Mattingly Report Figure 78

Excess

Municipality Split %  Avg % split ~ St. dev.  Split in enacted
. n a_mdla Ll New London 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
Salisbury Midland 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
b Mount Pleasant 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
Landis| Lo Landis 0.0 0.0 0.0 Y
B Spencer 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
Kannapolis | Mlee e o | Badin 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
| Oakboro 0.258 16.46 3.776 -
. 0 N Red Cross 1.540 7.951 0.731 -
Harrisburg i Stanfield 1.980 7.620 2.628 -
7 Faith 4.155 7.806 0.436 -
Concord | — ——aalliiaiy, | Granite Quarry | 4.155 1.058 0.059 -
. Norwood 5.592 31.77 1.530 -
Albemarle 1o East Spencer 20.37 0.238 0.089 -
Locust 37.42 3.173 3.232 -
(‘) T o.‘5 Harrisburg 38.66 21.76 17.15 Y
Excess Split Fraction Albemarle 58.45 23.88 12.05 Y
Kannapolis 91.75 13.85 13.35 Y
Davie-Montgomery-Richmond-Cabarrus-Rowan-Stanly(House) Salisbury 99.50 32.95 12.21 Y
Concord 100.0 35.13 8.857 Y

Figure 78: We compare municipal divisions of the enacted plan with the ensemble. Split % reports the fraction of plans in
the ensemble in which the given municipality was split. Avg. Split reports the fraction of the population that was removed
from the core district(s) and St. dev. is the standard deviation of this split in the ensemble.
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