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Figure 7: Over two elections, we plot the typical range of the 40th least Democratic district to the 80th least democratic district. The
ranges are represented by box-plots: 50% of all plans have a corresponding ranked district that lies within the box; the median is given
by the line within the box; the ticks mark the 1% and 99% quartiles; the extent of the lines outside of the boxes represent the range of
results observed in the ensemble. We compare the ranked-votes curve of the enacted plan with the ranked-votes marginal distributions
(purple dots). There are 120 seats; any dot (or box) that lies above the 50% line on the vertical axis will elect (or typically elect) a
Democrat; any dot (or box) that lies below the 50% line will elect (or typically elect) a Republican.

through 54th ranked marginal distributions are often above the 50% line), but that the enacted plan leads to corresponding
districts with far fewer Democratic votes leading to strong Republican victories. In fact, the enacted plan does not cross the
50% line until the 64th seats, meaning that the Republican Party would have won a majority under these votes. When the
statewide vote share shifts toward the Republicans, as in the 2016 Attorney General election, the Democrats win fewer seats,
both in the ensemble and in the enacted plan, however the depression in the middle districts remains consistent.

To test the observation that the middle districts have an abnormally low Democratic vote fraction, we consider the 48th
through 72th least Democratic districts and consider the average vote share of this range in the enacted plan compared with
the ensemble. We choose this range because this is where power shifts to give a supermajority for either party. In 15 of the
17 elections, we find that there is less than a 0.0005% chance of finding a plan in the ensemble that has a smaller averaged
Democratic vote share than the corresponding districts in the enacted plan. The only two exceptions to this are the 2016
Governor’s race in which we find that less than 0.02% of the plans in the ensemble have a smaller Democratic vote share
than the corresponding districts in the enacted plan, and the the 2008 Governor race in which we find that less than 0.3% of
plans in the ensemble have a smaller Democratic vote share than the corresponding districts in the enacted plan. In terms of
depletion of the Democratic vote in the middle (and more competitive districts) we find that the enacted plan is an extreme
outlier, with significantly fewer Democratic voters than is expected within the context of the ensemble.

The above differences between the enacted plan and the ensemble can affect majority representation. In three of the
elections we examine (USS08, CI08, LG08) the Democrats are expected to gain a majority of the seats in over 96% of the
plans in the ensemble, yet in the enacted plan the Republicans would win a majority; In two of these elections (USS08,
CI08) there is more than a 99.7% probability the Democrats would have achieved a majority of seats. In contrast, we find no
elections under which the Republicans would have been expected to received a majority under the ensemble, but would not
receive a majority in the enacted plan.

The differences in the ensemble and the enacted plan also can affect the supermajority. Under the LG12 election, less
than 14.2% of plans in the ensemble lead to a Republican supermajority; under the AG16 election, less than 13% of plans
in the ensemble lead to a Republican supermajority; and under the GV16 election, less than 4.4% of plans in the ensemble
lead to a Republican supermajority. The enacted plan yields a supermajority for the Republicans in each of these cases.
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