minutes {Las Yeuay, NM) Zoum Revording
Qctober 4, 2021 Minutes {bas Druoes) fonm Regording
October §, 2021 Minutes [Roswall) rsor Bronrding
October 7, 2021 Minutes (ABD - IBCEY Towmn Revording
October 8, 2021 Minutes (Farminatond Loom Regording

Public Testimony from Second Round of Meetings

After holding the second round of public meetings to collect public testimony on the initial map
concepts and to review alternative district plans submitted by members of the public, the Commiites
compiled and indexed the testimony it received. The recard of public testimony is available onthe
Committes's website, onthe Meetings and Transparency page: www. niredistdsting org/meatings:

The testimony received by the public also can be viewed at the following links:
s Chronologics! Surmmary of &l Public Testimarny {Fnd Round)
¢ Chronoiogical Summary of Testimony on Congressional Distrivts {2nd Bound}
s Chronologios! Surmmary of Teslmony on State House Districts (3nd Round)

Chrondlogival Summary of Testimony on State Senate Districts (3nd Round}

+  Chronolngical Surnmary of Testirmony an PEC Districts (Znd Round)

5. COMMITTEE ADOPTION OF MAPS

Adoption of Maps for Submission to the Legislature

Following the second round of public meetings, the Committes adopted three district plans for each
of New Mexico's congressional delegation, the New Mexico Senate, the New Mexico House of
Representatives, and the New Maxico Public Education Commission.  The Committee’s meetings
held for the purpose of adapting district plans were conducted pursuant to the requirements of the
Redistricting Act and the Open Meetings Act. The minutes and recordings of those committee
meetings may be reviewed hare:

Octobear 15, 2021 Rlinutes (Wintual} Lo Besording
Qctober 19, 2021 Minutss Virtual) Towm Besording
October 20, 2021 Finutes (¥intaals o Beeording

of public meetings; {ii) traditional redistricting principles; and {iif) in accordance with the specific
criteria enumerated in the Redistricting Act. Details as to the adopted maps may be found below at
pages 29-104.

The Committee adopted maps based on (1) testimony and documents receivad through both rounds

11
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&. EVALUATION OF ADOPTED MAPS

Under the Redistricting Act, after the Committes adopts district plans, the Committee must provide
written evaluations of each district plan that address (i) the satisfaction of the requirements set forth
in the Redistricting Act, {ii) the ability of racial and language minorities to elect candidates of their
choice, (i) a measure of partisan fairness; and (iv) the preservation of communities of interest. See
Laws 2021, Ch. 79, § 9.

The Committee provides the evaluation carresponding to each adopted map below, at pages 29-
104,

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO 2020
REDISTRICTING

1. CONCERNS WITH UNDERCOUNTING

Section 1-3A-7{A}3) provides that "the committee shall use the most recent federal decennisl
census data generatad by the United States census bureau and may use other reliable sources of
demographic data as determined by majority vote of the committee”. During public meetings the
Committes listenad to testimony expressing concern over the census count with the consensus
being that the United States Bureau of Census undercounted the New Mexico population
particularly in MNative American communities and other rural areas. The problems described
included:

1) census packets being deliverad to post office boxes and not to homes. Howsver, due to
the pandemic people ware not allowed to go te the post office ta retrieve the packets;

2) Rural addresses did not match the format crated by the Census Bureay;
3) the work around created by the Census Bureau did not work;

4y more packets were sentto the public without an explanation and people assumed they has
answered onling;

5) challanges with going house to house within the Navajo Nation to make sure the counts
were accurate;

6}an aerial topography pragram known as Local Updated Census Addressing {(LUCA) shows
that where the Census Bureau reported people did not live aerial shots show that people
actually live there as shown by vehicles and livestock being present around the areas of the
homes where the Census Bureau indicated people did not live;

7) the Covid-19 pandemic also complicated the counting of population;

8} the Native Education Project reports the Census Bureau online strategy for census counts

was made difficult because of the lack of internet access, poor broadband, confusion with the

iz
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12-digit identifier, and roads contributing to the shutdewn of fisld operations resulted in an
undercount, particularly since the response rate was only 17.9%.

9} According to the Census Bureau's own reports, the 2010 Census undercounted Native
Americans living on reservations by 4.9 percent, mora than double the rate of other racisl
minarities. Census Bureau, "Estimates of Undercount and Overcount in the 20207 Census®
{May 22, 2012). hilpsywwewconsus.govinewsromdraleases/archives/ 2010 _censusfoh .
(The report states “American Indians and Alaska Nstives living on reservations were
undercounted by 4.9 percent, compared with a 0.9 percent avercount in 20007},

Public testimany suggested that there exists other reliable data the Committer could rely on in hisu
of the census data. For example, it was suggested that Medicaid enrollment could be helpful
information, Native American enrallment records, and by tracking stimulus checks. Chair Chavez
and member Robert Rhatigan with the University of New Mexico Geospatial Population Studies
Center during a recess at the Espanola meeting contacted Secretary David Scrase to inquire about
the potential availability of Medicaid dats to inform the population counts. Secretary Scrase
pledged full coaperation consistent with the law. It was later determined that the Committes could
not identify an alternative reliable scurce of population data to rely on instead of the census count,

Section 1-34-7{A}3) authorizes the Committee to consider altemative data. In theory, a State has
the discretion to adapt adjusted population numbers, see, e.q., Fletcher v. Lamone, 831 F. Supp. 2d
887 {D. Md. 2011} {three-judge court), affd, 567 U.S. 930 (2012) (rejecting challenge to Maryland's
adjustments to reallocate incarcerated prisoners); Evenwel v. Abbott, 134 S Ct 1120, 1124 n.3
(2018) (noting that ten states do authorize adjustments); Black Pofitical Task Force v. Connolly, 679 F.
Supp. 109, 120 (D. Mass. 1988) {upholding uss of mid-decade enumeration)Burns v. Richardson,
384 U.S5. 73, 93-94 (1946} (holding Hawali could use a registered voter population biase because of
"Hawaii's spacial papulation problems” — in particular, its substantial temporary military population),
A chandful of courts have accepted various non-census estimates and adjustments over the years—
for example, the Ninth Circuit in Garsa v Cly. of LA, 918 F.2d 743, 772-73 {9th Cir. 1990}, and the
Fifth Cireuit in Westwege Citizens for Better Government v. Westwego, 906 F.2d 1042, 1045-44 (5th
Cir. 1990). But generally {1) it was late in the decade, when the staleness of the Census data was
clear, and {2} not projections but slternative estimates, such as those produced by the American
Community Survey (which is aiso, obvisusly, 8 Census Bureay product),

However, ane must be cautious. First, census figures carry a strong presumption of accuracy. Ses,
e.g., Valdespino v. Alamo Heights Indep. Sch. Dist., 168 F.3d 848, 853-54 (5th Cir. 1999); McNeil v,
Springfield Fark Dist., 851 F.2d 937, 946 (7th Cir. 1988). But in Karcher v. Daggett, 462 U.S. 725
{1983}, the Supreme Couwrt recognized that “the census may systematically undercount population,
and the rate of undercounting may vary from place to place.” 462 U.S, at 738. It warned, however,
that “[ilf a State doss sttempt to use a measure other than total papulation orio ‘carrect’ the census
figures, it may not do so in a haphazard, inconsistent, or conjectural mannsr” id. at 732 n4d
{citing Kirkpatrick v. Preisler, 394 U.S. 526, 534-35 {1969)). Any adjustrnents must be “thoroughly
dacumented and applied throughout the state in a systematic, nat an ad hoc, manner.” Id. at 535 It
rejected New Jersey's atternpt to justify its population deviations because of the undercount, since
the adjustments were not sufficiently systematic.

13
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Time simply did not allow the Committes to thoroughly investigate this issue. Howsver, the
Committee suggests that the Legislature consider funding for & Uniform Statewide Address
Database. Perhaps the opportunity exists to build on the smergency response database and
integrate or connect to LUCA on the Navajo Natien.

2. COMNCERNS WITH PRISON GERRYMANDERING

Prison Gerrymandering Population 4.1.2020

Census day for purposes of this year's redistricting effartis April 1, 2020, The CRC heard and read
testimony about “prison gerrymandering”, which concerns counting people based on the location
ofthe fail ar prison they are housed in an Census Day as opposed to their pre-incarceration address.
Counting people based on where they are housed as opposed to where they lived when
incarcerated dilutes the political pawer of people. Otherthan being housed in a specific area many
people in jails and prisons are represented by elected officials who have no tie to them, their
communities, or who are unaware of their interests and needs. Indeed, many inmates are ineligible
to vate. Mario Jimenez il} Campaign Divector for Common Cause New Mexico submitted written
testimony on this subject. His testimony is at;

htps Mwweenmrediatricting.ergdwmeanentusloade S 0R VOGN M-Frison-Gerpvmander-202 0.
Cansus ndl

The CRT believes prison gerrymandering is a legitimate concern, However, the CRC also believes
the Legislature is the deliberative body that should make the paolicy decision as to how to address
the issue. The United States Census Bureau works with jurisdictions to adjust population counts
based on an inmates address just prior to their incarceration. Attached as appendix 4 is draft
legislation prepared by Shawna Casebier at the request of the Committes Chair and with the
permission of Jon Boller, that directs the inclusion of prison inmates in the population count of their
fast known address, rather than the populatacn caunt of the correctional facility in which they are
incarcerated.  For alternative forms of legislation to address prison gerrymandering please
see hittna e nasl orgdresearchiradiniicting/reallncatingdnearcented mersonsfor-

redistricing asns.

To explore the possibility of the Committee addressing prison gerrymandering Chalr Chéver wrote
to every New Mexico jail and prison facility requesting inmate populations an Census Day, Aprit 1,
2021, to indude the addresses of the inmates just prior to their incarceration. In addition, the
Commiites requestad the New Mexico Sentencing Commission to provide # with its 2020 and 2021
fiscal year jail and prison population reparts. Looking at Sentencing Commission data the number
of prisoners in jail or prison on June 30, 202015 11,16% (6,289 + 4,880).

The Sentencing Commissian reported the following prison populations on June 30, 2020 and
June 30, 2021:

Facility County Count type 6/30/20 6/30/21
PNM SantaFe __total 735 722
NENMDF Uniion total 432 557
CHNMCF Valencia total 761 651
CNMCF (long term) Valencia total 2 2
SNMCF Dana Ana total 473 &49
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RCC Chaves total 262 292

Waestern Cibola total 336 325

Springer Colfax total 264 210

Charo Qtero total 542 571

_North Western Cibola total 471 415
LCCF Les total 1270 1203

GCCF Guadalupe total 541 248
6,289 5,845

The Sentencing Commission reported the following for jail populations on June 30, 2020, and June
30, 2021

» Jails 6/30/2020 4,880 all 33 courties held for other counties and Feds

o Jails 6/30/2021 6,167 all 33 counties held for other counties and Feds

Grand Total Grand Total
{including {including »
individuals heid 2020 Total individuals held 2021Total
for other held for for other counties held for
County counties & feds) County & feds) County

Bernalillo County 1,223 1,211 1138 1129
Catron County 2 2 3 3

: : 231 231 238 238

130 124 47 46
Colfax County 74 73 738 698
Curry County 158 158 171 148
De Baca County 7 7 8 7
Dona Ana County 489 213 362 300
Eddy County 241 241 246 230
Grant County 76 74 76 76
45 35 23 21
= 0 0 0 0

idalgo County 43 6 74 12
Lea County 149 » 143 170 109
Lincaln County 59 57 notavailable  not available
Los Alamos County 7 4 8 b
Luna County 271 &1 379 376
McKinley County 85 54 87 72

5 5 not available  notavailable

Ctero County 162 136 171 164
Quay County 34 33 138 135
Rio Arriba County 51 45 58 52
Roosevelt County 5% 54 60 58
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San Juan County 338 314 558 523
San Miguel County 55 48 95 &7
Sandoval County g7 83 notavailable  not available
Santa Fe County 50% 405 768 569
34 36 58 57
Sacorro County 55 43 75 67
Taos County 31 29 55 53
23 33 not available  not available
10 0 36 36
Valencia County 125 125 127 119
Totals 4,880 4,095 6,167 5,390

Highlighted are the Counties without facilities; Cibola, Guadalupe, Harding, Mora, Sierra, Torrance
and Union Counties.

Thefollowing is data received from jails and prisons after the CRC Chair emailad every jail and prison
facility for jail and prison population data as of Census Day, April 1, 2021, The data requires
someone to look at each address and or booking sheat to count how many inmates were fror what
city, state, or country. Time did not permit the Committee 1o parform the manual count. This data
appearste be incomplete. In allthere are approximately 11,149 individuals who were incarcerated
in New Mexico jails and prisons on or about April 1, 2020,

¢ Department of Corrections: 6,593 offenders, 6,431 with recorded addresses
+ Bernalillo County Juveniles 18 years of age or older: 5 with addresses

o Curry County: 146 with booking sheets

*»  De Baca County: 2 with booking shests

+  Dona Ana County: 510 with addresses other states and countries
«  Eddy County: 266 with addresses

=

Lincoln County: 81 with booking sheets
»  Luna County:
o Luna 63
o Dona Ana7
o Grant8
o Hidalgo &
Sierra 24
n Outof State 1%
Other 14
Not US Citizen 147
o TOTAL 388
+  San Juan County: 361 with booking shests
¢ Sandoval County: Docket Detainess 99 with Docket

%}

2 Q

tn conclusion, the Committee recommaends that the Legislature consider legislation that will address
the prison gerrymandering issua and that New Mexico take advantage of the assistance offered by
the United States Bursau of Census for addressing the issue.
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EXHIBIT 18
RECGUIREMENTS FOR DISTRICT PLANS

1. MEASURING DEVIATION FOR CONGRESSIONAL AND STATE DISTRICTS

Population Equality

The idea that every voter must be equal to every other voter when casting a ballot has its genesis in
the Egual Protaction Clause, U.S. Const. amend. X1V, § 1 (Equal Protection Clause), and is commonly
referred to as the “one person, one vote” doctrine. Maestas v, Hall, 2012-NMSC-006 ¢ 1. Inaddition
to weighting votes equally this doctrine prohibits the dilution of individual voting power by means
of state districting plans that allocate legislative seats ta districts of unequal populations, thereby
diminishing the relative voting strength of each person in overpopulated districts. Each person in
each district {whether sligible to vote or not) must have the same opportunity to be represented by
their elected official as each person in every other district. See, Garza v. County of Los Angeles, 718
F.2d 763 (9th Cir. 1990) (total population, not voting age population, eligible voters, or registered
voters- is the appropriate standard to measure equal representation). This is achieved by providing
that each district containg substantially the same number of people. Bvery ten years ina year ending
in zero the United States Census Bureau provides every state with an offizial population count, Asa
result of population growth and shifts decennial redistricting is required to squalize population.
{Reynalds v. Sims, 377 1.5, 533, 569 (plan must achieve "subistantial equality of population among
the various districts")). Slight deviation is permissible provided the deviation is necessary to achieve
a rational state policy,

Because legitimate and rational state policies will often necessitate "minor deviations” from absolute
population equality, the United States Supreme Court has held that minor deviations alone are
insufficient to establish a prima facie case of invidious discrimination. Voinovich v. Quilter, 507 U.S.
146, 161 (1993}, In Brown v. Thomson, 462 1.5, B35, 842 {1983}, the United States Suprems Cawrt
held that redistricting plans with a maximum population deviation below ten percent fall within the
category of minar deviations that are insufficient to establish a prima facie violation of the Equal
Protection Clause.

Measuring Population Deviation

The prevailing method for measuring deviation is the total population deviation. The total
population of the state is divided by the number of districts to idantify the "ideal” population number
tor each district. The population deviation of a district is the percentage by which a district’s
population is above or below the ideal population. "Total popudation deviation” is determined by
adding the population deviation of the district with the largest population to the population
deviation of the district with the smallest population.

The United States Census Bureau conducts a decennial census throughout the United States to
accomplish the proper spportionmeant of the United States House of Representatives. The official
2020 Census count for New Mexico is a total state population of 2,117,522, which continues to entitle
New Mexico to three congressione! districts. This reflects a population growth of 2.8% during the
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last decade compared to a 20.1% population growth during 1990-2000, and 13.2% growth during
2000-2010. Ten counties experienced a growth in population whereas 23 counties experienced a
decrease in population. The ideal population for New Mexico Congressional districts is 2,117,522/3
= 705,841. The ideal population for State Senate Districts is 2,117,522/42 = 50,417. The ideal
population for State House Districts is 2,117,522/70 = 30,250. The ideal population for State Public
Education Districts is 2,117,522/10 = 211,752.

Article |, Section 2 of the United States Constitution requires that congressional representatives must
be "apportioned among the several states ... according to their numbers." In the landmark decision
of Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1 (1964), the United States Supreme Court interpreted this to
require that the population of each congressional district within a state must be "as nearly equal in
population as practicable.” The Committee adopted Congressional maps for the legislature’s
consideration that do not exceed a 0.00% deviation.

As an example of a total deviation calculation, in the case of Senate District Concept C the ideal
population for each district is 50,417. The largest district has a population of 51,971, 1,554 more
people than the ideal population for a deviation of +3.1%. The smallest district has a population of
49,923, 3,494 fewer people than the ideal population for a deviation of -6.9%. The total population
deviation for Senate District Concept Cis 10% (3.1 + 6.9). The Redistricting Act provides in Section
1-3A-7(A)2) that “state districts shall be substantially equal in population; no plans for state office
will be considered that have a total deviation of more than ten percent”. Senate District Concept C
complies with the Redistricting Act because it does not have a total deviation that exceeds 10%.

For state district plans, the requirement of equal representation has been interpreted by courts to
require only substantial equality of population. Traditionally, courts have upheld redistricting plans
with a maximum population deviation of less than 10%, considering such minor deviations
insufficient to establish “a prima facie case of invidious discrimination under the Fourteenth
Amendment.” Brown v. Thompson, 462 U.S. 835, 842 quoting Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735,
745 (1973). More recently courts have clarified that plans with a population deviation under 10% do
not enjoy a “safe harbor” from all constitutional challenges. See Larios v. Cox, 300 F.Supp.2d 1320
(N.D. Ga. 2004), affd 504 U.S. 947 (2004) (affirming decision that state redistricting plan with
deviation less than 10% violated the equal population principle.) Although state districts only need
to be substantially equal in population, state redistricting plans should reflect a good faith effort to
draw equipopulous districts with deviations from the ideal population supported by legitimate
public policy rationales. See Reynolds, supra, 377 U.S. at 579 (“So long as the divergences from a
strict population are based on legitimate considerations incident to the effectuation of a rational
state policy, some deviations from the equal-population principle are constitutionally permissible”);
Larios, supra, 300 F.Supp.2d at 1337-1338 (holding that population deviations must be supported
by legitimate state interests.) Examples of legitimate public policy rationales that would justify minor
population deviations include compliance with the Voting Rights Act and consideration of traditional
redistricting principles including but not limited to preserving communities of interest and honoring
existing geographic boundaries.

The Committee adopted maps for recommendation to the Legislature with total population
deviations of equal to or less than 10%. This report specifies the total, mean and median deviation
for each recommended map.
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2. VOTING RIGHTS ACT COMPLIANCE WITHOUT MAKING BACE A
PREDOMINANT FACTOR

The Voting Rights Act

The Redistricting Act provides in relevant part, "plans must comport with the provisions of the federal
Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended, and federal constitutional standards; plans that dilute &
protected minority's voting strength are unacceptable; race may be considered in developing
redistricting plans but shall not be the predominant consideration; traditional race-neutral districting
principles shall not be subwrdinated to racial considerations].]” See Laws 2021, Ch, 79, § 8(A)5). In
this regard the Act fracks federal statutory and constitutional law as interpreted by the United States
Supreme Court in several cases,

The Committes retained the experienced redistricting and voting rights law firm of Niglsen
Merksamer Parrinello Grass & Leoni, LLP, to serve as its Voting Rights Act counsel and to help ensure
compliance with the Voting Rights Act.

Legal Standard

Congress enacted Section 2 of the Vating Rights Act to combat minority vote dilution. Section @
providesthat no "standard, practice, orprocedure shall be imposed orapplied . . . in a manner which
results in a denial or abridgement of the right . . . to vate on account of race or color or membership
in a language minarity group. 52 U.S.C. §% 10301(a), 10303(f)(2}.

While Section 2 requires the consideration of race in the redistricting process, and the Supreme
Court has held thatrace is a factor that may be considered in redistricting more broadly, see Fasley
v. Cromartie, 532 U.5. 234, 257-58 {2001}, the Court also has articulated constitutional limits on the
use of race under the Fourteenth Amendment. Specifically, race may nat be the "predominant”
consideration in the creation of district lines, with other traditional criteria subordinated to racial
considerations, unless the predominant use of race is narrowly tailored 1o fulfill a compelling state
interest. Abbott v. Perez, 138 &. Ct. 2305, 2315 (2018},

The Supreme Caourt has repeatedly assumed that compliance with Section 2 is a compelling state
interest, see, e.g., Bethune-Hill v. Va. State Bd. of Elections, 137 5. Ct. 788, 801 (2017); Shaw v. Hunt,
517 U.5. 899, 915 (1994}, and, to survive this analysis, the State need not show that failing to draw
the district in guestion necessarily would have violated Section 2; it will be given some latitude so
fong as there are “good reasons” with a “strong basis in evidence” for thinking Section 2 might
require the district-a standard that "gives States "breathing room’ to adopt reasonable compliance
measures that may prove, in perfect hindsight, not 1o have been needed.” Cooper v. Harris, 137 S.
Ct. 1455, 1464 (2017).

“Aviolation [of Section 2] is established if, based on the totality of circumstances, it is shown that the
political processes . . . are not equally open to participation by members of a class of ¢itizens
protected by subsection {a) of this section in that its members have less apportunity than other
members of the electorate to participate in the political process and to elect representatives of their
choice.” 52 US.C. § 10301b).
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In 1982, Congress clarified that Section 2 plaintiffs need not prove that "a contested electoral
mechanism was intentionally adopted or maintained by state officials for a discriminatory purpose.”
Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 35 (1986) (Gingles). Rather, a "violation [can] be proved by
showing discriminatory effect alone.” Id. Accordingly, a Section 2 violation occurs where “a
contested electoral practice or structure results in members of a protected group having less
opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate in the political process and to elect
representatives of their choice.” Id. at 63. Importantly, the U.S. Supreme Court has invoked Section
2 to strike down legislative redistricting plans that result in minority vote dilution as defined by
Section 2. See League of United Latin Am. Citizens v. Perry, 548 U.S. 399, 423-43 (2006) (LULAC).

A single-member redistricting scheme can run afoul of Section 2 either through “cracking” or
"packing” minority voters. “Cracking” occurs when a redistricting plan fragments “a minority group
that is large enough to constitute the majority in a single-member district . . . among various districts
so that it is a majority in none.” Voinovich v. Quilter, 507 U.S. 146, 153 (1993) (Voinovich). “If the
majority in each district votes as a bloc against the minority[-preferred] candidate, the fragmented
minority group will be unable to muster sufficient votes in any district to carry its candidate to
victory.” (Id.; see also LULAC, 548 U.S. at 427-43 (redistricting plan violated Section 2 by reducing
Latino citizen voting-age population from 54.7% to 46% in challenged district).

“Packing,” on the other hand, occurs when a redistricting plan results in excessive concentration of
minority voters within a district, thereby depriving minority voters of influence in surrounding
districts. Voinovich, 507 U.S. at 153; see, e.g., Bone Shirt v. Hazeltine, 461 F.3d 1011, 1016-19 (8th
Cir. 2006) (finding a Section 2 violation where Native Americans comprised eighty-six percent of the
voting-age population in a district); Navajo Nation v. San Juan Cty., 929 F.3d 1270, 1290 (10th Cir.
2019) (discussing “packing” in the context of a redistricting challenge)

The Supreme Court has established a few elements that a plaintiff must prove to establish that a
redistricting plan violates Section 2. Initially, a Section 2 plaintiff must satisfy the three so-called
"Gingles preconditions” articulated by the Court in Thornburg v. Gingles. See Growe v. Emison, 507
U.S. 25, 37-42 (1993). The Gingles preconditions are as follows:

“First, the minority group must be able to demonstrate that it is sufficiently large and
geographically compact to constitute a majority in a single-member district.”

"Second, the minority group must be able to show that it is politically cohesive.”

“Third, the minority must be able to demonstrate that the white majority votes sufficiently as
a blocto enable it . . . usually to defeat the minority’s preferred candidate.”

Gingles, 478 U.S. at 50-51."

! The "majority” does not actually have to be white (as opposed to some other racial group), or even comprised of a
single racial group, to satisfy the third Gingles precondition. See Gomez v. City of Watsonville, 863 F.2d 1407, 1417 (9th
Cir. 1988) ("Although the court did not separately find that Anglo bloc voting occurs, it is clear that the non-Hispanic
majority in Watsonville usually votes sufficiently as a bloc to defeat the minority votes plus any crossover votes.”); Meek
v. Metropolitan Dade County, Fla., 805 F. Supp. 967, 976 & n.14 (S.D. Fla. 1992) (“In order to prove the third prong in
Gingles, Black Plaintiffs must be able to demonstrate that the Non-Black majority votes sufficiently as a bloc . . . . Non-
Blacks refer to Hispanics and Non-Hispanic Whites.”), aff'd. in part & rev'd. in part on other grounds, 985 F.2d 1471 (11th
Cir. 1993).
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With respect to the first Gingles precondition—a sufficiently large and geographically compact
minority group—a minority group is sufficiently large only where "the minority population in the
potential election district is greater than 50 percent.” Bartlett v. Strickland, 556 U.S. 1, 19-20 (2009)
(Bartlett) (plur. opn. of Kennedy, J., joined by Roberts, C.J. and Alito, J.).)

The second and third Gingles preconditions are often referred to collectively as “racially polarized
voting” and are considered together. Courts first assess whether a politically cohesive minority
group exists, i.e., “a significant number of minority group members usually vote for the same
candidates.” Gingles, 478 U.S. at 56. Then, courts look for legally significant majority bloc voting, i.e.,
a pattern in which the majority’s "bloc vote . . . normally will defeat the combined strength of minority
support plus [majority] ‘crossover votes.” /d. at 55. These elements can be established by expert
testimony, see, e.g., id. at 53~74 (considering expert testimony regarding minority group’s lack of
success in past elections), or lay testimony, see Sanchez v. Bond, 875 F.2d 1488, 1493-94 (10th Cir.
1989)("The experiences and observations of individuals involved in the political process are clearly
relevant to the question of whether the minority group is politically cohesive”).

A plaintiff who establishes all three Gingles preconditions must then demonstrate that, “based on
the ‘totality of the circumstances,” minorities have been denied an ‘equal opportunity’ to ‘participate
in the political process and to elect representatives of their choice.”” Abrams v. Johnson, 521 U.5. 74,
90 (1997) (quoting 52 U.S.C. § 10301(b). Courts look to the following non-exhaustive list of factors
(the so-called "Senate Report Factors,” based on the Senate Report accompanying the 1982
amendments to Section 2) to determine whether, based on the totality of circumstances, a Section
2 violation exists:

(1) "[Wlhether the number of districts in which the minority group forms an effective majority is
roughly proportional to its share of the population in the relevant area.” LULAC, 548 U.S. at 426.)
“[Tlhe proper geographic scope for assessing proportionality [is] statewide.” /d. at 437.)

(2) “[Tlhe extent of any history of official discrimination in the state or political subdivision that
touched the right of the members of the minority group to register, to vote, or otherwise
participate in the democratic process.” Gingles, 478 U.S. at 36-37 (quoting Sen. Rep. No. 97-417,
2d Sess. (1982), reprinted in 1982 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News, pp. 206—207).

(3) "[Tlhe extent to which voting in the elections of the state or political subdivision is racially
polarized.” Id. at 37.

(4) "[Tlhe extent to which the state or political subdivision has used unusually large election
districts, majority vote requirements, anti-single shot provisions, or other voting practices or
procedures that may enhance the opportunity for discrimination against the minority group.” /d.

(5) “[I}f there is a candidate slating process, whether the members of the minority group have
been denied access to the process.” Id.

(6) "[T]he extent to which members of the minority group in the state or political subdivision bear
the effects of discrimination in such areas as education, employment and health, which hinder
their ability to participate effectively in the political process.” Id.

(7) "[W]hether political campaigns have been characterized by overt or subtle racial appeals.” Id.
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(8) “[Tlhe extent to which members of the minority group have been elected to public office in
the jurisdiction.” Id.

(9) "[W]hether there is a significant lack of responsiveness on the part of elected officials to the
particularized needs of the members of the minority group.” Id.

(10) “[Wlhether the policy underlying the state or political subdivision’s use of such voting
qualification, prerequisite to voting, or standard, practice or procedure is tenuous.” Id.

(11) The extent to which there is evidence of “the lingering effects of past discrimination.” Id. at
48 n.15.

The Committee’s compliance with Section 2 and restrictions on use of race

Two primary populations were the focus of the Committee’s Voting Rights Act analysis: Native
Americans in the northwest part of the State, particularly the Navajo, Apache, and Pueblo Indians,
and Hispanic voters, primarily in the southeastern part of the State.

It is important to note, however, that, in keeping with the mandate of the Redistricting Act, the
Committee’s map-drawing process relied on race-neutral, traditional redistricting criteria as its
primary focus in crafting district lines, even in areas where the Voting Rights Act counseled the
creation of a majority-minority district. While the Committee was aware of and sensitive to the
Census data and demographics of the areas under review—in particular with respect to areas in
which the Voting Rights Act arguably may have required the drawing of a majority-minority district—
race was never the sole or predominant criterion used to draw any of the district lines. The
Committee made a substantial effort to focus on the shared interests and community relationships
that belonged together for fair and effective representation of all the people of the State of New
Mexico when drawing district lines.

Native Americans in Northwest New Mexico

Congress extended the protection of the Voting Rights Actto American Indians in 1975 after finding
that "“a pattern of educational inequity exists with respect to children of Indian ..."" and 'substantial’
evidence of discriminatory practices that affected the right of Indians to vote”. Windy Boy v. County
of Big Horn, 647 F. Supp. 1002, 1007 (D. Mont. 1986). New Mexico courts have repeatedly
recognized that the Native American populations in the northwestern quadrant of the State meet
the second and third Gingles requirements, i.e., that voting in the region is polarized between Native
American and non-Native American voters, and that districts with Native American voting age
population of at least 60% are appropriate to provide those voters with a reasonable opportunity to
elect their candidates of choice as required by the Voting Rights Act.

In 2002, the First Judicial District Court for the State of New Mexico, Judge Frank H. Allen, Jr.,
presiding, was faced with the need to draw legislative districts due to the malapportionment of the
1991 districts considering the 2000 Census and the inability of the Legislature and Governor to
agree on adjusted plans. In the course of adopting new legislative lines, the court made extensive
findings of fact and conclusions of law holding that the legislative plans adopted by the Legislature
in 1991 “failed to provide adequately for equal Native American electoral access in Northwestern
New Mexico” and itadopted the partial plan proposed by the Navajo Nation and the Jicarilla Apache
Nation, in which Native American voters constituted a 60%+ majority in three state Senate districts

22



EXHIBIT 18
and six House districts. See Jepsen v. Vigil-Giron, Ne. D-0101-CV-02177 {N.M. D. Ci. Jan. 24, 2002)
(findings of fact and conclusions of law}.

In 2011, the same court, Judge James A, Hall presiding, similarly adopted extensive findings of fact
and conclusions of law, halding that Native American voters in the northwestern were cohesive in
their voting, that non-Native American voters routinely voted against them, and that it was
appropriate to maintain the three majority-Native American Senate districts and six majority-Native
Armerican House districts that were adopted in 2002, See Egolf v. Duran, No. D-0101-CV-2011-
02942 (N.M. D. Ct January 3, 2012} {findings of fact and conclusions of law), Maestas, 274 P.3d at
74,

in the current process, the Committes's consultants, Research & Polling, Inc., conducted racially-
polarized voting analysis using standard statistical techniques, including ecological regression
analysis, weighted ecclogical regression analysis, homogenous precinet analysis, and King's
ecological inference analysis. Though there are relatively few races in which a Native American
candidate faced a non-Native American candidate 2 these analyses tended to indicate that voting in
the northwestern part of the State remains polarized between Native Amarican and non-Native
American voters, particularly at the primary elections in which Democratic candidates, who typically
go on to win the general election, are chosen. The Research & Polling's analysis is attached as

spperndin &

Additional evidence in the form of public testimony at the Committee’s public hearings, particularly
those at the Indian Pueblo Cultural Center on October 7 and again in Farmington on Qctober 8,
further persuaded the Committes that polarized voting between Native American and non-Native
American voters continues to characterize elactions in northwest Mew Mexico, and that the three
Senate districts and six House districts created by the courts in 2002 and maintained in 2012
cantinue 1o warrant protection under the Voting Rights Act. Multiple speakers testified to the
cohasion of Native American vaters; the history of discrimination against Native Americans in the
areas of health, education, employment, and voting; continuing socicecanomic disparities that have
negatively impacted Native American voting participation; snd the unique interests that Native
American tribes have in light of their sovereign status, the protection of sacred tribal lands, and the
desire for self-determination, among other things.

Though the 2020 Census indicates that the Native American population in New Mexico has dropped
since 2010, from 10.7% of the total population to 8.9%, three Senate districts out of 42 and six House
districts out of 70 remains roughly proportional {indeed, slightly less than proportional in both cases)
to the Native American population in the State. See Johnson v. DeGrandy, 512 US. 997 {1994)
{rough proportionality relevant to the question of whether minority voters have equal opporiunity
to participate in the electoral process),

The relative recluction in Native American popudation and heavy concentration of Native American
voters in certain areas presented challenges in terms of drawing three Senate districts and six House
districts that remain above 60% Native American voting age population. However, the Supreme
Court has held that a State that concludes that the standards of the Voting Rights Act may otherwise

* Races in whith minority voters are prasentedd with the choice of supporting a visble minuity candidate are generally
regreded ss maors profetive in anslvzing racially polarized voting. See Sanchasw State of Colgrado, 97 F 30 1303, 1320
{H0th Cir. 1998) Ruir v, ity of Szota Marms, 160 F.3¢ 543,552 (9th Civl 19%8%
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require the creation of a given majority-minority apportunity district may comply with the first
Gingles criterion-numerosity—by underpopulating those districts so long as it does so within the
10% total deviation that the Court has articulated as the standard for constitutional population
equality. See Harris v. Arz. Indep. Redistricting Commyn, 134 5. Ct. 1301, 1308-10 (2016 (holding
that the State of Arizona did not engage in unconstitutional use of race in 2011 when it
underpopulated several majority-Hispanic districts to ensure compliance with the federal Voting
Rights Act, lrading to a total plan deviation of 8.8 percent). The Committee has availed itself of that
option with respect ta several of the proposed Senate and House maps.?

Based on the Research & Polling analysis, prior court decisions, and public input the Commitiee
determinad that Senate Districts 3, 4 and 22 and House Districts 4, 5, 6, 9, 65 and 69 continue 1o
warrant protection under the Voting Rights Act,

Hispanic Voters in Southeast New Mexico

Like Native American votersin the northwest, Hispanic voters in the southeastern portion of the State
have been found by the courts to be a cohesive voting population that warrants protection under
the Voting Rights Act.

In 1984, a federal three-judge panel found 3 detailed history of racial and sthnic discrimination
affecting the Hispanic population in the southeastern portion of the State, particularly in and around
Clovis. Sanchez v. King, No. 82-0067-M {(D.N.M. 1984} (three-judge court). That panel found &
viclation of federal law snd redrew House District 63 to include compact and politically cohesive
Hispanic voter and make the district a performing, effective, majority-minonty district. fd.

Although House District 43 was reshaped in the Jepsen court-ordered redistricting plan in 2002, it
remained an effective majority-minarity district, and in 2012 the New Mexico Supreme Court
overturned a trial courtfinding that the district was no longer required by the Voting Rights Act, and
held that the Hispanic population in southeast New Mexica "must be representad by an effective,
citizen, majority-minarity district as that term is commonly understood in Voting Rights Act litigation,
and as it has been represented, atleast in effect, for the past three decades.” See Maestas, 274 P.3d
at B1. On remand, the trial court reconstituted the district to closely resemible its configuration from
Sarichez onward. id. at 96-97. '

Given the significant portion of the voting age population in the State that is Hispanic (44.3%),
majority-Hispanic districts have naturally occurred throughout the State in the drawing of districts
sccording to neutral redistricting criteria set out in the Redistricting Act. However, given the history
cited above, the Committee’s consultants also conducted racially polarized voting analyses using
ecological regression analysis, weighted ecclogical regression analysis, hemogenous precine
analysis, and King's ecological inference analysis in elections in several districts in the southeastern
portion New Mexico, in particular HDS3, HDS&, HD&1, HDES, SD32 and SD41. The Research &
Folling reports are attached as appendix 2. Because those analyses generally reflected stark
polarized voting, the Committes has determined to maintain those districts and the two averying

¥t is not possible to draw any one of New Mexico's three congressional districts with a majosity of Mative Ametican
yoting age population—or sven 10 much excead 20%-sa the Voting Rights Act does not dictate any particular
configuration of congressianal districts on that basts, see Bartlere, 556 U.5. at 19-20. And while it is possibia to dravs 3
PEC district with a narrow majority of Native American VAP, it is not possible ta cofne close to tha §0% NANAP that the
evidence shows is necessary to establish 2o effactive majority-Native American PEC distriet.
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Senate districts as majority Hispanic voting age population districts, though  also remained fecussd
an traditional redistricting criteria in the process, including unifying precincts, following county lines
in most cases, unifying other communities of interest and cities, following maior geographic and
topographical boundaries like the Rio Grande River, and maintaining the cores of other existing
districts as well.?

3. THE PROHIBTION ON THE USE OF PARTISAN DATA AND THE REGUIREMENT
TOEVALUATETHE CRUS MAPS FOR PARTISAN FAIRNESS

The Redistricting Act prohibits the Cammittee from using, relying upon or referencing partisan data,
such as voting histary or party registration data when proposing or adopting district plans. § 1-3A-
Z{CXT} The prohibition was intended to prevent the use of partisan data to favor a political party.
H\zwe«er once the Cammittee adopts district plans the Commities must submit a written evaluation
of the plans to include a measure of partisan faimess. The Committes during its first meeting
adogied Rule T4{AX2Yd) which provides:

After the commitiee adopis the district plans, the committee shall
prepare written evaluations of each district plan.  These written
evaluations shall include:

{2}  foreach district plan:

{d} measures of partisan fairess, which shall be informad by
{i) priar partisan slection data in New Mexico, collected within the
past ten years;
(i} & compariso::n of the committee’s adopied plans for each districted
body against an ensemble of computer-simulated district plans for each
districted entity, so long as those district plans include constraints
mposed by the Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amendad, and identified by
the committes; and
(i}  estsblished standards for measuring partisan gerrymandering,
including the efficiency gap, the mean-median difference, and partisan
symmetry.

The Committee commentary cites Jowei Chen and Jonathan Roden, "Cutting Through the Thicket:
Redistricting Simulations and the Detection of Partisan Gerrymanders,” Election Law Journal 14:14
(2015), 331-345; Nicholas O. Stephanopoulos and Eric McGhee, "Partisan Gerrymandering and the
Efficiency Gap,” U. Chi. L. Rev. 831 (2015} a3 examples supporting the adoption of this measure for
partisan fairness.

4. THE EVALUATION OF THE CROE MAPS POR PARTISAN FAIRNESS

* Thisugh rajority-Hispanic FEC districty nuturally devedoped in the Albususrque it Las Croess srons, there i ot
possible to dravw such » distriet in the southeastien porton of the State that is the focus of this analysis. Likewise, while
narrow Hispanic VAP congressional districts containgd o several of the plans, the size of the distrints reusires that
southssstern portion of the MNew Mexivo e combioed with othet parts of the State.
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The Cottrell Evaluation - Overview

The Commitiee contracted with Professor David Catirell to perform the measure of partissn
fairness. Professor Cottrell's report is attached as appendix 1. Prafessar's Cottrell’s analysis of
the CRC's maps is displayed below at the end of each section corresponding to each districted
entity. Overall, Professor Cotirell concluded that each of the CRC's adopted maps do not exhibit
significant partisan bias when compared with a large ensemble of random computer-generated
maps.

The Cottrell Evaluation - Methodology

He created 1,000 computer-simulated district plans for each district using the same criteria used by
Research & Polling when drafting Committes plans. To measure partisan fairness Professor Cottrell
used New Mexico election results fram 2012 1o 2020. His metrics included 1) number of majarity
democrat districts, 2) number of competitive districts, 3) Polsby-Popper Score, 4) efficiency gap, 5)
mean-median, and é) eartisan asymmetry, The breakdown of the metrics are as follows:

+  The number of Democratic districts is the number of districis where the Democratic share of
the 2-party vote is expected to exceed 50%.

» The number of competitive districts is the number of districts where the Demacratic share of
the 2-party vote is expected to be between 45% and 55%.

» The Polsby-Popper score is 8 measure of District Compaciness. High scores reflect more
compact districts,

«  The Efficiency Gap is a measure of wasted vates. Higher positive scores imply that the plan
wastes more Republican votes than Democratic votes (and therefore favors Democrats)

s The Mean-Median measure refers to the difference between the average Democratic vote
share acrass the districts {the mean) and the Democratic vote share in the median district (the
madian}. Higher values imply that Democrats are underrepresented by the median district
{and therefore favors Republicans).

« Partisan Asymmetry captures the Democrat's advantage in seat share in a hypothetical
election where Democrats and Republicans have an equal share of the votes. Higher values
imply @ Democratic advantage {and therefore favors Democrats).

The Cotirell Evaluation ~ Results

All plans adopted by the Committee for recommendation to the Legislature are within the expected
ranges for most measures, which supports the conclusion that the maps are fair. The charts with the
measures are provided at the end of sach of the four sections for district plan evaluations and
included within Dr. Cottrell's full report attached to the appendix 3. Table 2 displays the partisan
composition of all districts (page 28). Figure 1 caontains the plot for Congress (page 41). Figure 3
contains the plot for the State Senate (page 64). Figura 4 contains the plotforthe State House (page
90}, Figure 2 contains the plat for the PEC (page 104). Each plot represents a different measure of
partisan fairness. For each measure, each of the three concept plans are arranged along the x-axis
according to their score. The distribution of scores for the 1,000 corresponding ensemble maps are
displayed as histograms in the background of each plot. The height of each bar reflects the number
of ensemble plans that scored values contained within the range of each bar. 95% of the computer-
generated ensemble maps produced outcomes within the white region and 5% of the maps
produced outcomes in the shaded region. This develops a range of outcomes that we can expect
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to occur under non-partisan redistricting and establishes a baseline for determining whether a
concept map is significantly unfair.

There are currently 45 Democrats, 24 Republicans and 1 Decline-to-State Representative in the New
Mexico House of Representatives. There are currently 27 Democrats and 15 Republicans in the New
Mexico Senate. There are currently 2 Democrats and 1 Republican in Congress from New Mexico.

The partisan composition of the Congressional plans adopted by the Committee has plan H with
three majority-democrat districts, with one district being competitive, while plans E modified and H
have 2 majority-democrat districts.

The partisan composition of the State Senate has plan A-1 with 28 majority-democrat districts, with
6 being competitive, while plan C has 27 majority-democrat districts with 3 being competitive, and
plan C-1 also has 27 majority-democrat districts but with 4 being competitive districts.

The partisan composition of the State House plans has plan E1 with 47 majority-democrat districts
with 11 being competitive, while plans I-1 and J have 44 majority-democrat districts, with 9 being
competitive districts. Competitive districts are defined as either party having a 50% to 53.9% two-
party vote share. Plan E1 has 23 majority-republican districts, with 4 being competitive. Plans I-1
and J have 26 majority-republican districts, with 7 being competitive.

The following table reflects the partisan composition of all plans adopted by the Committee:

Table 2: Partisan Composition of All Proposed Plans

Congress Public Ed. State Senate State House
Percent Dem A E H A C E Al C C1 El1 11 J

0% to 49.9% 1 1 0,3 3 3,14 15 15,23 26 26
50%t0100% 2 2 3|7 T 7|28 27 27|47 44 44
45%t0459% 1 0 0|0 O 0| 2 2 2 1 3 3
46%t0469% 0 1 00 0 O 1 0 11 2 1 1
47%t0479% 0 0 0|1 1 0| 0 1 o) 0 3 3
48%t0489% 0 0 0|0 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 1
49%1t0499% 0 0 00 0 O 1 1 1 1 2 2
50%t0509% 0 0 0|1 1 1 3 1 1/ 3 0 0
51%t0519% 0 0 0|1 1 1 1 0 0| 4 4 4
52%t0529% 0 0 1|1 0 1 0 1 21 3 3 3
53%t0539% 0 0 0|0 1 O 2 1 2 1 2 2
54%t0549% 0 0 1|0 0 O 1 4 1| 2 0 0
45%t0499% 1 1 01 1 1 5 & 6| & 10 10
50%t0o549% 0 0 2|3 3 3| 7 7 613 9 9
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CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT PLANS
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Congressional Concept A

To view the map in full detail, see previous district boundaries, unty boundaries, demographic
data, and other data please click or search the following link: https://districtr.org/plan/43318
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Congrassional Concept A

Adoption

The following Committee members voted to adopt this map: Ryan Cangiolosi, Robert Rhatigan,
Christopher Saucedo, and Justice Edward Chavez. The following member(s) voted against the
adoption of this map: Hon. Lisa Curtis, Joaquin Sanchez, Hon. Michael Sanchez

Population and Devistions

District Populations Deviation
1 705,845 4 0.0%
2 705,840 -1 0.0%
3 705,837 -4 0.0%
NM Total 2,117,522 ldeal 705,841
Demographics Adult Non-Hispanic
’ Adult Adult NA Native :
District  Hispanic Any White  American  Black Asian Other Total
1 45.0% 7.0% 42.3% 3.8% 2.6% 2.9% 35%  55.0%
2 51.5% 65% 39.3% 3.6% 1.7% 1.0% 2.8%  48.5%
3 36.6% 20.9% 39.9% 17.8% 1.3% 1.4% 3.0% 63.4%
o 443%  115%  405%  8.4%  1.9% 1.8%  31% 55.7%
Dverall Plan Evaluation
Congress Concept A Overall Mean
Total Deviation 0.0%
Largest Positive Deviation 0.0%
Largest Negative Deviation 0.0%
Mean Deviation +/- 0.0%
Median Deviation 0.0%
Assigned Population 2,117,522
Unassigned Population 0
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{ompaciness
Measure of Compactness Mean
Reock 0.45
Folsby-Popper 0,40

*By comparison the 2011 Court approved maps had the following compactness scores: Reock
0.42; Polsby-Popper 0.35.

Split Countles, Split Citles, and Contiguity
Congressional Concept A splits 0 cities with a greaterthan-ideal population, 4 Cities with a less-
than-ideal population and 4 Counties. Cangressional Concept A has no contiguity issues.

YRA Compliance
A VEA analysis was not required for Congressional maps. See pages 24-25, at footnotes 3 and 4
supra.
Description of Map Objectives and Development based on public input _
«  Maintain status quo. Keep Torrance County with Bernalillo County, Placitas, and Bernalillo in
D
» Cibola County in CD 2

« lgletainCD 2

32
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Congressional Concept H

To view the map in full detail, see previous district boundaries, county boundaries, demographic
data, and other data please dlick or search the following link: hitps://districir.crg/plan/6563%95
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Congressionsl Concept H

Adoption

The following Committee members voted to adopt this map: Hon. Lisa Curtis, Robert Rhatigan,
Joaquin Sanchez, Hon. Michae!l Sanchez, and Justice Edward Chavez. The following members
voted against the adoption of this map: Ryan Cangiolosi, Christopher Saucedo.

Population and Deviations

District Populations Deviation
3 705,810 -31 0.0%
2 705,204 63 0.0%
3 705,808 -33 0.0%
NM Total 2,117,522 ideal 705,841
ﬁ%gm@gmphim Adul Nen-Hispanic
Aduit Adult NA Native
District  Hispanic Any White  American  Black Asian Other Total
1 39.8% 5.9% 47.8% 3.7% 2.4% 2.8% 3.6%  60.2%
2 55.9% 79%  33.6%  49%  1.9%  11%  2.6% 44.1%
3 37.7% 19.9% 39.7% 16.7% 1.4% 1.4% 30%  62.3%
A 443%  115%  405%  8.4%  1.9% 1.8%  31% 55.7%

Crverall Plan Bvslustion

Congress Concept H Qverall Mean
Total Deviation 0.0%
Largest Positive Deviation 0.0%
Largest Negative Deviation 0.0%
Mean Deviation +/- 0.0%
Median Deviation ¢.0%
Assigned Population 2,117,532
Unassigned Population 0
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Compactness
Measure of Compactness Mean
Reock 0.41
Polsby-Popper 0.31

*By camparison the 2011 Court approved maps had the following compactness scores: Reack

0.42

; Polshy-Papper 0.35.

Split Counties, Split Cites, and Contiguity

Congressional Concept H splits 0 cities with a greater-than-ideal papulation, 7 cities with a less-
than-ideal population, and ? Counties. Congressional Concept A has no contiguity issues.

YRA Compliance

AVRA analysis was not required for Congressional maps. See pages 24-25, atfootnotes 3 and 4

supra.

Description of Map Objectives and Development

®

36

This map combines feedback from a coalition of community-based organizations
throughout the state.

The stated goal of the Coalition is fair representation for their communities.
The core of CD3 in narthern New Mesico is preserved.

At the expresied wishes of the wibal nations, the congressional nes in the narthwest
guadrant are unchanged, maintaining the status quo.

To'Hajiiles joins its neighbaring Mavajo chapters of Ramsh and Alamo in CDZ.

Mescalers has made It knowe that it wants to have influgnos in two congraessional di istrict
This map splits Mescalore between CDT and TD2

Chaves, Guadalupe, De Baca, Limcoin counties join CD1

Roosevelt u}uniy which is currently split between CDZ and T3 will go entirely imo CD3
Lea County will ke in COZ and CD3.

Recognizing commmon goncarns ard values: Bemalille County's SouthcValley becomes part
of CDZ:

To read the full description by this maps author, please view the post on the public
comment paortal here: httpsdfporisloswmeriso-manping.orgfsubmission/ns28
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Congressional Concept E-Revised {Justice Chavez Map)
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To view the map in full detail, see previous district boundaries, county boundaries, demographic data,
and other data please click or search the following link: hitpss/{districty Fiporial
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Congressional Concept E-Revised

Adoption

The following Committee members voted to adopt this map: Ryan Cangiolost, Hon. Lisa Curtis,
Horn. Michael Sanchez. Robert Rhatigan, Christopher Saucedo, and Justice Edward Chéavez. The
following member voted against the adoption of this map: Joaquin Sanchez.

Fopulation and Deviations

District Populations Deviation

] 705,822 -19 0.0%

2 705813 -28 0.0%

3 705,887 44 0.0%

NM Total 2,117,522 Ideal 705,841
Damographics Adult Non-Hispanic
Adult Adult NA Mative
District Hispanic Any White American  Black Asian Other  Total

1 43.6% 7.3% 42.8% 4.0% 2.8% 3.1% 3.6%  56.4%
2 54.4% 4. 7% 38.2% 1.8% 1.8% 1.0% 27%  456%
3 35.3% 22.2% 40.4% 19.1% 1.0% 1.2% 3.0%  64.7%
NM Total  44.3% 11.5% 40.5% 8.4% 1.9% 1.8% 3.1% 55.7%

{Oreerall Plan Bualuation

Congrass Concept E-Revised Overall Mean
Total Devistion 0.0%
Largest Positive Deviation 4.0%
Largest Negative Deviation 0.0%
Mean Deviation +/- 0.0%
Madian Deviation 0.0%
Assigned Population 2,117,522
Unassigned Population g
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Lompaciness
Measure of Compaciness Mean
Reock 0.44
Polshy-Popper 0.29

*By comparison the 2011 Court approved maps had the following compactness scores: Reock
0.42; Polsby-FPopper 0.35

Split Counties, Spiit Citles, and Contiguity

Congressional Concept E-Revised splits § cities with a greater-than-ideal population, 5 cities with a
less-thar-ides! population, and 6 Counties, Congressional Concept E-Revised has no contiguity
issuss,

VRA Complisnce

ANVRA analysis was not required for Congressional maps. Sse pages 24-25, at footnotes 3 and 4
supra.

Drpgeription of Map Ubjectives and Development based on publicinput
» This plan is based on Concept £ except it uses the 2020 precincts. Population deviation is
0.01%

« This map alzo splits the Mescalero Apache Nation consistent with Pueblo and Apache map
feedback and equalizes population by taking some precincts from the western side of
Cibola County.

o Urban Albugquerque/Ric Rancha (CD 1)

»  CD 2 retains its core in southern NM and includes the unincorporated araas of the South
Valley

o CD 3 retaing 15 core inthe north
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EVALUATIONS OF PARTISAN FAIRNESS OF CRC'S
CONGRESSIONAL PLANS

All Congressional plans were within all the expected ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics
used by Professor Cottrell. The results for the concept maps for Congress are plotted in Figure 1
below.

Figure 1
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Figure 1: Professor Cottrell’s ensemble analysis of the Committee’s adopted Congressional
district plans

For each of the six measures, scores of the three concept plans are arranged as points along the x-
axis, with the map concepts identified above each point. The distribution of scores for the 1,000
corresponding ensemble maps are displayed in histograms in the background of each plot. The
height of the histogram bar reflects the number of ensemble plans that scored values contained
within the range of each bar. 95% of the computer-generated ensemble maps produced outcomes
within the white region and 5% of the maps produced outcomes in the shaded region. This develops
a range of outcames that we can expect to occur under non-partisan redistricting and establishes a
baseline for determining whether a concept map is significantly unfair. As the figure displays, sach
of the concept maps for Cengress fall within expected ranges for all six measures.
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Maps A and E tend produce similar scores to each other, whereas Map H is distinct from the other
two. Map H produces more Democratic districts than the others, but its partisan symmetry favors
Republicans. Map H has a higher Efficiency Gap that favors Democrats while maps A and E have a
more extreme Mean-Median score that favors Democrats. None of the Concept maps for Congress
produce scores that are unexpected.

If anything is unusual, it is that plans E and A produce partisan symmetry scores that lean more
Republican than the bulk of ensemble plans.
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Senate Concept A-1

To view the mainfull detail, see prviusisr‘ic boundaries, county boundaries, demagraphi
data, and other data please click or search the following link: kttps://districtr.org/nlan/ 64078
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Senate Concept &1
Adoption
The following Committee members voted to adopt this map: Hon. Lisa Curtis, Robert Rhatigar,

Joaguin Ssncheyr, Hon. Michael Sanchesz, Christopher Saucedo, and Justice Edward Chéavez. The
following member voted against the adoption of this map: Ryan Cangiclosi.

Population and Devistions

ideal Population Per District 50,417
District Populations Deviation
1 47,068 3,349 -6.6%
2 47,318 -3,099 5.1%
3 46,923 23,494 6.9%
4 48,552 1,845 3.7%
5 51,303 886 1.8%
6 51,634 1,217 2.4%
7 51,236 819 1.6%
8 51,471 1,054 2.1%
9 51,227 810 1.6%
10 48,778 -1,639 -3.3%
11 51,842 1,425 2.8%
12 48,8560 1,557 3.1%
13 49,549 848 -1.7%
14 48,342 -2,055 4.1%
i5 50,723 306 0.6%
14 51,566 1,149 72.3%
17 51,271 854 1.7%
18 51,889 1,472 2,9%
19 48,607 1,810 3.6%
20 51,448 1,031 2.0%
21 51,129 712 1.4%
22 49,064 -1,351 2.7%
23 49,057 -1,360 27%
24 51,554 1,139 2.3%
25 51,669 1,252 25%
26 50,012 -405 0.8%
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District Paopulations Deviation
27 50,346 -51 0.1%
28 51,304 887 1.8%
29 50,648 231 0.5%
30 48,020 2,397 -4.8%
31 51,925 1,508 3.0%
32 51,65% 1,242 2.5%
33 50,760 343 0.7%
34 48,287 2,130 -4.2%
35 51,445 1,028 2.0%
3& 51,971 1,554 3.1%
37 51,729 1,312 2.6%
38 51,870 1,453 29%
39 51,6467 1,250 2.5%
40 51,697 1,280 2.5%
41 50,688 271 0.5%
42 51,370 953 1.9%
NM Total 2,117,522 ideal 50,417
Dverall Plan Evaluation Compactness®

Senate Concept A-1 Overall Mean C‘:;?;;ﬁ;i:; Mean

Taotal Deviation 10.0% Eeock 0.40

Largest Positive Deviation 3.1% Polsby-Pogpper 0.34

Largest Negative Devistion -6.9%

Mean Deviation +/- 2.6%

Median Deviation 1.6%

Assigned Population 2117527

Unassigned Population 0

*By comparison the 2011 Court approved maps had the following compactness scores: Reock
0.38 Polsby-Popper 0.29

Spdit Counties, Split Cites, and Contiguity

Senate Concept A-1 splits 4 cities with a greater-than-ideal population, 21 cities with a less-than-
ideal population, and 21 Counties. Senate Concept A-1 has no contiguity issues.
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Demographics _Adult Non-Hispanic
Adult Adult NA } Native

District Hispanic Any White American  Black Asian Other:  Total
1 18.3%  392%  40.9%  351%  08%  11%  38%  81.7%
2 247%  17.3%  567%  13.9%  03%  06% 37%  753%
3 120%  753%  120%  72.0%  05%  1.4%  21%  88.0%
4 182%  657%  159%  622%  07%  11%  20% 81.8%
5 55.8%  10.4%  31.3%  74%  06%  25%  2.5%  44.2%
6 49.2%  78%  41.9%  46%  04%  08%  34%  50.8%
7 39.8%  34%  49.6%  0.6%  49%  15%  37%  602%
8 62.1% 4.0% 329%  1.0%  1.0%  0.6%  23%  37.9%
9 37.0% 67%  527%  3.6%  1.8%  15%  33%  63.0%
10 40.4%  7.3%  454%  40%  32%  32%  38%  59.6%
11 81.0% 6.1% 11.1% 3.1% 2.4% 0.8% 1.6%  19.0%
12 65.4% 75%  246%  37%  27%  0.8%  2.8%  34.6%
13 51.1% 62%  401%  3.0%  13%  14%  31%  489%
14 76.0% 5.0% 17.0%  21%  1.7%  1.0%  21%  24.0%
15 36.2% 9.7%  474%  61%  33% 34%  3.8%  638%
16 31.9%  89%  512%  51%  29%  42%  47%  68.1%
17 46.6% 9.6%  342%  62%  50% 42%  38% 534%
18 30.6% 7.5% 549%  4.0%  2.4%  34%  44%  69.4%
19 36.4%  47%  555%  1.6%  1.2%  15%  37%  63.6%
20 25.7% 64%  60.0%  3.6%  2.8%  3.8%  41%  743%
21 25.8% 42%  59.2%  20%  1.7%  7.6%  38%  74.2%
22 18.3%  655%  16.0%  622%  08% 08%  1.8%  81.7%
23 44.4% 7.7%  421%  42%  2.8%  2.8%  3.7%  55.6%
24 57.1% 50%  355%  1.7%  1.0%  17%  30% 42.9%
25 35.5% 41%  57.0%  1.8%  0.8%  1.8%  31%  64.5%
26 54.2% 75%  329%  43%  32%  25%  29%  45.8%
27 45.6% 3.0%  477%  07%  20%  1.0%  30% 54.4%
28 40.2% 4.6%  537%  1.3%  0.8%  0.7%  33%  59.8%
29 55.1%  5.5% 38.0%  2.1% 0.8%  3.1%  44.9%

1.0%
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Adult Non-Hispanic
Adult Adult NA » Native

District Hispanic Any - White American.  Black Asian Qther Total
30 37.8%  375%  235%  345%  13%  06%  23%  622%
31 78.6% 2.8% 17.9%  06%  09%  07%  15%  21.4%
32 59.0% 31%  357%  07%  15%  0.6%  25%  41.0%
33 335%  10.7%  542%  7.3%  0.9%  09%  3.1%  665%
34 25.1% 3.8%  61.8%  09%  A47%  22%  54%  749%
35 73.4% 29%  234%  04%  07%  05%  1.6%  26.46%
36 57.8% 3.9%  37.4%  0.6%  1.1%  08%  2.3%  42.2%
37 48.7% 3.9%  432%  0.8%  21%  23%  3.0% 51.3%
38 58.7% 48%  337%  11%  23%  14%  27%  413%
39 34.3% 45%  58.8%  13%  08%  09%  39%  657%
40 37.9%  64%  51.0%  2.9%  23%  17%  42% 62.1%
41 55.0% 3.2%  358%  09%  47%  1.2%  24%  450%
42 46.0% 3.4%  47.8%  08%  15%  09%  3.1% 54.0%

T'i?;‘ 44.3%  11.5%  40.5%  84%  1.9% 1.8% 3.1% 557%

Overview of Majority Minority Districts

Majority Minority Districts (VAP) In This Plan
Adult Hispanic Districts 15
Adult Native American Districts 3
Adult Majority Minority Districts {All other Non-White) 11

Incumbent Palrings

Pairings Instances Districts Paired

# Districts paired D-D 1 10 and 13

# Districts paired R-R 2 29/30, 33734

# Districts paired D-R 1 28 and 35
YRA Compliance

Based on public input the Committee’s recommended plans respect the Voting Rights Act without
resarting to the use of race as a predominant factor. For Native Americans the focus is on the
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Northwest cormer of the State. For State Senate Native American VRA districts based on public
input and prior court decisions are 503, S04 and SD22. The targst threshold for these districts is a
non-Hispanic Native American Voting Age Population (NHNMAVAP) greater than 60%. in addition,
SD30 with & NHNAVAP of 34.5% is considerad an influence district because although Native
Arnericans may not be able to elect a candidate of their choice in this district, they can play a
substantial and perhaps decisive role in the election of & candidate in this district. See Georgla v.
Asheroft, 539 ULS. 467, 462 {2003). Judge Hall in 2011 approved Senate Districts 3, 4 and 22 as
VRA districts with the NAVAP more than 66%. Senate District 3 was 75.7%, 5D 4 was 48.3%, and
S22 was 66.4%. This map, Concept A1 has SD 3 at 72%, SD 4 at 62.2% and SD 22 at 62.2%.
For Hispanics the VRA districts based on public input are SD32 and SD41 with a target threshald
greater than equal to 55%. The HVAP is 59% and 55% respactively.

Partisarn Falmaess
This plan was within all the expected ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics used by Professar

Cotirell. See further analysis infra. In addition, the Princeton Gerrymandering Project gave this
b; ; Y g ]
plan an A for partisan fairness. See httpa/dgerymander pringetan.ady.

Description of Map Objectives and Development based on public input
*  This map is based on Senate Concept A but is revised to reflect new precinct data.

= [Does not split Hobbs, Carlsbad, Artesia, Ruidoso, Lovington, and Alamogorda, and still
maintains two majority Hispanic districts in SE NM.

»  Maintains three stronger Native American majority voting age districts, by utilizing
Laguna/beoma and Zuni Pusblos as part of the majority Native American districts. One of
the districts is predominantly Pueblo/Jicarilla and two districts are predominately Navajo,
SD 30 is used to bolster Native Amaerican districts instead of creating a Native &merican
"nfluance” district

v SD 39, that currently sprawls from Mora County to Rio Cammunities in Valencia County, and
down to Ruideso, is compacted into an Eldorade, Pecos, Placitas district, with a common
bond of adjacency to mountains and wilderness areas and concerns for the environment.

»  White Rock is with northern Santa Fe County and Taos. Los Alamos is with the Rio Arriba
district, {This is status quo.)

s Pyrsuant to public feedback:

+ Edgewood is not split, and itis incdluded in an East Mountain district,

»  Chaparral is notsplit and is included in a district with Anthony rather than Carlsbad and
Alamogordo.

»  More Hispanic neighborhoods {communities of interest) are included in the Roswell and
Hobbs minority districts.

+ in Albuguergue, north of 1-40, the Rio Grande is used as a hard boundary separating the
North Valley from the Westside.

#  The International District is wholly contained in one Senate district.

+ District boundaries in urban areas are straightened and priorities are given to major
thoroughfaraes,



EXHIBIT 18
Senate Concept ©

5

To view the map in full detail, see previous district boundaries, county boundaries, demographic
data, and other data please click or search the following link: httpa://xdistrict
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EXHIBIT 18
Senate Concept O
Adoption
The following Committee membiers voted to adopt this map: Ryan Cangiolosi, Robert Rhatigan,

Christopher Saucedo, and Justice Edward Chévez. The following member{s) voted against the
adoption of this map: Hon. Lisa Curtis, Joaquin Sanchez, and Hon. Michas! Sanchez.

Population and Deviations

ideal Population Per District 50,417
District Populations Deviation

1 47 505 2,512 5.0%
: 48,641 -1 776 =3.5%
3 48,232 <2, 185 4.3%
4 47,966 2,451 4.9%
5 51,388 971 1.9%
) 52,889 2,472 4.9%
7 53,237 1,820 35%
8 49,583 -834 1. 7%
9 49,576 841 -1.7%
10 50,660 243 0.5%
11 50,648 231 0.5%
12 52,354 1,937 3.8%

3 52,291 1,874 3.7%
14 56,284 567 1A%
15 47,959 2 A58 4.5%
té 48,8746 -1.541% %1%
17 51,271 854 1.7%
18 50,393 24 0.0%
19 52,068 1651 3.3%
20 51.431 1,014 2.0%
21 50,384 -33 0.1%
22 48042 2,375 -4.7%
23 48,072 2,345 A 7%
24 49,453 G -1.9%
25 49,075 1,342 2.7%
24 48,388 -2 029 -4.0%
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District Populations Deviation
27 52,512 2,095 4.2%
28 52,739 2,322 4,6%
29 22,893 2,474 4.9%
30 48,220 2,197 -4.4%
31 52,393 1,976 3.9%
32 50,733 316 0.6%
33 48,474 -1,941 -3.8%
34 48,451 -1,966 -3.9%
35 52,639 2,222 4.4%
34 51,724 1,307 2.6%
37 52,443 2,026 4.0%
38 52,577 2,160 4.3%
39 48,865 -1,552 -3:1%
40 51,857 1,440 2.9%
41 52,103 1,686 3.3%
42 48,131 -2,286 4.5%
NM Total: 2,117,522
Qverall Plan Bvaluation Compactnass®

Senate Concept € Overall Mean C‘::}f:&izzs Mean

Total Deviation 9.99, Reock 0.44

Largest Positive Deviation 4.9% Polsby-Popper 0.27

Largest Negative Deviation -5.0%

Mean Deviation +/- 3.2%

Median Deviation 0.5%

Assigned Population 2117522

Unassigned Populstion 0

*By comparison the 2011 Court approved maps had the following compactness scores: Reack
038 Polsby-Popper 0,29

Split Counties, Split Cites, and Contiguity

Senate Concept C splits, 4 cities with a greater-than-ideal population, and 21 cities with a less-
than-ideal population, and 22 Counties. Senate Concept C has no contiguity issuas.
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Demographics Adult Non-Hispanic
Addult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asiar Other Total
1 19.9%  37.0%  422%  329%  09%  1.1%  39%  80.9%
, 23.7% 18.1% 57.0% 14.7% 0.3% 0.6%  3.7%  76.3%
3 145%  75.7%  94%  71.9%  05%  15%  2.1%  85.5%
4 19.0%  635%  167%  60.5%  08%  1.0%  21%  81.0%
5 557%  9.4%  32.6%  61%  0.46%  25%  25%  44.3%
6 50.6%  9.2%  39.46%  57%  04%  08%  3.0%  49.4%
7 40.3%  33%  4B.4%  0.6%  52%  1.6%  3.9%  59.7%
8 603%  41%  348%  1.0%  1.0% 0%  23%  397%
9 367%  6.8%  532%  3.8%  1.6%  15%  32%  63.3%
10 402%  7.3%  459%  3.9%  3.0%  34%  39% 59.8%
11 799%  67%  113%  36%  26%  1.0%  17%  201%
12 68.0%  72%  22.6%  35%  25%  08%  2.6%  32.0%
13 513%  63%  400%  30%  13%  14%  3.1%  4B.7%
14 768%  49%  167%  20%  16%  09%  20% 232%
5 374%  98%  466%  6.1%  32%  31%  39%  62.9%
16 309%  89%  520%  51%  30%  43%  47%  69.1%
17 46.6%  9.6%  342%  62%  50%  42%  38% 53.4%
18 31.4%  7.6%  542%  43%  27%  32%  42%  68.6%
19 266%  5.6%  633%  23%  1.7%  19%  43%  73.4%
20 251%  5.9%  &11%  31%  24%  40%  43%  74.9%
21 261%  42%  588%  20%  17%  7.6%  38%  73.9%
22 13.8%  714%  147%  681%  08%  0.8%  1.8%  86.2%
23 461%  67%  413%  34%  29%  25%  3.8%  53.9%
24 59.3%  5.0%  334%  1.6%  1.0%  1.7%  3.0%  40.7%
25 36.1%  3.7%  569%  1.3%  08%  18%  31%  63.9%
26 504%  82%  35.6%  5.0%  33%  2.8%  3.0%  49.6%
27 458%  34%  478%  08%  20%  09%  27%  542%
28 53.6%  3.6%  414%  07%  09%  07%  27%  46.4%
29 595%  50%  346%  18%  09%  04% 40.5%

2.8%
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Adult Non-Hispanic
Adult Adult NA Mative

District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Other Total
30 359%  337%  292%  307%  1.2% 0%  23%  64.1%
31 768%  28%  193%  07%  1.0% 07% 1.6% 232%
32 607%  31%  341%  07%  15%  06%  24%  39.3%
33 320%  11.0%  554%  7.6%  09%  09%  32%  68.0%
3 251%  38%  618%  09%  47%  22%  54%  749%
35 448%  49%  486%  1.4%  09%  12%  31%  55.2%

36 625%  44%  323%  08%  15% 06%  23%  37.5%
37 487%  40%  432%  0.8%  21%  23%  3.0% 51.3%
38 699% 3% 255%  0.6%  15%  13%  2.0%  30.9%
39 374%  49%  553%  20%  07%  10%  3.6%  626%
40 380%  64%  507%  29%  25% 17%  A1%  62.0%
41 554%  31%  360%  07%  43%  1.1%  26% 446%
42 452%  35%  485%  0.8%  15%  1.0%  3.0% 548%

NMTotal 44.3%  11.5%  40.5%  84%  1.9% 1.8% 3.1% 55.7%

Dverview of Majority Minority Districs

Majority Minority Districts (VAP) In This Plan
Adbuiz Mispanic Districts 16
Aduit Native American Districts 3
Aduit Majority Minority Districts {All other Non-White) 11
Incumbent Pairings
Pairings Instances Districts Paired
# Districts paired D-D | 1 10 and 13
# Districts paired R-R 2 33/34, 41/42
# Districts paired D-R ¢ 0
YRA Compliance

Based on public input the Committee’s recommended plans respect the Voting Rights Act without
resarting to the use of race as a predominant factor. For Native Americans the focus is on the
Northwest corner of the State, For State Senate Native American VRA districts based on public
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input and grior court decisions are SD3, SD4 and SD22. The target threshold for these districts is a
non-Hispanic Native American Voting Age Population (NHNAVAP) greater than 60%. In addition,
SD30 with a NHNAVAP of 34.5% is considerad an influence district because although Native
Americans may not be able 1o elect & candidate of their choice in this district, they can play a
substantiel and perhaps decisive role in the election of a candidate in this district, See Georgia v,
Ashcroft, 539 U.S. 461, 482 (2003}, Judge Hallin 2011 approved Senate Districts 3, 4 and 22 as
VRA districts with the NAVAP more than 46%. Senate District 3 was 75.7%, S0 4 was 68.3%, and
SD22 was 66.4%. This map, Concept C has SD 3 at 71.9%, 5D 4 at 60.5% and SD 22 at 68.1%.
For Hispanics the VRA districts based on public input are SD32 and SD41 with 2 target threshold
greater than equal to 55%. The HVAP is 59% and 55% respectively. In 2011 the HVAF for these
districts were 55% and 571.5% respectively.

Partisan Fairness

This plan was within all the expected ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics used by Professor
Cottrell. See further analysis infra. In addition, the Princeton Gerrymandering Froject gave this
plan an A for partisan fairness. See tins/gerrymander princston eddu.

Description of Map Oblectives and Development based on public input

s Chaparral/Anthony district does not include Sunland Park, and Chaparral is not split.
Suniland Park district goes into Las Cruces,

« Los Alammos County split (status guo) with Los Alamos with Rio Arriba {SD 5) and White Rock
with Morthern Santa Fe County in Taos District {SD 4},

»  This Los Alamos split allows S 7 and SD 8 {NE NM} to maintain & more status quo
oriertation, as compared to other concepts the Committes considered,

»  Eddy County has a district that stays within the county’s boundaries.

»  Maintains two majority Hispanic districts: Hobbs-based (55.4%) and Roswell-based
(60.7%). Artesis and Hobbs are split. Carlshad is whole.

»  Two Wesiside Albuguerque districts take on a north/south configuration.
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EXHIBIT 18
Senate Concept C-1

To view the map in tull detail, see previous district boundaries, county boundaries, demographic
data, and other data please click or search the following link: https://districir.ora/nlan/87358
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Senate Convept €1
Adoption
The following Committee members voted to adopt this map: Hon. Lisa Curtis, Joaquin Sanchez,

Hon. Michael Sanchez. Robert Rhatigan, and Justice Edward Chévez. The following members
voted against the sdoption of this map: Ryan Cangiolosi, Christopher Saucedo.

Population and Deviations

ideal Population Per District 50,417
District Populations Deviation
1 47,068 23,349 -6.6%
2 47,318 -3,099 -6.1%
3 46,923 -3,494 -6.9%
4 48,552 -1,865 -3.7%
5 51,303 88é 1.8%
& 51,634 1,217 2 4%
7 51,837 1,420 2.8%
8 50,938 521 1.0%
9 51,890 1,473 2.9%
10 51,189 772 1.5%
11 51,164 747 1.5%
12 48,454 -1.963 -3.9%
13 49,549 868 -1.7%
14 49,444 971 -1.9%
15 51,309 892 1.8%
1é 50,018 ~39% -0.8%
17 51,271 854 1.7%
18 51,548 1,131 2.2%
19 49 115 -1,304 -2.6%
20 51,178 761 1.5%
21 51,834 1,417 2.8%
22 49,064 -1,351 -2.7%
23 49,028 1,389 -2.8%
24 51,885 1,448 2.9%
25 51,685 1,268 2.5%
26 51,265 848 1.7%
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District Populations Deviation
27 50,838 421 0.8%
28 51,832 1415 2.8%
2% 50,558 141 0.3%
30 48,020 -2,397 -4.8%
3 51,840 1.423 2.8%
32 50,897 480 1.0%
33 51,8964 1,479 2.9%
34 48,287 2,130 -4.2%
35 51,345 928 1.8%
36 51,750 1.333 2.6%
37 51,890 1,473 2.9%
38 51,677 1,240 2.5%
39 50,659 242 0.5%
40 50,678 267 0.5%
41 50,757 340 0.7%
42 48,131 <2, 288 -4.5%
NM Total: 2,117,522
Overall Plan Bvaluation Compaciness®

Senate Concept &1 Overall Mean Cn::;s::tiz; Mean

Total Deviation 4,9% Reock 0.43

Largast Positive Deviation 2.9% Polshy-Popper 0.35

Largest Negative Deviation -6.9%

Mean Deviation +/- 2.5%

Median Deviation 1.3%

Assigned Population 2,117,522

Unassigned Population 0

*By comparisan the 2011 Court approved maps had the following compactriess scores: Reock
0.38 Polsby-Popper 0.29

Split Countles, Split Clties, and TContiguity

Senate Concept C-1 splits; 4 cities with & greater-than-idesl population, and 16 cities with & less-
than-ideal population, and 22 Counties. Senate Concept C-1 has no contiguity issues.
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Demographics . _—
_ Adult Nor-Hisganic
Adult Aduft NA Mative
Distict _ Hispanic Any White  American _ Black  Asian  Other  Total
1 183%  392%  409%  351%  08%  1.1%  38% B81.7%
2 247%  173%  567%  139%  03%  06%  37%  75.3%
3 120%  753%  120%  720%  05%  14%  2.1%  88.0%
4 182%  65.7%  159%  622%  07%  11%  20%  81.8%
5 55.8%  10.6%  31.3%  74%  06%  25%  2.5%  44.2%
6 492%  7.8%  41.9% A%  04%  08%  31%  50.8%
7 404%  33%  A83%  06%  52%  1.6%  3.9%  59.6%
8 60.4% 4.0% 347%  1.0%  1.0%  0.4%  23%  39.6%
g 36.3%  66%  53.8%  35%  1.7%  15%  33%  63.7%
10 203%  7.3%  458%  39%  3.0%  31%  39% 59.7%
1 81.9%  57%  110%  26%  22% 0.7%  1.6%  181%
12 64.0%  80%  254%  41%  29%  1.0%  29%  36.0%
13 511%  62%  401%  3.0%  13%  1.4%  31%  48.9%
14 765%  49%  168% 2%  1.6%  10%  20%  235%
15 362%  97%  472%  60%  34%  32%  39%  63.8%
16 31.4%  89%  51.6%  54%  3.0%  43%  47%  68.6%
17 86.6%  96%  342%  62%  50%  42%  38%  53.4%
18 309%  74%  550%  40%  25%  32%  43%  691%
19 37.2% 4.9% 543%  2.1% 14%  15%  35%  62.8%
20 263%  62%  597%  33%  26%  39%  42% 737%
21 255%  42%  59.6%  20%  17%  75%  38% 745%
22 183%  655%  160%  622%  08%  08%  18% 817%
23 462%  67%  M14%  33%  28%  25%  37%  53.8%
24 58.1%  4.9%  347%  1.6%  10%  17%  30%  41.9%
25 345%  42%  58.0%  1.8%  07%  1.8%  32%  65.5%
26 525%  84%  33.6%  5.1%  32%  28%  29%  47.5%
27 463%  31%  A75%  08%  19%  07%  27%  53.7%
28 50.7% 35%  442%  07%  09%  07%  2.8%  49.3%
29 55.1%  5.4%  380%  21%  10%  07%  31% 449%
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Adult Non-Hispanic

Al Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Bstan Oither Total
30 37.8%  37.5%  235%  345%  13%  0.6%  23%  622%
31 78.0% 2.8% 184%  0.6%  0.9%  06%  15% 22.0%
32 60.6%  3.1%  342% 0%  15%  06%  24%  39.4%
33 32.4%  105%  55.3%  7.2%  1.0%  1.1%  34%  67.6%
34 25.1% 38%  61.8%  09%  47%  22%  54%  749%
35 473%  A7%  468%  1.2%  09% 09%  30% 52.7%
36 633%  A5%  314%  09%  1.4%  0.6% 22% 36.7%
37 48.9%  40%  429%  08%  21%  23%  30% 51.1%
38 67.7%  3.6%  267%  07%  1.5%  14%  21% 32.3%
39 357%  46%  573%  13%  08%  09%  40%  64.3%
40 37.6%  63%  514%  29%  2.5%  1.8%  41%  62.4%
a1 556%  34%  357% 0%  44%  1.1%  25%  44.4%
42 452%  3.5%  485%  08%  15%  1.0%  30% 54.8%

NM Total 44.3% 11.5% 40.5% 8.4% 1.9% 1.8% 3.1% 55.7%

Diverview of Majority Minority Districts

Majority Minority Districts (VAP) In This Plan
Adult Hispanic Districts. 15
Adult Native American Districts 3
Adult Majority Minarity Districts (Al other Non-White) 12

Incumbent Pairings

Pairings Instances Districts Paired
# Districts paired D-D 1 10 and 13
# Districts paired R-R 3 29730, 33/34, 41742
# Districts paired DR 0 g
YRA Compliance

Based on public input the Committee's recommended plans respect the Voting Rights Act without
resorting to the use of race as & predominant factor. For Native Americans the focus is on the
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Northwest corner of the State. For State Senate Native American VRA districts based on public
input and prior court decisions are SD3, SD4 and SD22. The target threshold for these districts s &
non-Hispanic Native American Voting Age Population (NHNAVAP) greater than 60%. In addition,
SD30 with a NHNAVAP of 34.5% is considered an influence district because although Native
Americans may not be able to elect a candidate of their choice in this district, they can play a
substantial and perhaps decisive role in the election of a candidate in this district. See Georgia v.
Ashereft, 539 U5 4817, 482 (2003). Judge Hall in Egolfv. Duran B-101-CV-2011-02942 approved
Senate Districts 3, 4 and 22 as VRA districts with the NAVAPR more than 66%. Senate District 3 was
75.7%, SD 4 was 68.3%, and SD22 was 66.4%. See Findings of Fact, 33-45, 49, Conclusions 33, 36,
This map, Concept A-1 has SD 3 at 71.9%, S0 4 at 60.5% and SD 22 at 68.1%.

Judge Hall in Egolfv. Duren D-101-CV-2011-02942 approved seventeen Senate Districts with a
Hispanic VAP over 50%. See Finding of Fact 54, Far Hispanics the VRA districts based on public
input are SD32 and S041 with a target threshold greater than equal to 55%. The HVAP is 60.7%
and 55.4% respectivaly. In 2011 the HVAP for these districts were 55% and 51.5% respectively.

Partisan Falrness

This plan was within the expected ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics used by Professor
Cottrell except the mean-median metric. See further analysis infra.  [n addition, the Princeton
Gerrymandering Project gave this plan an A for partisan fairness, See

https://gerrymander. princeton.edu.

Description of Map Objectives and Development based on public nput

v This map is based on Senate map concept C,

« Chaparral/Anthony district does notinclude Sunland Park, and Chaparral is not split.
Sunland Park district goes into Las Cruces.

»  Los Alamos County split {status quo) with Los Alamos with Rio Arriba {SD 5) and White Rock
with Narthern Santa Fe Courty in Taos District {SD &},

» This Los Alamos split allows S0 7 and 5D 8 (NE NM) to maintain a more status quo
orientation, as compared ta Concept B that was considered by the Committee.

« Eddy County has a district that stays within the county’s boundaries.

+  Maintains two majority Hispanic districts: Hobbs-based (55.4%) and Roswell-based
(60.7%). Artesia and Hobbs are split. Carlsbad is whole.

«  Two Wastside Albugquerque districts take on a north/south configuration,
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EVALUATIONS OF PARTISAN FAIRNESS OF CRUS SENATE
PLANS

The results for the concept maps for state Sertate are plotted in Figure 3. Again, the concept maps
tend to fall within expected ranges on gach of the metrics. They produce similar numbers of
Democratic seats and competitive seats. They are also more compact than all the ensemble plans.
The only outcome in the shaded region is Senate plan C on the mean-median score. Accarding to
that measure, it has an unusually strong Demaocratic bias. However, itis well within the expected
range for other measures, producing a similar number of Democratic seats as the ensemble plans.

Figure 3
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{Dr. Cottrell’s ensemble analysis of the Committee’s adopted Senate district plans)
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STATE HOUSE DISTRICT PLANS



EXHIBIT 18

House Concept E-1 (Acequias Modification of Concept E,
1D: pB656 in Districtr).

RRRRRRRRRR AR SLCOSERK

To view the map in full detail, see previous district boundaries, county boundaries, demographic
data, and other data please click or search the following link: httpsd/{distristeorn/plan/I 3817
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Houss Concept B-1 (Modified by NM Acequia Association)
Adoption

The following Committes members voted to adopt this map: Hon. Lisa Curtis, Robert Rhatigan,
Joaquin Sanchez, Hon, Michael Sanchez, and Justice Edward Chavez. The following member(s)
voted against the adoption of this map: Ryan Cangiolosi, and Christopher Saucedo.

Population and Devistions

ideal Population Per District 30,250
Dristrict Populations Deviation

1 28,336 1,914 -6.3%
2 28,368 -1,882 -6.2%
3 28,323 1,927 ~6.4%
4 28,414 1,836 6. 1%
5 28,339 1,911 -6.3%
6 28,254 1,994 -6.6%
7 29,884 366 -1.2%
8 29,879 371 1.2%
Kl 28,293 21,957 -6.5%
10 30,784 534 1.8%
11 30,889 639 2.1%
12 30,913 663 2.2%
13 31,134 884 2.9%
14 29,568 -582 -2.3%
15 31,025 775 2.6%
16 30,663 413 1.4%
17 30,908 658 2.2%
18 31,064 B14 2.7%
19 30,681 437 1.4%
20 30,929 679 22%
21 30,064 -186 -0.6%
22 30,777 827 1.7%

23 30,538 288 1.0%
24 30,954 704 2.3%
25 29.5618 ~632 2.1%
26 31,095 845 2.8%
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District
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61

EXHIBIT 18
Populations
30,863
31,014
30,902
31,218
30,286
30,541
30,955
30,343
30,440
30,547
29,783
30,164
29,677
30,534
30,835
29,307
29,547
30,924
29,916
30,811
29,895
30,197
29,367
30,228
31,056
30,162
31,043
30,532
30,586
31,101
30,541
29,755
30,586
30,785
30,783

613
764
652
968
36
291
705
93
190
297
-467
-86
-573
284
585
-943
-703
674
-334
561
-355

-883
-22
806

793
282
336
851

291

-495
336
535
533

Deviation

2.0%
2.5%
2.2%
3.2%
0.1%
1.0%
2.3%
0.3%
0.6%
1.0%
-1.5%
-0.3%
-1.9%
0.9%
1.9%
-3.1%
-2.3%
2.2%
-1.1%
1.9%
-1.2%
-0.2%
-2.9%
-0.1%
2.7%
-0.3%
2.6%
0.9%
1.1%
2.8%
1.0%
-1.6%
1.1%
1.8%
1.8%



EXHIBIT 18

District Populations : Deviation
62 31,011 761 25%
63 30,617 347 1.2%
64 31,054 804 2.7%
65 389,264 -986 -3.3%
66 30,832 582 1.9%
&7 31,028 778 2.6%
48 30,880 630 21%
69 28,309 1,941 -6.4%
70 29,607 543 2.1%
NM Total: 2,117,522
Dverall Plan Evaluation Compactness®
Heuse Concept E<1 Overall Mean Cﬁif::;:; Mean
Total Deviation ¢.8% Reoch 0.47
Largest Positive Deviation 3.2% Palsby-Popper 0.34
Largest Negative Deviation -6.6%
Maar Deviation +7/- 2.3%
Median Deviation 1.0%
Assigned Population 2,117,522
Linassigned Papulation 0

*By comparison the 2011 Court gpproved maps had the fallowing compactness scores: Reock
0.39.7 Polsby-Popper 0.31.9

Split Countles, Split Citles, and Contiguity

House Concept E-1 splits 10 cities with a greater-than-ideal population, and 24 cities with a less-
than-ideal population, and 24 Countigs. House Concept E-1 has no contiguity issues.

ﬁﬁm@g?’aghgﬁg Adult NonHispanic
Aduls Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Aoy  White Anerican Black Asian Other Total
| 19.5% 23.0% R5.2% 19.2% 0.6% 1.0% &43% B80.1%
2 23.0% 31.7% 43.6% 27.8% 0.9% 1.0% 3.7% 77.0%
3 25.8% 1&.65% 56.4% 13.4% 0.3% £3.5% 3.6% 14.2%
4 4 9% BO.7% 14.3% 77.8% 2.2% £.6% 2.3% 25.15%
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EXHIBIT 18

Adult Non-Hispanic

Adult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American ___ Black Asian Other Total
5 8.9% 81.7% 8.5% 78.9% 0.5% 1.5% 1.8% 91.1%
6 15.8% 63.3% 20.9% 60.4% 0.5% 0.6% 1.7% 84.2%
7 64.8% 4.9% 29.9% 1.6% 0.7% 0.3% 2.7% 35.2%
8 52.6% 6.1% 39.7% 2.8% 1.3% 0.6% 2.9% 47.4%
9 18.3% 70.9% 10.4% 66.3% 0.8% 1.8% 2.3% 81.7%
10 69.4% 4.4% 22.9% 1.6% 2.8% 0.9% 2.5% 30.6%
11 50.8% 9.4% 36.7% 5.4% 2.2% 1.3% 3.5% 49.2%
12 83.3% 4.5% 11.9% 1.7% 1.1% 0.5% 1.5% 16.7%
13 77.3% 6.6% 12.9% 3.5% 2.9% 1.5% 1.9% 22.7%
14 70.4% 6.6% 20.7% 2.9% 2.5% 0.9% 2.6% 29.6%
15 49.4% 6.7% 40.4% 3.5% 1.6% 2.0% 3.1% 50.6%
16 58.4% 7.1% 30.3% 3.9% 2.8% 1.9% 2.7% 41.6%
17 39.3% 9.0% 44.0% 5.8% 3.5% 3.7% 3.7% 60.7%
18 30.2% 8.7% 52.2% 5.0% 3.0% 4.9% 4.7% 69.8%
19 48.5% 11.7% 32.4% 7.8% 5.2% 2.3% 3.7% 51.5%
20 30.3% 6.8% 52.8% 3.9% 3.5% 5.5% 3.9% 69.7%
21 42.4% 8.1% 40.9% 4.8% 3.6% 4.3% 41% 57.6%
22 26.7% 4.1% 66.7% 1.1% 0.6% 0.9% 3.9% 73.3%
23 32.8% 5.8% 57.9% 2.6% 1.6% 1.6% 3.6% 67.2%
24 33.3% 7.3% 53.1% 3.8% 2.7% 3.0% 4.1% 66.7%
25 38.5% 9.3% 461% 5.3% 2.9% 3.0% 4.1% 61.5%
26 68.5% 8.3% 18.9% 5.0% 3.4% 1.9% 2.3% 31.5%
27 26.2% 5.4% 61.0% 3.0% 1.7% 4.3% 3.7% 73.8%
28 26.2% 5.9% 60.9% 2.8% 2.3% 3.5% 4.4% 73.8%
29 46.4% 6.7% 41.7% 3.5% 2.6% 2.2% 3.5% 53.6%
30 30.9% 9.3% 52.5% 5.9% 3.3% 3.4% 4.0% 69.1%
31 20.5% 2.8% 63.2% 0.9% 1.4% 10.0% 4.0% 79.5%
32 61.9% 3.0% 34.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 2.2% 38.1%
33 53.4% 4.4% 38.1% 1.1% 2.4% 2.0% 2.9% 456.6%
34 85.0% 2.6% 13.1% 0.2% 0.4% 0.3% 1.1% 15.0%
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EXHIBIT 18

Adult Non-Hispanic

Adult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Other Total
35 63.5% 4.9% 30.9% 1.0% 1.6% 0.7% 2.3% 36.5%
36 57.5% 4.0% 37.3% 0.6% 1.3% 0.9% 2.4% 42.5%
37 50.4% 4.0% 41.3% 0.8% 2.5% 2.3% 2.8% 49.6%
38 54.3% 51% 38.7% 1.7% 0.9% 1.4% 3.0% 45.7%
39 44.1% 41% 50.3% 0.9% 1.0% 0.7% 3.1% 55.9%
40 66.3% 4.8% 29.1% 1.7% 0.4% 0.5% 2.1% 33.7%
41 62.2% 12.7% 25.2% 9.2% 0.5% 0.6% 2.2% 37.8%
42 47.9% 92.1% 42.3% 5.7% 0.4% 0.6% 3.2% 52.1%
43 33.6% 3.6% 56.5% 1.1% 0.7% 4.5% 3.6% 66.4%
44 34.2% 5.9% 55.1% 2.7% 2.0% 2.1% 3.8% 65.8%
45 57.3% 4.9% 35.4% 1.7% 1.0% 2.1% 2.6% 42.7%
46 44.6% 9.3% 45.0% 6.0% 0.6% 1.0% 2.9% 55.4%
47 24.7% 3.6% 67.6% 1.0% 0.7% 2.3% 3.7% 75.3%
48 54.8% 4.9% 37.6% 1.7% 1.1% 1.5% 3.3% 45.2%
49 41.9% 5.2% 51.4% 1.7% 0.9% 0.6% 3.4% 58.1%
50 24.3% 4.0% 68.6% 1.2% 1.0% 0.8% 4.1% 75.7%
51 28.8% 3.9% 57.3% 0.9% 5.4% 2.5% 5.1% 71.2%
52 71.7% 2.7% 24.4% 0.4% 0.8% 1.1% 1.6% 28.3%
53 64.5% 31% 29.2% 0.8% 1.7% 1.5% 2.3% 35.5%
54 37.3% 4.0% 52.8% 1.1% 2.6% 1.4% 4.7% 62.7%
55 41.4% 3.2% 52.5% 0.7% 1.0% 1.1% 3.2% 58.6%
56 23.5% 14.5% 61.3% 10.8% 0.4% 0.5% 3.5% 76.5%
57 41.3% 7.2% 46.1% 3.8% 3.2% 1.9% 3.8% 58.7%
58 66.0% 2.8% 29.4% 0.6% 1.8% 0.4% 1.9% 34.0%
59 42.3% 3.5% 50.6% 0.8% 1.7% 1.7% 2.9% 57.7%
60 42.1% 6.3% 46.2% 2.9% 2.4% 2.4% 4.0% 57.9%
61 70.1% 2.7% 22.4% 0.6% 4.6% 0.6% 1.7% 29.9%
62 44.0% 3.4% 46.9% 1.0% 3.7% 1.6% 2.8% 56.0%
63 58.9% 3.2% 32.4% 0.7% 4.6% 0.8% 2.6% 41.1%
64 29.0% 3.1% 61.1% 0.7% 3.3% 1.8% 4.1% 71.0%
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EXHIBIT 18

Adelt Mon-Hispanic
Adult Adult HA Native
District Hispanic Any White Amercan Blagk Astan _Othar Total
55 25.6% &7.9% B.A4% &3.9% 0.3% 1.4% 1.4% 74.4%
&6 51.9% 3.6% 42.1% 0.9% 1.9% {.5% $7% 48.1%
&7 38.0% 3.9% 53.9% 0.7% 2. 8% 1.0% 3.6% 62.0%
&8 44.5% 7.1% 42.3% 3.7% 3% 2.6% 3.8% 55.5%
&9 20.5% &5.4% 13.2% b2.4% {1.8% 8. 7% 2.3% 7%
70 &£8.5% 4. 1% 26.4% 1.2% 1.0% 0.5% 2.4%. 31.8%

NI Total 44.3% 8.0% 40.5% 8.4% 1.9% 1.8% 31% 55.7%

Cverview of Majority Minority Districts

Majority Minority Districts (VAR in This Plan

Adult Hispanic Districts 27

Achult Native American Districts &

Adult Majority Minority Districts (8l other Non-White) 13
incumbent Pairings

Paitings instances Districts Paired
# Districts paired D-D G 0

# Districts paired B-R 2 38749, 59/66
# Districts paired DR 2 23444, 15/31

YRA Compliance

The Committee’s recommaended plans respect the Voting Rights Act withaut resorting to the use of
race as a predominant factor. For Native Americans the focus is on the Northwest corner of the
State with House Districts, 4, 5, &, 9, 65 and 49 being considerad VRA districts based on public
input and past court decisions, The target threshold is a NHNAVAP greater than 60% for HD4,
HDS, HD4, HD?, HDAS and HDSY to give the Native Arerican population a reasonable
opportunity to elect a representative of their choice, The NHNAVAPs for these districts are
77.8%,78.9%, 60.4%, 64.3%, 63.9% and 62.4%, respectively. In 2011 the NHNAVAP for these
districts were 70.2%, 73.8%, 63.0%, 66.3%, 63.7%, and 62.1%, respectively.

For Hispanics the House VRA Districts based on public input and R&P Ecological Inference tests
are House Districts 53, 58, 61 and 63 in the southeastern New Mexico region. The target threshold
for these districts was zet at equal to or greater than 60%. House District 83 has a HVAP of 64.5%,
HI 58 has o HVAP of 64.0%, HD &1 has a HVAF of 70.1% and HDE3 hag a HVYAP of 58.9%. 1n 2011
the HVAPs were 55.1%, 62.2%, 57.6% and 57.0%, respectively.
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EXHIBIT 18

Partisan Falrmess

This plan was within all the expected ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics used by Professor
Cottrell. Seefurther analysis infra. In addition, the Princeton Gerrymandering Project gave this
plan an A for partisan fairness. See hitps//gerrymanderprincsion.edy.

Description of Map Objectives and Development

This map is based on version of house map concept E, that was modified by the NM
Acecuia Association.

House District 70 is adjusted by keegping the east side of San Miguel County in District 70
{including the area of Las Vegas east of Grand Avenue).

Returns some precincts in the Raton area to the nartheastern/eastern House district,

To offset that loss of population, this map picks up one precinet in Taos and puts three San
Miguel precincts {(which are currently in District 40) back into the district: Montezuraa,
Sapello, and Rociada.

By restoring some precincts that are currently in District 40 and District 70, this map better
retaing the status quo while adjusting the districts to account for population loss in the ares.
This is accomplished with modest adjustments to precincts in neighboring districts on the
west side of the district {Rio Arriba, Taos] and southern boundary {San Miguel),

Chair, Justice Edward Chévez re-warked this map 1o include feedback from the New Mexico
Acequis Association.

They expressed the concern that Concept E changes the character of district 40 by adding a
substantial population center fram the northeastern plains to District 40. Doing so dilutes
the influence of aceguia/rural/mountain communities in District 40, The modification alsa
avoids splitting the City of Las Vegas at Grand Avenue and putiing the east side of Grand
Avenue into the district dominated by Clovis. The madification keeps a substantial part of a
small-town population in Las Vegas, thereby avoiding the weakening of District 70.



EXHIBIT 18

House Concept 141
{Integrating Pueblo Consensus with CRC member request)

To view full detail, see previous district boundaries, county Qundaries, demographic
data, and other data please click or search the following link: hitps//distritir.org/elan/67 300
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EXHIBIT 18
House Concept +1 (Concept D integrating Pusblo Consensus NW region with
LRE member reguest)
Adoption
The following Committee members voted to adopt this map: Hon. Lisa Curtis, Robert Rhatigan,

Joaquin Sanchez, Hon. Michael Sanchez, and Justice Edward Chaves, The following member(s)
voted against the adoeption of this map: Ryan Cangiclosi, and Christopher Saucedo.

Population and Deviations

Ideal Population Per District 30,250
District Populations Deviation
1 28,261 -1,989 -6.6%
2 28,128 212 -7.0%
3 28,323 -1,927 -5.4%
4 28,168 -2.082 -6.9%
5 28,393 -1,857 -5.1%
6 28,889 -1,36% -4£.5%
7 1,110 860 2.8%
8 30,331 81 0.3%
? 28,182 2,068 -6.8%
10 31,080 830 2.7%
11 31,137 887 2.9%
12 30,9200 4650 2.1%
13 30,205 -45 0.1%
14 30,71 4561 1.5%
15 30,971 721 2.4%
16 29,264 984 -3.3%
17 30,356 106 0.4%
18 30,717 467 1.5%
19 31,075 825 2.7%
20 30,947 17 2.4%
21 30,882 632 2.1%
22 20,619 369 1.2%
23 30,335 85 0.3%
24 31,066 8la 2.7%
25 31,032 782 2.6%
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District
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

EXHIBIT 18

Populations
30,799
30,951
31,015
29,873
30,625
31,151
30,368
30,991
31,001
30,714
30,908
30,978
31,004
31,001
29,130
30,862
30,879
31,162
30,329
30,777
30,783
31,115
30,908
29,308
30,260
30,664
30,701
30,783
30,713
31,050
30,972
31,127
30,415
29,743
31,105

549
701
765
-377
375
901
118
741
751
464
658
728
754
751

-1,120

612
629
912
79
527
533
865
658
942
10
414
451
533
463
800
722
877
165
-507
855

Deviation

1.8%
2.3%
2.5%
-1.2%
1.2%
3.0%
0.4%
2.4%
2.5%
1.5%
2.2%
2.4%
2.5%
2.5%
-3.7%
2.0%
2.1%
3.0%
0.3%
1.7%
1.8%
2.9%
2.2%
-3.1%
0.0%
1.4%
1.5%
1.8%
1.5%
2.6%
2.4%
2.9%
0.5%
-1.7%
2.8%



EXHIBIT 18

District Populations Daviation
61 28,907 -1,343 -4 A%
62 30,277 27 D.1%
63 29,701 -54%9 -1.8%
&4 29,241 1,009 -3.3%
65 28,458 1,792 -5.9%
&b 29,076 1,174 -3.9%
&7 28,925 -1,325 -4.4%
68 29,06% -1,181 -3.9%
&9 29211 -1,039 -3.4%
70 29,380 -870 -2.9%
NM Total: 2,117,822
Orverall Plan Evaluation LCompaciness™
House Concept 11 Overall Mean Ch::x?::‘:ﬁ:; Mean
Total Deviation 10.0% Reock 0.41
Largest Positive Deviation 3.0% Polsby-Popper 0.3%5
Largest Negative Deviation -7.0%
Maan Deviation +/+ 2.6%
Median Deviation 1.5%
Assigned Population 2,117,522
Unassigned Population 4

*By comparison the 2011 Court approved maps had the following cormpactness scores: Reock

0.39.7 Polsby-Popper 0.31.9

Split Counties, Split Citles, and Contiguity

House Concept I-1 splits 10 cities with a greaterthan-ideal population, and 24 cities with a less-
than-ideal population, and 24 Counties. House Concept 11 has no comtiguity issues.

Demuographics
Adualt Aduit NA Native
Eristrict Hispanic Any White Amarican Black Agian Other Total
i 189%  19.6%  59.6%  155%  05%  1.1%  43%  81.1%
2 21.7% 35.5% 41.8% 31.5% 0.7% 0.7% 3.7% 78.3%




EXHIBIT 18

Adult Non-Hispanic

Adult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Other Total
3 25.8% 16.6% 56.4% 13.4% 0.3% 0.5% 3.6% 74.2%
4 7.5% 79.6% 12.1% 76.9% 0.6% 0.9% 20%  92.5%
5 13.4% 73.9% 11.5% 70.4% 0.7% 1.8% 2.3%  86.6%
6 16.2% 65.0% 18.7% 62.1% 0.6% 0.8% 1.7%  83.8%
7 58.1% 4.7% 36.0% 1.6% 1.0% 0.4% 29%  41.9%
8 53.0% 5.9% 39.3% 2.8% 1.3% 0.7% 28%  47.0%
9 13.5% 79.3% 7.3% 75.5% 0.6% 1.3% 1.8%  86.5%
10 74.3% 4.4% 20.0% 1.7% 1.5% 0.6% 20%  25.7%
11 52.8% 7.3% 37.5% 3.4% 1.7% 1.1% 3.6%  47.2%
12 84.4% 4.9% 10.4% 2.0% 1.4% 0.6% 1.2%  15.6%
13 76.8% 6.9% 13.3% 3.6% 2.9% 1.4% 2.0%  23.2%
14 63.3% 8.4% 23.9% 4.6% 3.3% 1.8% 3.0% 36.7%
15 47.4% 5.8% 43.1% 2.7% 1.2% 2.4% 3.1%  52.6%
16 53.5% 7.7% 32.6% 4.7% 3.7% 2.8% 2.7%  46.5%
17 41.7% 8.3% 43.8% 5.0% 2.9% 3.0% 3.5% 58.3%
18 28.8% 7.7% 54.4% 4.0% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 71.2%
19 48.9% 11.8% 31.9% 7.8% 5.1% 2.5% 3.7%  51.1%
20 29.7% 7.7% 53.5% 4.7% 3.6% 4.4% 41% 70.3%
21 42.8% 7.4% 40.4% 4.1% 3.5% 5.2% 3.9%  57.2%
22 28.5% 4.9% 63.9% 1.5% 0.9% 1.0% 43% 71.5%
23 35.4% 6.3% 53.8% 3.0% 2.0% 1.9% 3.9%  64.6%
24 33.1% 7.4% 53.1% 3.9% 2.9% 2.9% 4.1%  66.9%
25 40.1% 10.7% 43.2% 6.8% 3.1% 2.9% 40% 59.9%
26 76.6% 7.2% 13.6% 4.1% 2.6% 1.3% 1.9%  23.4%
27 28.6% 5.3% 58.6% 2.8% 2.0% 4.5% 3.6% 71.4%
28 26.9% 6.0% 60.2% 2.7% 2.1% 3.7% 45% 73.1%
29 47.2% 6.7% 40.7% 3.3% 2.8% 2.3% 3.7%  52.8%
30 29.3% 9.7% 53.6% 6.3% 3.3% 3.5% 41% 70.7%
31 18.5% 3.0% 65.9% 1.2% 1.4% 9.1% 39% 81.5%
32 58.2% 3.1% 37.4% 0.5% 0.8% 0.6% 24% 41.8%
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EXHIBIT 18

Adult Non-Hispanic

Adult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Other Total
33 58.2% 3.8% 36.1% 0.9% 1.5% 1.1% 22%  41.8%
34 87.5% 2.6% 10.7% 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.9% 12.5%
35 62.9% 5.2% 28.5% 1.3% 2.7% 1.7% 28% 37.1%
36 59.7% 4.1% 34.8% 0.7% 1.5% 0.9% 24%  40.3%
37 51.4% 4.1% 40.4% 0.8% 2.3% 2.2% 3.0% 48.6%
38 46.9% 4.1% 48.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 2.6%  53.1%
39 41.0% 4.1% 53.2% 1.0% 0.9% 0.6% 3.2%  59.0%
40 67.8% 4.8% 27.8% 1.5% 0.4% 0.4% 20% 32.2%
41 65.8% 13.5% 21.3% 9.8% 0.5% 0.6% 20% 34.2%
42 43.1% 8.1% 47.5% 5.0% 0.4% 0.7% 3.3% 56.9%
43 33.6% 4.0% 56.2% 1.4% 0.9% 4.2% 3.7%  66.4%
44 31.5% 6.3% 57.3% 3.1% 2.1% 2.3% 3.8% 68.5%
45 56.4% 4.8% 36.1% 1.7% 0.9% 2.0% 2.9%  43.6%
46 53.6% 8.1% 37.7% 4.8% 0.5% 1.0% 24%  46.4%
47 26.3% 5.0% 64.6% 2.4% 0.8% 2.1% 38% 73.7%
48 50.0% 4.6% 42.7% 1.5% 1.1% 1.6% 3.2%  50.0%
49 55.2% 6.1% 37.2% 2.4% 0.7% 1.3% 32% 44.8%
50 19.4% 3.8% 73.9% 1.0% 0.7% 0.9% 42%  80.6%
31 26.9% 3.8% 60.5% 0.9% 4.6% 2.1% 50% 73.1%
52 52.3% 3.6% 40.4% 0.7% 1.7% 2.0% 28%  47.7%
33 73.8% 2.7% 21.6% 0.8% 1.3% 0.7% 1.8% 262%
54 50.5% 3.4% 43.9% 0.8% 1.1% 0.6% 31%  49.5%
55 41.7% 3.6% 51.2% 0.9% 1.7% 1.3% 31%  58.3%
56 25.5% 15.4% 54.8% 11.5% 2.3% 1.3% 4.6%  74.5%
57 42.4% 7.0% 45.4% 3.5% 3.0% 1.8% 3.9% 57.6%
58 66.1% 3.0% 28.8% 0.6% 2.0% 0.4% 2.0%  33.9%
59 35.5% 3.5% 58.3% 0.8% 1.1% 1.1% 3.2%  64.5%
60 38.6% 6.1% 49.7% 2.9% 2.6% 2.4% 3.8% 61.4%
61 66.6% 2.8% 25.7% 0.7% 4.6% 0.4% 21%  33.4%
62 44.1% 3.4% 46.8% 1.0% 3.8% 1.6% 28%  55.9%
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Adult Non-Hispanic
Aduit Aduit NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Other Total
83 £0.9%  3.0%  319%  04%  33% 07%  2.6% 39.1%
64 29.6% 3.1%  601%  0.8%  35%  1.8%  42%  70.4%
65 262%  671%  85%  632%  03%  04%  13%  73.8%
66 51.3%  3.0%  43.6%  0.6%  14%  11%  21%  48.7%
67 353%  37%  549%  07%  42%  12%  37%  64.7%
68 43.4% 74%  433%  3.8%  3.1%  25%  39%  56.4%
&9 20.6%  651%  13.6%  622%  07%  06%  23%  79.4%
70 68.9%  3.8%  263%  1.0%  1.1%  05%  23% 31.1%

NMTotal 44.3% 8.0% 40.5% 8.4% 1.9% 1.8% 3.1% 55.7%

Overview of Majority Minority Districts

Majority Minority Districts (VAP) in This Plan
Adult Hispanic Districts 28
Adult Native American Districts &
Adult Majority Minority Districts {All other Non-White) 14

Incumbent Pairings

Pairings Instances Districts Paired

# Districts paired §-D 0 0

# Districts paired R-R 2 142, 61766

# Districts paired D-R 2 15731, 23/44
YRA Complisnse

The Committee’s recommended plans respect the Voting Rights Act without resorting to the use of
race as a predominant factor. For Mative Americans the focus is on the Northwest corner of the
State with House Districts, 4, 5, 6, 9, 65 and 6% being considered VRA districts based an public
input and past court decisions. The target threshold is & NHNAVAP greater than 60% for HD4,
HDS, HD6, HDY, HD6S and HDE? to give the Native American population a reasonable
opportunity to elect a representative of their choice. The NHNAVAPs for these districts are
76.9%,70.4%, 62.1%, 75.5%, 63.2% and 62.2%, respectively. In 2011 the NHNAVAP for these
districts were 70.2%, 73.8%, 63.0%, 46.3%, 63.7%, and 62.1%, respectively.

For Hispanics the House VRA Districts based on public input and R&P Ecological Inference tests
are House Districts 53, 58, 61 and 63 in the southeastern New Mexico region. The target threshoid
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for these districts was set at equal to or greater than 60%. House District 53 has a HVAP of 73.8%,
HD 58 has a HVAP of 66,1%, HD &1 has a HVAF of $6.6% and HD63 has a HVAP of 60.9%. 102011
the HVAPs were 55.1%, 62.2%, 57.6% and 57.0%, respectively.

Partisan Falrness

This plan was within all the expected ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics used by Professor
Cottrell. See further analysis infra. In addition, the Princeton Gerrymandering Project gave this

Description of Map Objectives and Development based on public input

« Based on concept |, with the added goals of integrating the Pueblo consensus map and
CRC member request to unpair HD 21 and 24.

« Status quo orfented plan with fixes to account for population shifts in the current map and
other impravements.

« Creates & strong Native American districts (62.1% or higher).

« HD40and HD 70 are maintained with HD 40 continuing to cross over the Sangre de
Christos into Rio Arriba County.

«  Westside Albuquerque districts maove northward to absork the excess population,
« Maintains the Ria Grande as a hard boundary north of |-44.

»  Keeps Edgewood together,

« Silver City unified into one district,

« Chaparral is not split and is included in a district with Anthony.

»  More Hispanic neighborhoods (communities of interest) are included in the Roswell and
Hobbs minority districts.
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House Concept J
{integrating Navajo Nation NW Quadrant Districts

To view the map in full detail, see previous district

ic
data, and other data please click or search the following link: https://districtr.org/plandé43ss
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EXHIBIT 18
House Concept J {integrating Navajo Nation NW Guadrant)
Adoption
The following Committee members voted to adopt this map: Hon. Lisa Curtis, Robert Rhatigan,

Hon. Michasgl Sanchez, and Justice Edward Chavez. The following membaer(s} voted against the
adaption of this map: Ryan Cangiolesi, Joaguin Sanchez, and Christopher Saucedo.

Population and Deviations

ideal Population Per District 30,250
District Populations Deviation
1 28,261 1,789 -6.6%
2 28,138 2,112 -7.0%
3 28,323 1,927 -6 4%
4 28,168 ~2,082 -6.9%
5 28,354 -1,896 -6.3%
& 28,243 -2,007 -6.6%
7 31,110 8&0 2.8%
& 30,331 81 0.3%
9 28,205 -2,045 -6.8%
10 31,080 830 2.7%
11 31,137 887 2.9%
12 20,900 650 2.1%
13 260,205 -45 -0.1%
14 30,711 461 1.5%
15 30,971 721 2.4%
16 29,264 | 986 3.3%
17 30,354 , 106 0.4%
18 30,717 467 e esooos st ooeeeeoooisss 1.5%
19 31,075 825 2.7%
20 30,967 717 24%
21 30,829 579 1.9%
22 30,619 369 1.2%
23 30,335 ‘ 85 0.3%
24 31,119 869 2.9%
25 31,032 782 2.6%
26& 30,799 549 1.8%
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District Populations Deviation
27 30,951 701 2.3%
28 31,015 765 2.5%
29 29,873 -377 -1.2%
30 30,625 375 1.2%
31 31,151 901 3.0%
32 30,368 118 0.4%
33 30,991 741 2.4%
34 31,001 751 2.5%
35 30,714 464 1.5%
36 30,908 658 2.2%
37 30,978 728 2.4%
38 31,004 754 2.5%
39 31,001 751 2.5%
40 29,130 -1,120 -3.7%
41 30,460 210 0.7%
42 30,879 629 2.1%
43 31,162 912 3.0%
44 30,329 79 0.3%
45 30,777 527 1.7%
46 30,783 533 1.8%
47 31,115 865 2.9%
48 30,908 658 2.2%
49 30,766 516 1.7%
50 30,981 731 2.4%
51 30,664 414 1.4%
52 30,701 451 1.5%
53 30,783 533 1.8%
54 30,713 463 1.5%
55 31,050 800 2.6%
56 30,972 722 2.4%
57 31,127 877 2.9%
58 30,415 165 0.5%
59 29,743 -507 -1.7%
60 31,105 855 2.8%
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District Populations Deviation District
61 28,907 -1,343 -4,4%
62 30,277 27 0.1%
63 29,701 -549 -1.8%
&4 29,241 -1.009 -3.3%
65 28,139 -2, 111 -7.0%
66 29,076 1,174 -3.9%
67 28,925 -1,325 -4.4%
68 29,069 -1,181 -3.9%
&9 28,415 -1,835 -6.1%
70 29,380 870 -2.9%
NM Total: 2,117,522 ideal: 30,250
Overall Plan Evaluation Compactnass®

House Concept J Dve’fgii Mean ;:;?:;;::5 Mean

Total Deviation 10.0% Reock 0.41

Largest Positive Deviation 3.0% Pelsby-Popper 0.35

Largest Negative Deviation 7.0%

Mezar Deviation +/- 2 7

Median Deviation 1.5%

Assigned Population 2,117,522

Unassigned Poputation {

*By comparison the 2011 Court approved maps had the fellowing compactness scores: Reock
0.39.7 Polsby-Popper 0.31.9

Split Countias, Split Citles, and Contiguily
House Concept J splits 25 cities with a greater-than-ideal population, and 24 cities with a less-than-
ideal population, and 24 Counties. House Concept J has no contiguity issuss.

Demographics
Adult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Oiher Total
1 18.9% 19.6% 5%.6% 15.5% G.5% 1.1% 4.3% ST.?%
2 21.7% 35.5% 41.8% 31.5% 0.7% 0.7% 3.7% 78.3%
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Adult Non-Hispanic

Adult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Other Total
3 25.8% 16.6% 56.4% 13.4% 0.3% 0.5% 3.6% 74.2%
4 7.5% 79.6% 12.1% 76.9% 0.6% 0.9% 2.0% 92.5%
5 10.9% 78.1% 10.0% 75.0% 0.6% 1.6% 2.0% 89.1%
6 16.1% 66.2% 17.7% 63.3% 0.6% 0.8% 1.6% 83.9%
7 58.1% 4.7% 36.0% 1.6% 1.0% 0.4% 2.9% 41.9%
8 53.0% 5.9% 39.3% 2.8% 1.3% 0.7% 2.8% 47.0%
9 16.1% 75.0% 8.8% 70.7% 0.7% 1.6% 2.1% 83.9%
10 74.3% 4.4% 20.0% 1.7% 1.5% 0.6% 2.0% 25.7%
1 52.8% 7.3% 37.5% 3.4% 1.7% 1.1% 3.6% 47.2%
12 84.4% 4.9% 10.4% 2.0% 1.4% 0.6% 1.2% 15.6%
13 76.8% 6.9% 13.3% 3.6% 2.9% 1.4% 2.0% 23.2%
14 63.3% 8.4% 23.9% 4.6% 3.3% 1.8% 3.0% 36.7%
15 47.4% 5.8% 43.1% 2.7% 1.2% 2.4% 3.1% 52.6%
16 53.5% 7.7% 32.6% 4.7% 3.7% 2.8% 2.7% 46.5%
17 41.7% 8.3% 43.8% 5.0% 2.9% 3.0% 3.5% 58.3%
18 28.8% 7.7% 54.4% 4.0% 3.6% 4.3% 5.0% 71.2%
19 48.9% 11.8% 31.9% 7.8% 5.1% 2.5% 3.7% 51.1%
20 29.7% 7.7% 53.5% 4.7% 3.6% 4.4% 4.1% 70.3%
21 42.6% 7.4% 40.7% 4.1% 3.5% 5.2% 3.9% 57.4%
22 28.5% 4.9% 63.9% 1.5% 0.9% 1.0% 4.3% 71.5%
23 35.4% 6.3% 53.8% 3.0% 2.0% 1.9% 3.9% 64.6%
24 33.3% 7.3% 52.8% 4.0% 2.9% 2.9% 4.1% 66.7%
25 40.1% 10.7% 43.2% 6.8% 3.1% 2.9% 4.0% 59.9%
26 76.6% 7.2% 13.6% 4.1% 2.6% 1.3% 1.9% 23.4%
27 28.6% 5.3% 58.6% 2.8% 2.0% 4.5% 3.6% 71.4%
28 26.9% 6.0% 60.2% 2.7% 2.1% 3.7% 4.5% 73.1%
29 47.2% 6.7% 40.7% 3.3% 2.8% 2.3% 3.7% 52.8%
30 29.3% 9.7% 53.6% 6.3% 3.3% 3.5% 4.1% 70.7%
31 18.5% 3.0% 65.9% 1.2% 1.4% 9.1% 3.9% 81.5%
32 58.2% 3.1% 37.4% 0.5% 0.8% 0.6% 2.4% 41.8%
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Adult Non-Hispanic

Adult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Other Total
33 58.2% 3.8% 36.1% 0.9% 1.5% 1.1% 2.2% 41.8%
34 87.5% 2.6% 10.7% 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.9% 12.5%
35 62.9% 52% 28.5% 1.3% 2.7% 1.7% 2.8% 37.1%
36 59.7% 4.1% 34.8% 0.7% 1.5% 0.9% 2.4% 40.3%
37 51.4% 4.1% 40.4% 0.8% 2.3% 2.2% 3.0% 48.6%
38 46.9% 4.1% 48.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 2.6% 53.1%
39 41.0% 4.1% 53.2% 1.0% 0.9% 0.6% 3.2% 59.0%
40 67.8% 4.8% 27.8% 1.5% 0.4% 0.4% 2.0% 32.2%
41 65.8% 13.5% 21.4% 9.7% 0.4% 0.6% 2.0% 34.2%
42 43.1% 8.1% 47.5% 5.0% 0.4% 0.7% 3.3% 56.9%
43 33.6% 4.0% 56.2% 1.4% 0.9% 4.2% 3.7% 66.4%
44 31.5% 6.3% 57.3% 3.1% 2.1% 2.3% 3.8% 68.5%
45 56.4% 4.8% 36.1% 1.7% 0.9% 2.0% 2.9% 43.6%
46 53.6% 8.1% 37.7% 4.8% 0.5% 1.0% 2.4% 46.4%
47 26.3% 5.0% 64.6% 2.4% 0.8% 2.1% 3.8% 73.7%
48 50.0% 4.6% 42.7% 1.5% 1.1% 1.6% 3.2% 50.0%
49 54.6% 6.0% 37.9% 2.3% 0.7% 1.2% 3.2% 45.4%
50 20.4% 3.9% 72.9% 1.0% 0.7% 0.8% 4.2% 79.6%
51 26.9% 3.8% 60.5% 0.9% 4.6% 2.1% 5.0% 73.1%
52 52.3% 3.6% 40.4% 0.7% 1.7% 2.0% 2.8% 47.7%
53 73.8% 2.7% 21.6% 0.8% 1.3% 0.7% 1.8% 26.2%
54 50.5% 3.4% 43.9% 0.8% 1.1% 0.6% 3.1% 49.5%
55 41.7% 3.6% 51.2% 0.9% 1.7% 1.3% 3.1% 58.3%
56 25.5% 15.4% 54.8% 11.5% 2.3% 1.3% 4.6% 74.5%
57 42.4% 7.0% 45.4% 3.5% 3.0% 1.8% 3.9% 57.6%
58 66.1% 3.0% 28.8% 0.6% 2.0% 0.4% 2.0% 33.9%
59 35.5% 3.5% 58.3% 0.8% 1.1% 1.1% 3.2% 64.5%
60 38.6% 6.1% 49.7% 2.9% 2.6% 2.4% 3.8% 61.4%
61 66.6% 2.8% 25.7% 0.7% 4.6% 0.4% 2.1% 33.4%
62 441% 3.4% 46.8% 1.0% 3.8% 1.6% 2.8% 55.9%
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Adult Non-Hispanic
Adult Adulbt BA Mative
District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Oither Tatal
&3 8(.9% 3.0% J1.9% 3.6% 3.3% 0.7% 2.5% 390%
64 29.6% 3I1% 60.1%  08%  35%  18%  A2%  70.4%
&5 25.8% 58.0% 8.0% H4.1% | 80.3% 8.4% 1.3% TA2%
64 51.3% 3.0% 43 4% 0.6% 1.4% 13% 2.1% | 48.7%
&7 35.3% 37% 54.9% 0.7% 4.2% 1.2% 37% 64.7%
58 43.4% 7.1% 43.3% 38% 3% 25%  39%  56.6%
&9 19.6% &67.2% 12.8% 64.1% 8.7% 3.6% 2.3% 80.4%
70 68.9% 3.8% 24.3% 1.0% 1.1% 0.5% 2.3% 311%
NM Total 44.3% 8.0% 40.5% 8.4% 1.9% 1.8% 3.1% 85.7%
Ovarview of Majority Minority Districts

Majority Minority Districts (VAP In This Plan

Adult Hispanic Districts 28

Adult Mative American Districts &

Adult Majority Minority Districts (All other Non-White} 14

Incumbent Pairings

Pairings Instances Districts Paired

# Districts paired D-D ] él ;.24

# Districts paired R-R 2 &14066, 142

# Districts patred D-R 2 23744, 15/31

VRA Compliange

The Committee’s recommended plans respect the Voting Rights Act without resorting ta the use of
race as a predominant factor, For Native Americans the focus is on the Northwest comer of the
State with House Districts, 4, 5, 6, 9, 65 and 67 being considered VRA districts based on public
input and past court decisions. Thetarget threshold is a NHMAVAP greater than 60% for HD4,
HDS5, HDS, HDY, HDAS and HD6Y to give the Native American population a reasonable

cpportunity to elect a representative of their choice. The NHMAVAPs for these districts are

76.9%,75.0%, 63.3%, 70.7%, 64.1% and 64.1%, respactively. In 2011 the NHNAVAP for these
districts were 70.2%, 73.8%, 63.0%, 66.3%, 63.7%, and 62.1%, respectively.
For Hispanics the House VRA Districts based on public input and R&P Ecological Inference tests

arz House Districts 53, 58, 61 and 63 in the southeastern New Mexico region. The target threshold
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for these districts was set at equal to or greater than 60%. House District 53 has a HVAP of 73.8%,
M 58 has a HVAP of $6.1%, HD A1 has a HVAP of 66.6% and HD63 has a HVAP of 60.9%, in 2011
the HVAPs were 55.1%, 62.2%, 57.6% and 57.0%, respectively.

Partisan Falmess

This plan was within all the expected ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics used by Professor
Cottrell. See further analysis infra.  In addition, the Princeton Gerrymandering Project gave this
elan an A for partisan faimess. See hitps://gerrymander.princaton.edu.

Description of Map Objectives and Development based on public input

« Based on Concept D with the added goal of integrating the Navajo Nation's proposed
districts in the NW quadrant,

»  Status quo oriented plan with fixes to account for population shifis in the current map and
otherimprovements.
« Creates 6 strong Native American districts (63.3% or higher}

»  HD 40 and HD 70 are maintained with HD 40 continuing to cross aver the Sangre de
Christos into Rio Arriba County,

«  Westaide Albugquerque districts move northward to absorb the excess population.
«  Maintains the Rio Grande as a hard boundary north of (40,

« Keeps Edgewood together,

« Silver City unified into ane district,

»  Chaparral is not split and is included in a district with Anthony.

+  Mare Hispanic neighborhoods {communities of interest) are included in the Raswell and
Hobbs minority districts.
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EVALUATIONS OF PARTISAN FAIRNESS OF CRCS HOUSE
PLANS

The results for the concept maps for the House are plotted in Figure 4. Once again, each of the
Concept plans for the House fall within expected ranges. None exhibit extreme partisan
unfairness, and thay correspond with the middla 95% of the ensemble plans, They produce similar
numbers of Democratic districts and competitive districts, preduce compact district scores, and
produce similar partisan fairness scores. if anything stands out, is that plan E1 tends to produce
more Democratic districts than the bulk of ensemble plans - although it is within the range of
expectation,

Figure 4
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EXHIBIT 18

PEC Concept A
Integrating Navajo Nation NW Quadrant Districts)

5o RO

To view thmap in full detail, see previous district boundaries, .oundaries, demographic
data, and other data please click or search the following link: hitps://districtr.oro/plan/485465
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PEC Concapt A
Adoption
The following Committee members voted to adopt this map: Ryan Cangiclosi, Hon. Lisa Curtis,
Joaquin Sanchez, Hon. Michael Sanchez. Robert Rhatigan, Christopher Saucedo, and Justice
Edward Chévez No member votad against the adoption of this map.

Population and Devistions

Ideal Population Per District 211,752
District Populations Deviation
1 220,164 8,412 4.0%
2 217,745 5,993 2.8%
3 215415 3,663 1.7%
4 207,481 4,271 -2.0%
5 202,238 5514 -4.5%
b 201,609 10,143 4.8%
7 2192371 7.519 3.6%
8 203,360 -8,392 4.0%
? 218,036 6,284 3.0%
10 212,203 451 0.2%
NM Total: 2.117,822 Ideals 211,752
Overall Plan Evaluation Lompaciness
PEC Concept & Quarall Mean C’i’;f;;i: ; Mean
Total Deviation 8.8% Reoch 0.45
Largest Positive Deviation 4.0% Polsby-Popper (.38
Largest Megative Devistion “4.8%
Maan Deviation +/- 1T1%
Median Deviation 1.0%
Assigned Population 2,117,522
Unassigned Population 0
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Split Counties, Split Clties, and Contiguity

PEC Cornicept A splits 1 city with a greater-than-ideal population; and § cities with a less-than-ideal
nopulation, and 8 Counties, PEC Coencept A has no contiguity issues.

Demographiss Adult Non-Hispanic
Aduit Adule ‘ Native

District Hispanic Any White American Black Asian Other Tatal
i &66.0% 6.3% 24.3% 3.2% 2.5% 1.6% 2.4% 34.0%
2 30.3% 4.6% 54.7% 3.6% 2.6% 4:8% 4.0 69.7% -
3 43.5% 8.8% 41.7% 5.1% 3.1% 2.7% 39%  545%
4 32.3% 8% 5-3;"??5 5.7% 1.6% 1.9% 3.6% &7.7%
5 | 15.3% 56.2% 27.7% 52.8% 0.5% T.0% 2.7% 84.7%
& 47 .8% 12.7% 38.3% G.4% G.59% 0.7% 2.9% 52.2%
7 &53.4% 3.7% 30.5% 0.7% 1.6% 1.2% 2.2% 36.56%
8 452% 5.5% 45.8% 2.5% 2.0% 1.1% 3.3% 54.8%
4 47.2% 3.3% 44.8% (3.8% 3.1% 1.1% 3.1% 52.8%
10 50.2% 7.0% 41.2% 3.8% 0.7% 1:2% 2.9% 49.8%

Totals: 44.3% 11.5% 40;5% 8.4% 1.9% 1.8% 3% 55.7%

Dverview of Majority Minority Districts

Majority Minority Districts {(VAP) In This Plan

Adult Hispanic Districts 3
Adult Mative American Districts :

Adult Majarity Minority Districis (Al other Non-White) 4

Incumbent Pairings

Pairings Instances Districis Paired
# Districts paired D-D 0 0
# Districts pairted R-R Q 0
# Districts paired DR o 0
YRA Compliance
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AVRA analysis was not done for Public Education Compmission Districts
Partisan Falrmmess

This plan was within all the expected ranges for the six partisan faimess metrics used by Professor
Cottrell. See further analysis infra,

Deseription of Map Oblectives and Development

»  Status quo plan that maintains the core of existing PEC districts and adjusts the district
boundaries to account for population shifts.
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PEC Concept C

To view the map in full detail, see previous district boundaries, county boundaries, demographic
data, and other data please click or search the following tink: bitpsy//districtrorg/plan/45578
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PELC Concapt ©
Adoption

The following Committes members voted to adopt this map: Ryan Canglolosi, Hon. Liss Curtis,
Haor. Michael Sanchez. Robert Rhatigan, Christopher Saucedo, and Jlustice Edward Chavez. No
rnember voted against the adoption of this map. Joaquin Sanchez abstained.

Population and Deviations

Ideal Population Per District 211,752
Dristrick Populations Deviation
1 215417 3.465 1.7%
2 219,327 7,575 3.6%
3 218,580 6,828 3.2%
4 212,504 1,154 0.5%
5 202,238 ~3,514 -4 5%
é 201,609 -16,143 -4.8%
7 220939 9,187 4.3%
8 214,260 2,508 1.2%
9 205468 -t5,284 -2.0%
10 206,778 4,974 <2.3%
NI Total: 2,117,522 | ideal: 291,752
Cverall Plan Evaluation Lompacingss
PEC Concept € Overall Mean (:P:;i ?:::;::s Mean
Total Deviation G 19 Reack 05
Largast Positive Deviation 4,35, Poishy-Popper 0.43
Largest Negative Deviation 4.9%
Mean Deviation +/- 299,
Median Deviation 0.9%
Assigrzd Population 241752
Unassigned Population 0

Split Counties, Split Clties, and Contiguity

PEC Concept C splits 1 city with a greater-than-ideal population; and 4 cities with a less-than-ideal
population, and § Counties. PEC Conecept C has no contiguity issues.
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Demographics o
Adult Mon-Hispanic
Adult Adult NA Native
District Hispanic Any White Ametican Black Asian Other Total
1 58.5% 7.2% 29.3% 4.0% 2.9% 2.1% 2.8%  411%
2 29 4% 4. 7% 55.3% 3.8% £5% 4.8% 4.0% 70.6%
3 51.3% 7.8% 36.1% 4.3% 27% 2% 34% 48.7%
4 31.5% 9.7% 54.7% 4.6% 1.6% 1.%% 3T7% 68.5%
5 15.3% 56.2% 2?,?% 52.8% 0.5% 1.0% 2.7% 84,7%
& 47 8% 12.5% 38.3% 9.4% i}.?% 0.7% 2.3% 52.2%
7 63.5% 3.7% 30.7% 0.7% 1.5% 1.2% 2.2% 36.5%
8 47.4% 37%  454%  09%  22%  10%  31%  52.6%
g 44.6% 5.1% 45.5% 2.4% 3.0% 1.2% 34% 55.4%
10 81:6% 7 0% 40.0% 3.9% 0.6% 1.2% 2.8% 48.4%
Totals: 44.3% 11.5% 40.5% 8.4% 1.9% 1.8% 3.1%  55.7%
Cwverview of Majority Minority Districts
Majority Minority Districts (VAP} in This Plan
Adult Hispanic Districts 4
Adub Native American Districis 1
Adult Majority Minority Districts (&ll other Non-White) 3
Incumbaent Pairings
Pairings instances Districts Paired
& Districts paired DD 8 0
# Districts paired R-R 0 0
# Districts paired DR 0 1)

YRA Compliance
AVRA analysis was not done for Public Education Commission Districts
Partisan Falrness

This plan was within all the expacted ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics used by Professor
Cottrell. See further analysis infra.

)
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Description of Map Objectives and Developraent

o Keeps Westside of Albuguergue wholly containad in one district. The South Valiey {sast of
Coors Blvd.) is included with the North Valley and the International District.

»  South of 1-25 in Santa Fe County {including Eldoradoe) is included in a Los Alamps/East
Mountains/Sandoval County district instead of a North Central NM district.
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PEC Concept E {(Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission)

To view the map in full detail, see previous district boundaries, county boundaries, demographic
data, and other data please click or search the following link: https://districty. ora/plan/64470
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PEC Concept E (Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission}
Adoption

The following Committes members voted to adopt this map: Ryan Cangiolosi, Hon, Lisa Curtis,
Han. Michael Sanchez. Robert Rhatigan, Christopher Saucedo, and Justice Edward Chavez, No
member voted against the adoption of this map. Member Joaquin Sanchez abstained.

Population and Deviations

ideal Population Per District 211,782
District Populations Dieviation

1 211,663 -BQ 0.0%

2 209,648 2,104 -1.0%

3 209,803 +1,949 -0.9%

4 218,017 6,265 3.8%

5 209,812 -1,%40 -0.9%

6 218,732 6,980 3.3%

7 212,088 336 0.2%

8 207,432 4,330 -2.0%

g 206,436 5,716 -2.7%

10 214,301 2,549 1.2%

NM Total: 2,117,522 ideal: 211,752
Overall Plan Bvalustion Lompaciness

PEC Concept E Overall Mean Cif:;f:c;i:; Mean
Total Deviation &.0% Reock 0.45
Latgest Positive Deviation 3.3% Polsby-Poppear 0.34
Largest Negative Deviation 2.79%
Mean Deviation +/- § 5%
Median Deviation 0.5%
Assigned Population 2,117,522
Unassigned Population 0

Split Counties, Split Chties, and Contiguity

PEC Concept E splits 1 city with a greater-than-ideal population; and 12 cities with a less-than-ideal
population, and 10 Counties. PEC Concept E has no contiguity issues.
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Diemograp bics Adult Non-Hispanic
Adult Adutlt NA Hative

District Hizpanie Any White American Black Asian Other Tatal
1 65.2% 6.4% 24.7% 3.3% 2.5% 1.7% 0.0% 32.2%
2 30.1% 6.4% 55.1% 3.4% 2.6% 4.9% 0.0% 65.9%
3 43.0% 5.0% 42.0% 5.3% 3.1% 2.7% 0.0% 53.1%
4 33.1% . 7% 53.1% 6.6% 1.6% 1.9% 0.0% 53.3%
5 158% 59.0% 44&% 55.7% 0.6% 1.0% 0.0% B1.6%
5 50.8% 5.1% 41.7% 2.5% 1.0% 0.7% 0.0% 46.3%
7 64.7% 3.7% 29.6% 0.7% 1.6% 1.2% 0.0% 33.1%
8 a06%  51%  456%  24%  30% 2%  00%  521%
9 47.5% 37% 45.4% (.7% 2.2% 1.0% 8.0% 49.5%
10 48.5% 8.7% 41.9% 5.4% 0.7% 1.2% 0.0% 48.4%

Totals: 44.3% 11.5% 40.5% 8.4% 1.8% 1.8% 3.1%  B5.I%

Ovarview of Majority Minority Districts

Majority Minority Districts {(VAP}

in This Plan

Adult Hispanic Districts

Adult MNative Amearican Districts

Adult Majority Minority Districts (All other Non-White)

Incumbent Pairings

Pairings

instances

Districts Paired

# Districts paired DD

# Districts paired R-R

# Districts paired D-R

YRA Compliancs

AVRA analysis was not done for Public Education Commission Districts

Fartisan Falrness

0
4]
0

This plan was within all the expected ranges for the six partisan fairness metrics used by Prafessor
Cottrell. See further analysis infra.
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Description of Map Objectives and Development

s This map was drawn by the Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission for the purpose of
creating a Native American District that took into consideration the principle of seff-
determination.
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EXHIBIT 18
EVALUATIONS OF PARTISAN FAIRNESS OF CROUS PUBLIC
EDUCATION COMMISSION PLANS

Lastly, the results for the concept maps for Public Education Commission are piotted in Figure 2.
Just like the plans for Congress, no plan scores outside the expected range. Not only do the plans
seem to agree with each other, but they also confarm very well with the ensernble plans. They
produce similar numbers of Democratic seats and competitive seats. They are also mare compact
than most of the ensemble plans.

Figure 2
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(Dr. Cotirell's ensemble analysis of the Committee’s adopted PEC district plans)
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EXHIBIT 18
Appendix 1: Dr. Cottrell's report on Partisan Fairness of CRC
District Plans

Evaluating the Partisan Fairness of the Concept Maps Proposed by

New Mexico’'s Citizen Redistricting Comrmittee

David Cottrell®

October 31, 2021

Abstract

Thig report evaluates the coneept maps proposed by New Mexico's Citizen Redis-
tricting Conunittee for the atate’s Congressional, House, Senate and Public Education
Commiission districts. 1 evaluate sach proposed ruap using various metrics of partisan
fairiess that are comunonly used to evaluats redistricting plans, This neludes an eval-
uation of sach concept map's expected partisen outcome, average disivich compactuass,
efficinticy gap, wizan-median diffsrente, sivd partisan ssyonmetry, 1oompare each map’s
performance on thege meéfrivs to the performance of an ensemble of 1,000 aliernative
maps drawn Using @ computer-autommated redistricting algerithm, The algovithon is
ingtructed to bunild districks thet are equally-populated, contiguous, cienpact, adhere
to county bubidaries, snd estabziish districts requived by the Votlng Riglits Act: Givex
thet the algotithm uses snly partisaii-oeutral criberia, the ensemble umaps provide a
bhaseline set of expectaiion for the types of partisan ouhcomes that ope shotld expent
pider wion-partisan redistricting. Using the conputer-draw plansas w bageline, 1 tegh
whathier each of the propased maps exbibit significant partisen biss, Uhimately, T find

that all of the proposed concept maps tend to conforin with expectations.

*Assistant Professor of Politicsl Soiasee, University of Georgis..
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Introduction

1 hawe Been asked to evaluate the partisae falrness of each of the proposed toncept maps
produced by New Maxico’s Citizen's Redistricting Committes {CRC). T received thres dis-
tinct concept maps for the state’s Congressional districts (referved to as Concepts A, E, aud

H), thres-distinet convept maps for the state’s Public BEducation Coramission (referred to as
Conecepts &, T and E), three distinet concept maps for the state’s Senate districts -(refen'ed
10 ax Concepts Al C, and C1), and three distinet concept maps for the state’s House dis-
tricts (referred to as Concepts BL, I, and J).} Each of these concept maps ave displayed as
figures in the appendix for referenne.”

The goal of this report i to evaluste each of the waps with respect to a set of ob-
jective metrics commonly used by political selentists for assessing the partisan fairness of
redistricting plans These metrics include the expected partisan mitcome, average disteict
compactuess, efficlency gap, mean-median difference, and partisan asynunetry Bach metric
uses ¢ different approach to measuring the extent to which o map sdvantages one party over
ancther, Thgether, they can provide nsight into how the maps witiinately transiate vates
it seats and bisg reprosentadion.

The benedfit of using ohjoctive metrics for svalwabing redistricting plans is that they pro-
vide precise and fransparent values for describing an abstract concept like partisan falruess.
These wetries have the advantage of being easy to define, compute, and apply nniformly
across redistricting plans. This is deriainly an important feature for distingaishing one plan
from another.

However, messuring paréisan fairmess is not easy. Just like any precise measure of an
abistract coucept, the metrivs tsed i this report ave nalikely to capture the full extent to
which a plan is fair or unfair. Sometimes these wetrics inadvertently measure concepss other
thon faimess itself.? And sometimes the measures will disagree with each other on what a fair

plan looks ke, Therefore, it is important to aweept some degree of uncertaingy in applying

' vetived 1he maps for Congress, Public Bdueation Conmission, and state Sdnate og Qclober 18, 2021
and I feceived the maps for the state Honse on October 21, 2021, The maps were seuk to me by Research X
Pafling as Census block assignment files, which T subssguently merged with 2021 precinets.

FigureiA ipresents the maps for Oonpress, FigireiA Jipressnts the maps for Public Education Cowmis-
sion. Figire preeents the maps for the state Senate, and FigureiA 7ipresents the waps for the state Hoise

MNising pidhfures of district compaetness to ddentify unfuirly dF5WD districts, for otample, can lead ong
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such & precise measurement 1o an abstract concept ke partisan fairness.
One mwajor challenge with evaduating partisan fairness o redistricting plans s developing

expectations for just how fasr 2 plan should be Tt s likely unressonable 1o expect o plan that

is perfectly falr to bolh parties. Fven the moast pariisan-neutral maponakers von produce
unfair outeomes without inteuding to doso. And it that s the case, then we shonld consider
unfairess as s nadursl product of o wuatral redistricting process. And we must account for
these patural and random varistions i fairness when establishing expectations for just how
fair a plan ought to be

Tharelore, when evaluating the concept maps produced hy the CRC, 1 first estaldish a
baseline set of expectations regarding the types of partisan bias that might arise simply by

chanee alone. Ido this by summarizing the outcomes produced by thousands of alternative

redisiricting plans that have bemt ramdomly generaied by a computer algorithm.  These
computer-generated outcomes help to charactarize the naturad vatiation i fairness that one
showld expect u a neutral vedistriciing process. And with this baseline expectation, one
should be able to distinguish between the partizan biag that is designed intentionally and
the partisan biss that is a natural product of redistricting.

I proceed as follows., First, | slisonss the pariisan composition of the esch of the voncept
maps proposed by the CRC, Then I describe the metries of partisan fairness nsed to evalusie
the maps. Then 1 describe the computer algorthm used to generate the compnter ensemble,

And, wltimately, I compare the scores of the convept maps to the scores generated by the

computsr eusetnble to tast whethier ench of the convept maps are tnwpectedly nnfair,

Evaluating the partisan composition of each of the con-
cept plans.

In order to evalnale the partisen vomposition of the districts in each of the proposed re-
districting plans, I raly on election data collected and sent to me by Hesearch & Polling.

The election data consists of votes cast for all wajor-party candidates across all contestod

o falsely o
cordorini

vibsitte vddbv-shaped digtriots fo gerryoandering when fhey gee instead the résult of hodndaries
g to o state’s geographio festires, like winding vivers nod coastal regions
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Table t: Votes Cast for Major Party Candidates in All Statewide Ceondests in New Mexcion
frean 2012 w0 2020

Damocrat  Republivan  Percent Democrat

13,208,194 10,895,844 54.9

statewide slertions in New Mesico from 2012 to 2020, These votes have been tabulated at
the precinet-lavel for each election and merged to the most recent 2021 precinct boundarios:
The 2021 precincts are the building hlocks of earh concept map proposed by the URC, so
the votes can then be sgzragated to the level of each district in the map.

Unfortunately, no single contest o a given eloction is able to capturs the full extent of

partisanship in o specitic distvicd, Therefore, to assess district partisanship, T aggregate total
votes cast for Democratic vandidates and total votes cast for Republican candidates sovoss
all statewide vontests for every election going back to 2012, By ageregating votes aoross a
munther of contests and slections; 1 am attempling to capture the cousistent partisanship
that underlies the vote rather than the dlection-speicific or contest-specific variables that
wight terporarily swing partisanship in opesdivection of another

Talile {1% displays the sum total of these votes for the entire state. New Mexico voters rast
i tobad of 133 million vetss for Democratis canhidates and 1.9 million votes for Republican
vorslidates in statewids contests from 2012 to 2020. Using these totals, we can sstimate the
partisan composition of the state overall. Dividing the Democratic votes by the tetal votes
cast for Democeats and Republicans, we ses that Demacrats make up 54.8% of the two-party
vate,

We car mnke the sanie calonlation for every district in each concept plag. By agsregading

the precinet-level votes to sach district, I voropuse the Damocratic share of the two-party
viste i every district across every concept plat. This measure provides an indicater for the
partisan composition of sach districs.

I then tabmlate the muraber of distrivas that fall within various fmportant intervals of
hanocratic vote share. The tabulations ate displaved in Table 8] Every colutan of the table
counts the munber of districts that fall within the intervals defined in the Hrst column ou

the left. Each of the twelve columns to the right of the intervals correspond with each of the



EXHIBIT 18

Table 2: Partisan Composition of Al Proposed Plans

<y
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twelve concept plans propesed by the CRC.

The first row of the table tabulates the number of districts that fall below 489.90% Deuo-
crat, And the-secomd vow of the table tabulates the number of distiicts that fall above
50% Democrat. Hence, the first two rows display the sxpected number of Demovrats and
Pepublicans that will result from each map.

One common characteristic of each map is that they all produce Bemocratic super-
wiajoritios. Iu fact, many of the plans produce nearly twice the number of Democratic seats
as they do Republican seats. Thus, Democrats can expect to receive a larger share of the
seats than their shore of the vote, which is under 55%.

This table also reveals a few bmportant distinctions hetween the congept maps for each
set of distriets. For example, Corngress Concept Map B produces Democratie districts for
all three seats in Congress, wheress the other t1wo congepts produce paly two Demscratic
districts. The difference is just one seat, but it represents a third of the New Meaxico Con-
gressional delesation.

Ancther distinction that stands out is that House Coneepst Map Bl produces 3 additional

Democratic districts cotnpared to the alfernative Maps 11 aned J. Both Maps 11 and 1 produce
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44 Demboratic distrivks, And map E1 produces 47, Howsver, an fmportant caveat is that
Maps E1 and J are nearly identical maps, with only small differences hetween them.

On the ather hand, there is listle distinetion in terms of the partisan composition betwesn
the maps for Public Bdueation Comrnission and State Senate.

In addition to partisan seats, the table also reveals tabulations for the samber of compet-
itive districts in each plan, These tallies arve displayed in L-point intervals as well as 5-poing
intervals. Notably, sl concept maps produce similar numbers of competitive districts, And

most tend to lean Democrat.

Measuring partisan fairness

While the partisan composition of each plan provides some insight into its partisan features,
s not a complete picture. To better inderstand the partisan faliness of the plans, 1 have
besn asked to assess each plon sceording o o vet mettics commonly leveraged for evaluating
partisan fairness. The metrics include the expected nunber of Deinocratic seats, expected
number of competitive seats, the average distriet compaetness, efficiency gap, mean-median
difference, and partisan asynimietry. The following provides a brief overview deseribing sach

of these six metrics.

Expected Number of Democratic Districts: To determine the expected number of
Democratic districts for each plan, I first compute the Democratic share of the two-
party vote in each district. 1 then compute the number of districts where the Demo-
cratic share of the two-party voite excesds 50%. This velue is computed for sach plan

and represents the number of districts that Democraty are expectad ti win

Expected Number of Competitive Districts: I define s district to be competitive if ifs
Democtatic share of the two-party vobe 8 between 45% and 55%. While Pve defined
these intervals arbitrarily, districts where candidates win by less than a ten point

margin are conventiovially accepted as being somewhat vulnerable:

Average Polsby-Popper Score: The Polsby-Popper score I o measure of district com-

pactness, It is caloudated by vomparing the area of a district tothe ares of & virele that

(Wi
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lias & circumnference aqual to the perimeter of the distriet. Higher scores indicate more
compact districts. Lower scores indicate less cotapact districts. Oddly-shaped distrists
with winding perimeters will approach a low score of 0 according to this meirie. Re-
districting plans with a lower average Polsby-Popper score might imply a high degree
of partisanship in the design. This assumes map-makers must deviate from designing

compact shapes in order fo bias their maps toward & particular party.

Efficiency Gap: The Efficiency Gap is a measure of how o plan disadvantages a prty by

wasting its votes (Stepbenopoulos and McGheel 2013). Tt does this by quantifying the

nuinber of wasted votes cast for eacly party, where a wasted vole s defined as gny vote
cast for a party that dods not contribuie to that party's victory i a given district,
This includes every vote cast for the losing party. And i also includes every vote cast

for the winning party in excess of the majority vote reguired to win. To ceinpute the

Efficiency Gap, one simply takes the difference between the number of wasted votes
cagt for Republicans and the number of wasted votes cast for Democrate and presents
the net wasted Republican votes a8 o fraction of the total vobes east for both partics.
Therefore, redistricting plans with larger positive values fmply that the plan s mors
hiased against Republicans (it wastes a lnrger fraction of the Republican votes). And
redistricting plans with smaller nepative values imply that the plan is biased against

Diemocrats (it wastes a larger fraction of the Demooratic vote).

Mean - Median: Just as the name suggests, the Mean-Median differsnce is caleulated as
the difference between the average Democratic vote shars across the districts {the
mesnn} and the Demoeratic vote share in the wedian distriet (the medisn). Tt attemnpts

to msasurg the éxtent ta which the average voter is represented by $he median disteict

(McDenald and Best] PO18). Positive values indicate that Demoerats are undsrrepre-

sentedd, whereas negative velues indicate that Detnvsrats are over-represented. Henee,
higher values imply that a map is biased fo favor Republivans and lower values imply
that & map is biased to favor Demoerats. So if the average Demwveratic vote share
across the diatriets 1w .50 and the Demosratic vote shaiv in the median district is B,

the mean-medinn difference is =05, inplying thas the redistrieting plan over-represents

i
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points in the median digtrict. On the other hand, if the

Demiocraty by 5 percentag

oy
Democratic vote share in the median district 35 .50, then the mesnimedian difference is
+.05, implying that the redistricting plan over-represents Republicans by B perceniage

points in the median district, A measure of zero Indicates that the median district and

1w average voter are sligned. Zero implies thet the redistricting plan is unbinsed,

Partisan Asymunetry: Partisan asyminetry s 2 measure of the extent to which pasties
are rewarded differently when receiving an identical share of the vote. In redistricting
plang that are perfectiy syrametrie, both parties should expent the same reward in seat
share for obtaining the same shave of the vote. One wiy fo measure asymmtry is
"partisan bias.” Thds is a special case of partisan asymmetry, looking at a hypotletical
event where Democrats and Republivens ave tied with 0% of the vote. According
to-the metric; a plan wonld reward each party with G0% of the seats if that plan
werd perfectly symmetyic. Therefore asyimmetry vafers (o the extent to which a party's

2 Iing (19880 Higher positive values lndicate greater

seat share would deviate from 50%

asyrametry in fivor of Demoocrats and lower negative values indicate greater asymmetry
in favor of Republicans. For example, if a redistricting plan were expected to give
Demacrats 55% of the seats with _o.n.ly S0% of the vote, then the plan wonld he giving
Democrats a b percentage point seat advantage in tossup elections. In this justance,
the partisan asy mmetry metric would be caleulated as 55— 50 = 05 ndicating bias in
favor of Democrats. Howsver, if a redistricting plan wers expected to give Democrats
455% of the seats with 50% of the vote, then Republicans wonld have a 5 percentage
point seat advantage i tossup elections. In this wstaned, the partisan hiss metrie

would be caloulated as 45 — 50 = — 05, indicating bias in favor of Republicans *

In addition to computing these six mwtrics for svery Concspt plag, T alge compute the
P A28 3 P prady, P

metries for every map in the Computer-generatest ensemble. Given that there are 6 metries

“Iny order 1o determing what the Democratic sest share would hein 2 hypothetically tled elention, Demo-
eratic vote share i esch district is adjusted wniformly hy the same amount that would be required to adjust
average Demovratic vote share acrogs disteicts to 50, For tostence, 1f the aversge Dewmoeratic vote share
aeross the districts in New Mexico is .55, then every disteict would have its vote share reduced by 05 and
the namber of Democratic seats would be calealated ag the sumber of districts where Donworats have 2. ma-
jority of this. adjusted vote share

4
f



EXHIBIT 18
and 1000 ensemble plaus generated separately for Congress, PEC, state Senate, and state
House, this provides 24,000 distinet, mcasurements of partisan fairness to be wed as o baseline
coraparison for the proposed concept maps.
In the next section | provide a boiel gverview of the algorithm T used to draw the ensenible

nigps.

The computer-automated redistricting algorithm

Befure evaluating eack of the Concept maps on the § metrics discussed above, it is Tmportant
to set o tange of expectations for the type of unfairness that might result naturally in the
maps, by chance alone. To establish this expectation, I use an ensemble of 1000 alternative
redistricting waps, generated by a computer-automated redistricting algorithng, for Congress,
PEC, state Senate, and state House, The algorithon has been instructed to build districts
that are equally-populated, contiguous, compact and adhere to county boundaries. And for
the state Senate and House maps, it has been tnstructed to ssarch for districs reqgnited by
the Voting Rights Act. To do this, the algorithi follows a smvies of steps, which T deseribe
helow.

‘Take the algorithm Luse for the state Senate as an example. There are 42 districts in the
Senate. The cemeept plans for the Senate have been designed to produce 42 contignous dis-
tricts thab are voughly equally-populted, with a maxiraura popilation deviation of no more
than 10% of the tarzet population (the target populntion is defined as the toted popalstion
divided by 42). The plans are requived to be roughly compaet, containing geographically-
voncentrated ‘populations. They are to adhere to administrative boundaries. And they are
to adhere to standards established hy the Voting Rights Act.

Therefore, she goal of the algovithm is to design 1000 distinct Senste maps with 42
distriets that comply with these same redistricting principles. The ouly difference would be
that the algoritho is guaranteed to leave all other considerstions for how o build districts
up to chance. As aresult, 1t produces an exserable of maps that reflect the possible outcomes
of & redistricting process that considers basic privciples for redistricting, sand nothing else.
Partisanship is corpletely ignored in the design of the enserohle plans - which is ideal for

fair redistricting.

10
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For each redistricting plan generated for the Senate, the algorithm follows these six steps;

Step 1: Create a base map with 42 contiguous districts, To create a sot of rap-
domly generated maps for the Senate; the algorithin beging by randomly selecting
42 different precinets across the state. These 42 precinets become the "seeds” from
whirh 42 contiguous districts will gtow, Bach precinct is now a district. The algorithm
grows the districts ix population by repeatedly adding to each district a randonily
selected veighboring precinet that has not yet hesu assigned fo another district. It
stops when all precinets bave been assigned to a disteiet. The residt 18 a way of 42
contignons districts generated at random, However the districts are not necessaxily

equally-populated ar colupact in shaps.

Step 2: Amend the base map so that the districts are equally populated. The
disgtricts genegrated in Step 1 may ot be egually populated. Therefore;, the algorithm
proceeds to revise the map so that the maximum deviation in population between
the districts is less than 10% of the target population It begins by computing the
maximum population deviation of the base map. If it is less than 10%, it selects a
district at randomn - but aims for districts that deviste the most from the terzet
population — and merges it with one of its neighboring districts. Theu the algovithm
searches for ways to split the mevged districts back o two contiguous distriets,
choosing the split that miniiizes the districts’ deviation from the target population.®
Once w split is perfonmerd, the originel two districts have besyt recorbined into two
districts that are distinet from their originel form and the map iz altered slightly.
It does this repeatedly ontil the maximoem population deviation hetween amy two

districts 18 less than 10% of the target population.

Step 8: Make 1000 random alterations to the map. To ensure that the map 8 a

w

uniquely rancont map, the algovithm proceeds by selecting distriets at random and

"For Crngress 1 wse the. standard of designing districts with o wore than 1% maximium, population
deviation. For all other maps, I use the standard of 10%.

S This merge-split miethiod fallow similar approsches adupted bylChen and Stephaniopoulosl{2020h, DeFord |
Dnchin wnd Selomon{l2019), and{Carter et aliB019). It usess version of Prine’s algorithm to find a Misimurn
Spanning Tree (MBT) that connects the adjacent precincts within cach county within cach district, The
result of cutting the MST ecreates two coutignous districts that conform witli coguty houndaries.

11



proposing a merge-split for those districts, It executes a merge-split i the msulting
map has a masimum popalation deviation less then the 10% threshold. Aud it stops
after 1000 merge-spiits have been executed. The resulting mayp is randomly-generated,

contiguous, and equally-popudated. But it is got necessarily compaet.

Step 4 Make 1000 attemipis to improve district compactness. Althongh the dig
tricts that result from Step 3 are mostly compact, the algorithm makes additional
attempts 10 Improve the compactuess of the districts. It does this by repeatedly propos-
ing D00 merge-splits and twecuting the ones that improve the overall compactuess of
the districts ~ where compactness Is defined by the degree of precinet dispsrsion in the
districts. This alters the mups so that the digtricts contain precincts that are vloser to

the district centes.

Step 5 Make 1000 attempts to improve Native representation in the Northwest,
Given that VRA cousiderations are in lmportant part of designing wapsin the Senate,
the algorithm makes 1000 sttempts to create three VRA districts (Districts 3, 4,
and 22) in the Nevthwest part of the state. VIRA Districts are defined as having a
non-Hispsmic Native voting-age poplation of 0% of the total voting-age population.
The algorith targets the districts in the Northwest with the largest Native pop-
ulations and performs merge-splits ity those districts only if it hmproves the Nadive
represetitation.  The algorithin stops after it has mads 100U attempts to improve

Native representation.

Step 6: Make 1000 attempts fo improve Hispanic representation in the Southeast.
Lastly the algorithm roakes 1000 attempts o create three VRA districts (Districts
32 and 41} in the Southeast part of the state. VRA Districts are defined in this
repion s having & Hispanic voting-age population of 55% of the total voting-sge
population.  The algorithin targets the districts in the Southeast with thie largest
Hispanie populations and performs merge-splits in tlose districts only if it Tmprovey
the Hispanic representation. The algoritlun stops after it has made 1000 stierapts to

improve Hispanic representation.

12



EXHIBIT 18
Step 7: Repeat steps 1-6 1,000 times. After Step 6 iz executed, a single redistricting
plan with 42 cortiguous, erually-populated, roughly compact districts that attempis
tor comply with the VRA hos been randomly generated. The algorithm then repeats

stepa 1 through 6 1,000 times to establish an ensernble of 1,000 computer genevate

mags for Sengte.

T repeat this process to generate 1,000 ensemble maps for Congress, the Public Edusation

Commission, state Senate, and state Honse, Figures K3 [KH K6 amd ;»H:E plot three

different exaraples from sach of the ensembles.
e the next section, T present the results of those tests for Congress, the PEC, the state

Senate, and the State House.
Senate, and the State Hous

Resulis

Forall 1,000 snsemble naps, Inicesure the nunber of majority-Demperadic Districts, number
of Competitive Districts; the Polshyv-Popper Seore, the Efficiency Gap, the Mean-Median
difference, and Partisan asymumetry: T then take the range of the middle 95% of those scores
ta create an interval of expected onteomes for the Concept plaus. Coucept plans thaet score
outside of that range are plans that are unexpectedly unfair, sinee they correspond with less
than 5% of the of the ensenible maps. This provides a test of fairness that con be applied
to all of the Concept maps.

The vesuits for the concept maps for Congress swe plotted in the ﬁii‘igm'e,g For each of the
sy measnres, scores of the thren coneept plans are arranged -as points along the x-axis and
their reunes listed above sach point. The distribution of scores for the LO0G corresponding
enstinble mops are displayed in histograis in the background of each plot. The heipht of
the histogram bar reflects the ninmber of eusemble plans that scored values contained within
the ratige of cach bar. 95% of the computer-generated ensemble maps produced sutenmes
within the white region and 5% of the maps produced outvomes in the shaded region, This
develops a range of oufcomes that we can expect fo ccour ander non=partisan redistricting
andd establishes a baseline for determining whether a concipt map is sigrificantly unfair,

As the figure tlisplays, each of the concapt maps for Congress fall within expected ranges

11
13



EXHIBIT 18

Figure 1: Results for Congress
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for all six measures. Maps A and B tend produce similar scores to each other, whereas Map
H is distinet from the other two. Map H produces more Democratic distriets than the others
but its partisen symmetry favors Republicans. Map H has a higher Efficiency Gap that
favors Democrats while maps A and E have a more extreme Mean-Median score that favors
Demoerats. None of the Concept waps for Congress produce scores that are unexpected.

The results for the concept waps for Public Education Comimission ave plotted in Figure
?} Just like the plans for Congress; no plan scores outside the expected range. Not only do
the plans seem to agree with each other, it they also conforin very well with the ensemble
plans, They produce similar munbers of Demnocratic seats and competitive seats. They are
also more corapact than most of the ensewble plans. If anything s unusual, it is that plans
E and A prodiuve partisan symametry scores that lesn move Republivan thaw the bulk of
ensenible plans.

The vesults for the concept maps for state Senate are plotted in Figure E}} Again the

concept maps tend to fall within expected ranges on each of the metrics. They produce

12
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EXHIBIT 18

Figure 2: Results for Public Education Connmnission
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stmilar nambers of Democratic seats and competitive seats. They are also more conspact
than all of the ensemble plans. The only outcome in the shaded region is Senate plan C on
the mean-median score. According to that measure, it has an unusnally strong Democratic
hias. However, it 1s well within the expected rangé for other messutes, producing a similar
number of Demoeratic seats as the Ensemble plans.

Lastly, the results for the concept maps for the House are plotted in Figure ‘ Oniee again,
aach of the Concept plansg for the House fall within expecied ranges. None exhibit extreme
partisan unfairpess and they correspond with the iaiddle 95% of the ensemble plans. They
produce similar nombers of Democratic districts and competitive districts, produce compact
district scores, and produce similar partisan fairness scores. If anything stands out, 18 that
planr E1 tends to produce more Demnevatic districts than the bulk of ensemble plans -

although it is within the range of expectation.

o
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Figure 3 Results for State Senate
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Conclusion

val

In this report I have evaluated each of the Concept maps proposed by the Citizen’s Redis-

tricting Committes with respect to 6 different metrics of partisan fairness, capturing each

plan’s expected partisan outcome, average district compactness, efficiency gap, mean-median

difference, and partissn symumetry. 1 have algo evaluated a computer-generated ensemble of

1,000 alternative plans using the sawme metrics of partisan fairness. I comparing the concept

maps to the computer-generated ensernble maps, T find little evidence to suggest that the

waps are unexpectedly

expected ranges of partisan fairness.

ifaie, Other than o miner exception, the concept maps fall within
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Figure 4: Results for State House
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Appendix 2: VRA Supporting Documents
Appendiy 2.1 Ecological Infegrence Report on 80 32 {Hispanic)
Ecological Inference Report
Candidate 1
Table

First, we compare precdictions from three diffeceut roodels for Herrall vote share given dentographie and totsl
vote data

Herrell Homogeneous proviusts  Gocdinan ER Ecol Inf
w Al but Hispaoic support 12345480 DLEIRTHIE  0.742489%
w. Hispanic support (3.39:489253 05643245 0.5420658

Goodinan's Ecological Regression

Mext, we plot votes for Hevrell by the propartion of the population Hizpanie according to Goodman’s regression
predivtions We nse the followiog squation:
Hervell ==y 4 3 Perllisp . Note that By = 0659 and & = 1084,

Goodman's Ecological Regression

1.00 o

G675

Homogeneous pracincts
Mo

& Most sxtreme 5%

% vote for Herrell
[eo?

RIS T ; ;
95 035 .50 875 .0

% population Hispanic
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Ecological Inference

2,

e

Finally, wo ealpalate nealogival inforone fetions for Herrdll s vobe shave sud plot thism with syedible
intervals, I the utervals overlip, we ewniod conelude that there way raclilly polariesd wating for Harell |

Ecological Inference

Racs
Al bt Hispanic
i .
- g panic
¥ >
R} 35 G

Support for candidate Herrell

Candidate 2

Tahle

First, we comnpare prediciions froms three different mods

s for XT8 vite share ghven dersogrnphic and woral

vote dnta

XT1s Hemopenvons previndls  Goodian BER Feal Inf
wo AL but Hispeaiosupport A520 §.3412367
w Higpanie uppurt Q8050747 0356705

Goodman’s Eeological Regression

Next, we plot vob toie af, the popudation Hispanic according to Goodmmi’s regression

for WTS by the pr

28

1 aid G G

T
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Goodman's Ecological Regression

@

{75 @}
.
o

e

Homogeneous pracincts

& Most extrema 5%

% vole for XT8§

T TN
AR 3 k3 ¥

% poputation Hispanic

Ecological Inference

Finally, we caleulate ecological inforeige predictions for XT8 ‘s vote

diare aud plot ther with credihle
irgervils. I the indervaly overlap, we caowet conctude that there was raclafly polarieed voting for XTS .

[
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Ecological Inference

Race
MWA!B but Hispanic

:
sss?sss Higpanic

: v -
G0 R ER 4

Suppart for candidate XTS
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Appendix 2.2 Eoologival Inferance Report on 80 33 (Whits}

Ecological Inference Report

Clandidate 1

Tahle

Firsh; we eorapare predictions from slives didferent modeds for Herrell vote shave piver demographin dnd total
vae data

Harradl Homageneous precincts  Goodmen BR Eeod int

w o AH bt White sopgsrt :
i White spppaet (3. 32420085%

Goodman’s Beological Regression

plod votes e Hetrald by the propastion of the popudation White aovording fo Guodnia's regression
W ase the fellowing ecpastion:

i Ay PerWiilte . Note that S = (00306 aud #; = Q.83

Goodman's Ecelogical Regrassion

Homageneous precinats

&Y Most sxtreme 5%

Y% vote for Herrell
>

o)
HE]

~ ™
L .Q'\..' ¥ ¥ Y
. P g Y h
GG I8 EED 375 HREE

% popuiation White

28



Eeological Inference
Finally, we calendate ccologival inferense predictiony for Herrell s vole shms and plot them with credibile

indervals. If the intervals overlap, we eanuat conclude that there was macially polariced voting for Herrell |

Ecological inference

Race

]
g Adl bt White
- YWhite

Support for candidate Herrell

Candidate 2

Table

,owe comnpare prediciions fram {hrée different medels fur XUS vote share given demsgraplde and total
¢ dati

XTs Hampwgeneody prectists Goodman BR Eeod Int
wo Al tagh White support {(3.7654520 D.5648415

o White support $.175T404 0.0111308

Goodman's Ecological Regression

Next, we plot vores for TS ¢ the proportian of the population White avceniing tn Coodimn's regrossion
predictions Wi nse the following efuation:
NT8 wfly + 3 PerWhite . Note that 3

B nnd Sy = L0984
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Goodman's Ecological Regression

Homeogeneous precinets
Mo
&) Most sxtreme 5%

¢504

% vote for XTS

3359

<
pas)
T 25

% population White

52
=]
s
pa+]

e

Ecological Inference

Finally, we caloulyde scelogion] inference pradictions for XI5 ‘s vote share sl plot them with credible
intervals, I the fntervals overlap, we cannot conclude thel there wis rladly polarized voling tor XTS5 .
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Ecolegical inference

34 05 Y
Support for candidate XTS

Race
g Al but White
- “Yhiite

31



Appendix 2.2.4

EXHIBIT 18

Summary Table for Ecological Infersnoe Report on 8D 32

8D 32 _ ,
. Weighted
X185 Homageneous | Goodman's | Goodman's | Ecological
Precincts Regression | Regression | hference |
'Nnghﬁg;gi“‘o 76.5% 34.1% 42.3% 26.0%
Hispanic Support 60.5% 43.8% 36.5% 45.5%
Weighted
Herrell Homogeneous | Goodman's | Goodman's | Ecological
Precincts Regression | Regression | Inference
mgi’:;;gi‘m 23.5% 65.9% 57.7% 73.2%
Hispanic Support 39.5% 56.4% 51.9% 54,3%
Weighted
XTS Homoganeous 1 Goodmar's | Goodmant's | Boclogical
Precincts | Regression | Regression | Inference
Ngip";’;‘r’fe 76.5% 69.4% 68.2% 56.5%
White Buppont 17.6% ~23.0% ~23,2% 14%
: Weighted
Herrell | Homogeneous | Goodman's | Goodman's | Ecological
Precinets Regression | Regression | inference
N‘S)ﬁp“g”;ge 23.5% 30.4% 31.9% 44.4%
White Suppart 82.4% | 123.0% | 121.3% 87.8%
Bold = statistically
significant
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Appandiz 2.3 Ecological Inference Report on 50 41

Eicological Inference Report
Candidate 1
Table

First, we conipare prodivtions from theee different maodels for Hervell vote shave given demographic and total
vite sdate

Herped Hoswpeneddis precincts Oooding BR Eont Inf
w o Al but Hispande support HESERE R 1HORB3TY Q8873667

o Hispasic suppord DG6REH058 03905084 0.472001)

Goodman’s Ecological Regression
L) o

Next, we plot wotes for Herredl by the propostion of the population Hispasic asvording 6 Goodrens’s togréssion
5 e et R pog i % S
predictivny We use the following enuation:

Herrell =il + 3y Perblisp . Node that = 1103 and S = 07508 .

Goodman's Ecological Regrassion

Homogeneous precincts
i W

& Mostextreme E%

% wote for Harrell

¥ ) ¥ 23
.25 454 3ES TAR

% population Hispanic
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Eoological Inference

Fimally, w cafoulate venlogivad inferenve prodintions for Herrell 7y vote shave sad plot thetn with cradibie
intervads, T the intervals overlip, we cannad conglude that there was racially polarized votig for Herrell

Ecological inference

£
Race
;
- Al Hut Hivpanic
\@%@ Hisganis
L1 ¥ <

Rupport for candidate Herrell

Candidate 2

Table

First, we somgirs predisticos frony three different models for KT vote share given demographiv and lotal

vote dadn

XTH Hoemogeneouws precivets Goodronn ER Eeol Inf
w o AN g Hispasiowipport R Sk T (AR Q03T

wy Hispasie suppcd 404 ERGOORHE 05153361

Gooedman's Beological Regression

Néxt, we plot votes for XTH by the propartivg of the pepulation Hisparit aceording bo Gogduian’s regression

S sed By s (LT03
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Goodman's Ecological Regression

o

“i

o
3

Homuogeneous precincts
“ 1150 -

@; Moat exirerne 5%

% vole for XT8

Ecologival Inference

Finally, we ealovdade ecologioal infereuce predictions for XTS ‘s vobe share and pled them withl coedible
intervale. I the inforeals overlap, we oapvel conclude that there was racially polarizsed voting for XTH .
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Ecological Inference

¥
e

Support for c:éﬁdidate KT8

)

Race
s Al it Hispanic

- Hiapanic
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EXHIBIT 18

Sumimary Table for BEcologicad Inference Report on 80 4

5D 44
Weighted
XT8 Homogeneous | Goodman's | Goodman's | Ecological
Precincts Ragregsion | Regression | Inference
ggggﬁ”a”'ﬁ 18.4% ~10.3% -9.3% 3.5%
Hispanic Support 34.1% 80.0% 57.0% 51.5%
Weighted
Herrell Homogeneous | Goodman's | Goodman's | Ecclogical
Pracincts Regression | Regression | Inference
Non-Hispanic o A w0y | %9 g
Support 81.8@ 110.3% 108.3% 98.7%
Hispanic Suppart 85.9% 40.0% 43.0% 47.2%

Bold = statistically

significant
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Appendix 2.4 Ecological Inference Report on HD §3
Ecological Inference Report
Candidate 1
Table

Fi,z'si.,;wz:- cortiprons prodictions fom. three differbut madels for Livtle votv share @ion dernograpdiis and total
vote dats

Litile Homopeneouy precipcts Goodman ER Fool i
w Al but Hispanic support QTGROENE QTEH2163 0.7615067
o Hisparie suppoct §.2260748 G.3084481  0.31534%

Goodman’s Beological Regression

ks we plot vibes for Little by the proportion of the population Fispuie decording to Goodmat’s regression
prediviiens We use the following eguation:
Little ==y + &y PoerHisp . Notethai 8y = 0705 and &y = 0447 .

Goodman's Ecological Regression

ey
w7

Homogeneous precincts
No

’\3@?} Mostexireme 5%

% vote for Liftle

(254

o
fed
fooryees

“
o3

0.25 50 038 500
% population Hispanic
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Beological Inference

Finally, we calotlade svcologion] inferevee predivtions for Little " votecshare and pdat them withoedible
inferwals. If the inteevals overlap, b caonnot sonchuls that there was sacinlly polarised voting for Tittle |

Ecological Inference

E
s Al but Hispanin
»'%mﬁispam_c
s ¥ <
9.0 5% g

Support for candidate Little

Clandidate 2
Table

First, we sompare peacictions bony three diffarent mbdels for Maddid voie shade given devangrapiic sud {otal
vate data

Maded Hamogensoys preciicts  Goodman BR Peeod Inf
wo AR bt Hispasio suppset B2310705 L2737 024040

w Hispaaio support (LFTA0251 (LE91H368  DAHZR

Goodman's Ecological Regression

viy we plot votes for Madld by (He proportion of the popmdatitn Bispamic scopeding 1 Goodidan's
ates We use the fellowing eyuation:
= 4y Perflisp . Note it 3 = 0,248 god 8 = Q7 |

fxfiatiirtci
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Goodman's Ecological Regression

HOMOQEHGOUS precincts
i No

{5 Mast extrame 5%

% vote for Madrid

: . NO—
.00 TR .50 €.

% population Hispanic

i
’
(&3]

.00
Ecological Inference

Finally, we calodate ccologieal Inkerence predictions for Madrld s vote share and plod them with credible
intervals. If the inte ap, we cannoh conelude that there was racially polacized voling for Madrid .

add oves
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Ecological Inference

i
T L ¥
0.0 0.5 10

Support for candidate Madrid

Race
Al but Hispapic

s Higpanic
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Appendiz 2.5 Ecological inference Report on HD 58

Ecological Inference Report

Candidate 1

Table

Firgl, we compare predietions from three different models for Huprell vote share given demssgraphic and totad
viste data

Hesrell Homogeaeons precinets  Goodnan BR Beol Iaf
w o Al but Hispanio suppert O.TTH0TR 1091998 0.9834548

m Hispanis support (R3R1LIIN Q323776 N.AREADED

Goeodman’s Ecological Regression

Next, we plot vates for Hervell by the proportion of the popubstion Bispaoie sccording o Goudman’s regrossion
pracintions We wse the fellewing eqnation:
Horrell =8y 4+ 57 PerHisp . Note ibab Sy = LU and 5y = -0.76¢

Goodman's Ecological Regrassion

1430

00,75 4
2
2 Homogeneols pregincts
Koy R
&2 () 5034 g Mo
% & Mostaxtreme §%
b3
=R

0.25 4

300 ¥ ¥

.00 028 T A t B0

% population Hispanic
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Feological Inference
Finally, we caleaiate eoclogical nference predivtions for Herrell %8 vote shiste aal plov shesn with credibde

ivigervals. IF the intervals overkap, we cansiot conelude that there was ragially polarized voting for Heeeell

Ecological inference

Race
a2 bt Hispanis
~wg-Hispanic

Y ¥ £S

Support for candidate Herrsll
Candidate 2

Table

First, we compare prediciiony from threg differsnt models for TS vode share given demographis and total
vote data

Xy Homaogensatis pracicks Goodniag BB Bool Tnf
w Al but Hispagic supgort 02275824 -08idaR]  G01197sR
wr Hispatiic support DB1BGBYT DHTT240  B.6170873

Goodman’s Ecological Regression

Next, we plot votes for XTS by the prapottion-of the populatiott Hispanie sceording to Goodman's regressivn
predictinns We use the bllowing equalina:
KTE =8y 4 % PerBlisp . Note that Sy = Q002 and F = L7689,
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EXHIBIT 18
Goodman's Ecological Regression

2

-

(233
i

Homogeneous precincts

<

@? Most extreme 5%

% vote for XTS
Lo

B =¥
3.1 GG .78 Gl
% population Hispanic
Heological Inference
Finally, we caloulate evological infsrence predictions for XTR *s vote share snd plot them with cvedible

fntervals, If the intervals overlap, wo cannot conchude that there was sacially palarized voting tor XT8 .
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Ecolagical Inference

Race
mws-All bt Hispanic
- Hispanic

¥

Y ?
o £ PR

Ny e 3

P a) A R

Support for candidate XTS
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EXHIBIT 18
Appendix 2.6 Ecological Infersnce Report on HD 61

Feological Inference Report

Candidate 1

Table

Fiest, we nouipare predictions frem three different imodels for Herrell wnte share given demographic and total
vobe daty

Herrell Haraogeneous prosisets  Goodwian BR Eend Inf
wo Al bus Hisparde snpport G.A313725 i

nr Hispanic support

Goodwan’s Ecological Regression

N, we plist votes for Bereali by the proportion of the populativn Hispanio according to Gasdiman’s regression
predichions W nse the following equsiion:
Herrell =8y + 2, PerHisp . Note that Sp = 1.228 and 8y = 0798 .

Goodman's Ecological Regression

1.4

Homageneous precingts
e

{éﬁf\? tost extrame 5%

.
0504

%% vote for Herrsll

=

b
5
23

(B ¥
{150 .40

% population Hispanic

L

0

T
T
P2
i
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EXHIBIT 18
Ecolaginal Inforence

al infrrence prodiotions for Heerol] ¥ vote shiare wd plot this with cradible
apy, we pannot conctude that thire was macially polarieed voling for Hervell |

sdculate eootogic
imtervals. If the intervale o
Ecological Inference

Race
s Al but Hispanin
Hispanic

¥ ¥ t
3.5 16

Support for candidate Herrell

s
Pt

Candidate 2

Tabile

First, we compare prediciioss from tieee differsnt models for LTS vate share given demsographis sad toisl

vites dabs

KIS Homogeneoss poecinets  Goodman BR Bool Inf
275 RG22 D.0001418

w o Al ol Hispanie sapipert .16 ;
me  Hispardc suppart R31ETI00 DOTI2R40 O3t

Geoodinan’s Ecological Regression

Naxt, we plot eptes for XIS by the propootion of the population Hispadie secording 1o Gondman's seigession
predictions We a ag eguaiiog

KIS = -+ 74 PerBisp . Note that Hy = 40222 and 5y = 00703
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Goodman's Ecological Regression

P
[RELE

s
Lt
3

Homogeneous precincts

o

o

<z
5

& Mostextreme §%

% vote for XTS

. kd
335 # &G

La

% pupulation Hispanic

£ 5y EEs]
L 3A

Eeological Inference

Fially, we calatate ecological infarence prodictions for XT8 ‘s vote shars and plot them with eredible
intorvals, 1 the intervals oviclap w

2 sannct vonclisle that thery wis recladly polarized visting e XTS .
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EXHIBIT 18
Ecological Inference

Race
e Al but Hispanic

- Hispanic

2
3¢ 2.5 1

Support for candidate XTS

=
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EXHIBIT 18
Appendix 2.7 Ecological Inference Report on HD 83

Eeological Inference Report

Candidate 1

Table

=

Fiyst, we vompsie predictions o three dilferent modeds for Lupw vote shisre giviae demagraphic snd total

vore-data

Laing Hovaugonenus pracinety Soudmew BR; et Inf
wo Al b Hizpande support HRGEON SR ARBYUTATRS
UG 0, 7889735

i JHspando sapport SRt

N
predi 5 use the fol

Lajan =+ 3 Perklisp . Kote that 2y

Goodman's Ecological Regression

ot i gl wotey foe Tajan by the prdvortion of the populetion Hispanie escording o Gaoedmean's regression

Low i

w07 el o 86 .

HREE

=
B,
3 Homogeneous precincts
b .
£ 450 Ne
a3 -
’;‘é' & Most exreme 5%
2
.85

3430 T ;
G 335 £5.54 375 0
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Eeological Inference
Finally, we oafoulate ecologival inference predictions for Lajen *s vote share and plot dhan with credilide

dsrvals, I the lotevvals overlap, we cannot conclude that there was tacially pabarized voting foe Ladan ©

Ecological inference

Race
s AR But- Hisganis
Hispanic
} ¥ T
o0 35 1.0

Support-for candidate Lujan

Candidate 2

Table

Fitst, we compare predictions from Hiree different inodels for Roneheldi vote shure given demngraphic snd
total vote data

Ronchetti Homogeneous precincis Sondman BER
w Al but Hispanic support 0884636 10680855
ur  Hispanic support {.3221021 §. 1845024

Goodmarw's Ecological Regressiom

Next, we plot votex for Ronchetti by the proportion of the populadion Hispanie according to Goodman's
regression praictions We use the following equation:
Rovchattd =iy + 8 PerHisp . Note that 5y = 1068 and By = U884 .
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Goodman's Ecological Regression

1.00
O

Homaogeneous precincts
0,50 i No

e . y
&8 Mostextreme 5%

% vote for Ronchetti

e G50 B s 100}

% population Hispanic

Feological Inference

Finslly, we cobadate ecologival inference prediciions for Roachettd s vote shure and plot then with eredible

intorvale, Tthe infervals overlap, we canpot condlide thit therd wab ractally polarized votisg for Ronebetti |
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Ecological Inference

~;‘Hispan i
. . ! T ————
G303 (5 A

Support for candidate Roncheiti

Candidate 3

Table

First, we ecarpiary predictions frova ibiree different models for Walsh vote shave glven demoprapdis sl tital
vobe diata

Eeal Inf

Goodman’s Ecological Regression

RNext, we plot votes for Walsh by the progortion of the populativn Hispasic secording to Ghodman’s regression
predivtions We nee the following
Walsh =y -+ 8y PerBlisp . Nate that Jeoe QU238 and 4y = 0003
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Goodman's Ecological Regrassion

100

5,75+

S

B

2 Homogeneous precincts
R

£ & Most extrerne 5%

>

=

50

5 ‘
ERS .28 0,50 a7

{75 106
% popiation Hispanic

Ecological Inference

Finally, we calenlate soologicad inference predictions for Walsly *s voté share and pliot thent with credible
intervals, If the intervals overlap, we cannot eanchude that there was ravially podarized votiygg for Walsh |

Py
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Ecological Inference

) ¥ ¥

ERY 8.8 1.8

Support for candidate Walsh

i

Race
- Al bt Hispanic

g Hisparis
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EXHIBIT 18
Appendix 3: County and Municipality Splits Breakdown

CRC District Plan County Splits by Entity
Number of County Split Over All Plans

Plan Spiit Counties  Split Counties>ldeal Pop  Split Counties<ideal Pop
HD Concept E-1 24 14 10
HD Concept 1+1 24 14 10
HD Concept J 24 14 10
S0 Concept A4 1 11 10
SO Concept C 22 11 AR
S Concept ©-1 22 11 11
GO Concept A 4 nfa 4
G Concept JC (E modified) ] w/a 9
CD Concept H {Feaples Map) 9 hia &
PEC Concept A 8 2 8
PEC Concept G 8 2 5]
PEC Concept E 10 2 &
CRC District Plan Municipality Splits by Entity
Number of Municipalities Split Over All Plans
. Split Spiit o
Plan Mmf}ﬁ:’.:ﬁﬁes Municipgzsiemdeaz Municipalities<ideal c ;ﬁ:ﬁ ”
op Pop
HD Concept E-1 34 10 24 24
HD Concept 1-1 34 10 24 24
HB Concept J 35 10 25 24
SO Concept A-1 25 4 21 21
B0 Concept C 25 4 21 22
SD Concept C-4 20 4 16 2z
CD Concept A 4 nia 4 4
GO Concept JC{E
modified) 5 nla 5 6
CD Concept H
{Peoples Map) 7 nla 7 g
PEC Concept A 8 1 5 8
PEC Concept G 5 1 4 8
PEC Concept E 13 1 12 10
Counties Always Split Under All Maps for a Given Entity:
HD 50 PEC
Bernalilio Bernalillo Bernalillo
Chaves Chaves Dona Ana

Cursy Dona Ana
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Dong Ana
Eddy
Lea
MeKinley
Oterg
Rig Arttba
San Juan
Sandoval
Santa Fe
Taos
Valencia

Municipalities Always Split Under All Maps for a Given Entity:

HD
Alamagordo
Albuguirgues
Carishad
Clovis
Farmingion
Hobbg
Las Oruces
Rio Rancho
Roswell
Santa Fe

Counties Split Under Congressional Plans:

CD Concept A
Bernalillo
Roosevelt
Sandaval
Santa Fe

Counties Split Under Senate Plans:

8D Concepst A-1

Cibola
Curry
Los Alamos

EXHIBIT 18
Eddy
Len
McKinlay
Otero
San Juan
Sandoval
Santa Fe
Valencia

SD
Albuguergue
Las Cruces
Ric Rancho
Santa Fe

CO Concept H
Bernaliio
Chaves
Lea
McKintey
Otere
Sandoval
Santa Fa
Socorro
WValencia

8D Concept G
Cibola
Curry
Grant

PEC
Albuquergus

CD Concept E-Revised (JC)
Bemalillo
Cibula
{Rerg
Roosevalt
Sandoval
Sotorro

80 Concept T-1
GCibola
Curry
Grant
BY



EXHIBIT 18

Quay Guadalupe Guadalupe
Rio Arriba Los Alamos {os Alamos
San Miguel Quay Quay
Sierra Ric Arriba Rio Arriba
Soeorro San Miguel San Miguel
Taos Sacorm Soearo
Torrance Taos Taos
Torrance Tarranoe
Counties Split Under House Plans:
HD Concept B HD Concept 1+1 HD Congept J
Catron Cibrols Cibolz
Cihala Caolfax Colfax
Colfax Grant Grant
Hidalgo Lincoln Lincoln
Lana Cuay Qiay
Roosevelt Roossvel Ruogsevelt
San Miguel San Migust San Migusl
Sigrra Sierra Sierra
Sotorns Sororre Socerro
Torrance Torrance Torrance
Municipalities Split Under PEC Plans;
PEC Concept A PEC Congcept & PEC Navajo Plan
Chaves Chaves Chaves
Diero Qlevo Cibola
Ric Arriba Rio Arriba Otara
Sandoval Sarndoval San Juan
Santa Fe Santa Fe Sandoval
Sacorn Socarro Santa Fe
Socorre
Taos
Municipalities Split Under Congressional Plans:
CD Concapt A Ch Concept H D Concept E- Ravised
Albuguergue Hobbs Albuguergque
Rio Rancho Rio Rancho Rig Rancha
Bemalillo Bernalillo Bernalilio
Edgewond Edgewood Tileras
200aITe Portales

Rio Communities
Albuguerque
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EXHIBIT 18

Municipalities Split Under Senate Plans:

8D Concept A-1
Farmington
Gallup
Grants
Taos
Clovis
Mosquera
Bernalifio
fMountainair
Rio Communifies
Estancia
Edgewoad
Roswell
Elaphiant Butlte
Williamisburg
Trith or Cansequernces
Socorro
Belen
LosLunas
Artesia
Tilarosa
Hobbs

SDConcept ©
Kirttand
Farmingion
Gallup
Grants
Espafiola
Tans
Bemalillo
Moriarty
Edgewood
Roswel
Habbs
Bayard
Santa Clara
Socoirs
Balen
Rig Communities
Los Lunas
Bosgue Farms
Peralla
Artesig
Tularosa

Municipalities Spiit Undear House Plans:

HD Concept £41
Aztec
Bloomfiakd
Gallup
Grants
Belen
Rig Communities
Los Lunas
Los Ranchos de Albuguergue
Tileras
Edgawond
Deming
Hatch
San Ysidro
Williamsburg
Truth or Consequences

HD Concept 11
Azigc
Kirtland
Bloomfigid
Gallup
Grants
Los Lunas
Peralia
Belen
Los Ranchos de Albuguerque
Estancia
Edgewood
Bernalillo
Anthony
San Ysidro
Williamsburg

80 Concept &1
Farmington
Gallup
Grants
Taos
Bernaliflc
Edgewood
Rio Communities
Rosweall
Hobbs
Sania Clara
Socnrro
Belen
Los Lunes
Artesia
Tularosa
San Ysidro

HD Congeapt d
Aztec
Kirtland
Bioomfield
Gallup
Granis
Los Lunas
Peralta
Belen
Los Ranchas de Albuquerque
Estancia
Edgewond
Bernalilio
Anthany
San Ysidro
Williamsburg
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Socors
Espafiok
Raton
Bernalilip
Arthony
Artesia
Tularosa
Lovington
Portales

Buricipalities Split Under PEC Plans:

PEC Concept A
Rio Rancho
Satita Fe
San Ysidro
Las Cruces
Mosquero

EXHIBIT 18

Truth or Consequences

LasVegas
Faton
Espafiola
Ruideso
Ruidose Downs
Poriales
Ticumcari
Mosquero

PEC Concept @

Rio Rancho
Santa Fe
San Ysidro
Las Cruces

Truth-or Consequences

Las Yegas
Raton
Cuba

Egspatiola
Ruddoso
Ruidoso Downs
Portales
Tusumeari
Mosyuero

'PEC Concept E
Rio Rancho
Santa Fe
Milan
Grants
Bloomfield
Aztec
San Ysidro
Las Cruces
Roswell
Taos
Taos Ski Valley
Questa
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EXHIBIT 18
Appendiz 4 Draft Legislation on Prison Gerrymandsting  1o/4/21

' BILL
55TH LEGISLATURE - STATE OF NEW MEXICO - SECOND SESSION, 2022
TNTRODUCED BY

DISCUSSION DRAFT

AN ACT
RELATING TO REDISTRICTING; REALLOCATING INMATE POPULATION DATA
FOR PURPOSES OF REAPPURTIONMENT AND REDISTRICTING; DIRECTING
THE ADJUSTMENT OF THE POPULATION COUNT KESULTS OF THE FEDERAL
DECENNIAL CENSUS TO REFLECT INCLUSION OF AN INCARCERATED PERSON
IN THE POPULATION COUNY FOR THE CENSUS BLOCK OF THE FERSON'S
LAST KNOWN PLACE OF RESIDENCE RATHER THAN THE POPULATION COUNT
FOR THE STATE CORRECTLIONAL FACILITY IN WHICH THE PERSON IS
INCARCERATED; DIRECTING THE CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT TO FROVIDE
INMATE RESIDENCY INFORMATION TO THE LEGISLATURE AND THE
SECRETARY OF STATE; AMERDING THE REDISTRICTING ACT TO CONFORM

TO THE ADJUSTMENTS TO POPULATION DATA.

BRE 1T ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO:
SECTION Y. [NEW MATERIAL] REAPPORTIONMERT AND

REDISTRICTING--FEDERAL DECENNIAL CENSUS POPULATION DATA--INMATE

s221275.1
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EXHIBIT 18

RESIDERCY REALLOCATION. -~

&, The cofrsctions department shall collect aud
maintain in an electronic format a record of the legal
residence, presumptively outside of & state correcticnal
facility, and other demographic data for any person entsring
the department’s custody. At & minimuws, this record shall
contain the last koown residential address of the inmate prior
to incarceration, the inmate's ethnicity, as identified by the
inmate, and the inmate's race, to the sxtent such informarion
is maintained by the corrsctions department. To the degree
possible, the department shall allow the legal residence of an
inmatve to be updated as appropriate.

B. No sopner than April I and no later than Jely 1
of gach year in which the fedaral decsnnisl census is taken snd
in which the United States census buresu counts incarcerated
persons as residents of correctional facilities, the
corrections department shall provide to the legislature and the
secratary of state, in the form of a single elactronic file for
gach database maintained by the department, the following
information for each dinmate incarcerated in a state
covrectionsgl fTacility on census dayy

1y  a unigque d{dentifier, other than the
fomate’s name or corvections department number;
{23 the last known address or addresses at

which the inmate resided before the inmate's most current term

$221275.1
...FEM
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EXHIBIT 18

of dncarcearaticn, ineluding any available informsavien about the
date on which each address was added to records maintained by
the corrections department, If the corrections department does
fiot have any residential address infowmation for an inmate, the
information furnished by the department shall svave that facty

{3) the immate's sthnieity, &z identified by
the inmate,; and the inmate's rage, o the extent such
information is maintained by the corrections deparvmenty and

{4} the zddvass of the state votrecvional
facility where the inmate 1s incarcerated on census day.

C. The information provided by the corrections
department pursuant to this section shall be used to adjust the
population count rasnlts of the faderal decemial zensus to
reflects

{13 dnclusion of an ipmate incarserated in a
state vorrestional facility in the population count of the
census bleck of the iamate’s last known place of vesidencs;

{2} exelusion of an inmars from the population
count of the census block of the state sorrectiomal facility inm
which the imnmate is incavceratad; and

{3) exclusion of an inmate from the populsation
count of any vensus block if the inmate's last known place of
vésidence is either outside New Mexico or cannot be determined
or the person is an inmate in fedeval custody in a facility
within Nesr Mexico,

2221275, 1
-
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EXHIBIT 18

. The populatiou count results of the federal
decennial census, #s adjusted pursuant to Subsection € of this
geetion, shall be used dfor purposes of rsapporticnment and
redistricting and shall be the basis for congressional
districts, the stdate house of representatives, the state senate
and other state officés required to be redistricted. The
adjusted population data shall not be used in the distribution
of federal or state aid.

E. The information provided by the corractions

department pursuant to this section shall not imeclude the name

of any incarcerated persoun snd shall not allow for the
identification of sny person from the information, except. to
the départment., The information shall be maintained as
confidential and shall not bs publicly disclosed sxcept as
redistricting data aggregated by district, precinet or census
blocks.
¥, FPor purposes of this section:

€Ly VMeensus day® means April 1 of s year
enddng in the number zero;

{2} "last knowm place of residence™ wmeans the
most recant residential address of an inmate bafoye the

inmate's most curgent term of incarceration that is

sufficiently specific to be assigned to 4 census bloek, as

determined from information furnished by the corrections

depsriment in dccordance with this section. In thé case of an

L221275.1
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EXHIBIT 18

inmatve for whom residential address information ig asvailsable
but is not sufficiently specific to allow the address to be
assigned to s census block, the "last known place of residence®
wxans a randomly determined wensus block located within the
smallast gespraphisal arsa that can be identified based on the
residential address information furiished by the correstivns
department; and
{3y Vstate correctional fTacility" means a
Facility contrelled or operated by the state or any of its
agencies or departments and supported wholly er in part by
state funde for the correctional vare of persons and incledes a
correctional facility in New Mexico operated by a private
compay pursusnt to & ssutract with the corvigetions department .
SECTION 2. Section 1-3A-7 WMSA 1978 (being Laws 2021,
Chapter 79, Sectilon 8} iz amended to read:
*1-34-7. DISTRICT PLANS--REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS -~
A, The committee shall develop district plans in
accordance with the following provisions:
{1} congressional distriets shall be as equal
in population as practicsbles
{2} state districts shall be substantially
equal in population; no plans for state office will be
comisddered that have o topal deviation of nmore than tan
percent;

{3y the commiibbtes shall use the most recsnt

L221275.1
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EXHIBIT 18

fedarsal decennial censits data generated by the United States

census bureau, g$ adipsted pursuant to Sevtion 1 of this 2022

act, and way use other reliable sources of demographic data as
determined by majority vote of the committee;

(4) proposed radistyicting plans to be
considered by the leglslature shall not be composzd of
dist¥icts that spliv precinctsy

{5y plans must comport with the provisions of
the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965, ax amendad, and federal
constivutional standards; plang that dilute a protected
minority’s voting strength are unacceptable; race may be
considered in developing redistricting plans but shall net be
the predominant consideration; traditional race-peutral
distvicting principles shall not be subordinated to racial
consideratimms;

(8) all radistricting plane shall use only
single-nember districts;

{7} ddistricts shall be drawn consisztent with

trdaditiondl districving prinviplesy

{8) districts shall be composed of contiguous

precincts and shall be reasonably compact;

{9) to the axtént feasibls, districts shall be

drawt in .an attempt to preserve communities of interest and
shall taks inte consideration political and geographic

boundaries; including the boundaries of Indian natidns; tribes

2212751
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EXHIBIT 18

and pueblusy and

{10} in addition, and te the extent feasible,
the committee may seek to pressrve the core of existing
districts,

Be The compivges may incorporste suggestad changes
to its proposed district plans in aczcordance with public
gomments and testimeony it receives, but shall not subordinate
the requirements of Pavagraphs (1) through (%) of Subsecition A
of this section in doing so.

G« When proposing or adopting district plans, the
committes shall not:

{1y dsey rely upon or referencge partisan data,
such as voting history or party registration data; provided
that voting hisvory in elections may be considered to snsurég
that the district plan complies with applicable federal law; or

(27 consider the voting address of candidates
or incumbents, exespt to avold the pairing eof incumbents unlesxs

nedessary to conform to other traditional districting

principles,™

J221275. 4
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