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Figure 8: We plot the collection of histograms in the Senate (left) and House (right), when only considering sampling over the Plaintiff
requested clusters. All other districts in other clusters are fixed to be the enacted districts.

4 Plaintiff Requested Cluster Analyses

The evidence for partisan gerrymandering found in Section 3 is the aggregated result of gerrymandering at the cluster level.
It does not address where gerrymandering has occurred within the state. There are 16 county clusters in the House that the
Plaintiffs have requested a cluster level analysis.3 Similarly, there are seven clusters that the Plaintiffs have requested us
to examine in the Senate.4 We begin by asking if the anomalous effects seen at the statewide level are due largely to these
clusters. To assess this, we generate new statewide ensembles that fix all other clusters and consider the ensembles of only
these selected clusters. We plot this result in Figure 8. The similarity of these histograms with the results of the previous
section (Figures 2 and 5) confirm that the majority of the deviation between the enacted plan and the ensemble of plans
occurs in these clusters.

4.1 Summary of Cluster-by-Cluster Partisanship Analysis

The rank ordered vote histograms which were presented in Figures 2 and 5 will be repeated for each county-cluster. We
are particularly interested in groups of districts which appear to have the percentage of a specific political party abnormally
large or small when compared to the typical behavior revealed by the ensemble. Of course such statements depend on the
particular structure of the election considered and hence should be understood under an election which might have been
reasonably seen. Under a packing and cracking senario of gerrymandering, one often sees a group of districts that has an
abnormally high vote margin for one party and a second group of districts that haas an abnormally low vote margin for the
same party.

3These clusters in the House are Union-Anson, Nash-Franklin, Alamance, Yadkin-Forsyth, Columbus-Pender-Robeson, Mecklenburg, Duplin-
Onslow, Davie-Montgomery-Richmond-Cabarrus-Rowan-Stanly, NewHanover-Brunswick, Guilford, Cumberland, Buncombe, Gaston-Cleveland,
Wake, Person-Granville-Vance-Warren, and Pitt-Lenoir.

4These clusters in the Senate are Guilford-Alamance-Randolph, Bladen-Brunswick-Pender-NewHanover, Wake-Franklin, Mecklenburg, Lee-
Sampson-Harnett-Duplin-Johnston-Nash, Davie-Forsyth, and Buncombe-Transylvania-Henderson
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