United Hispanic Council Plan 3- Fernando Florez
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Criterion Y Y Unmet Comments
Met Met
1. Approximately equal size X High/Low deviation <9,189 (7358)
2. Legal compliance (per outside counsel) Requires further research
3. Minority opportunity districts Requires further research
4. Communities of interest X <25% Divided (5.2%)
5. Contiguous territory X
6. Compactness X Polsby Popper ratio > 0.05 (District 7 = 0.04)
7. Identifiable geographic boundaries X
8. Voting precincts NA/2020 Values not published
9. Census block groups X <25% Divided (19.9%)
10. Places of residence Not evaluated

Submitter Comments: UHC Plan 3 is based on UHC Plan 2, revised to reduce the number of split residential neighborhood communities of interest that registered
with the City.

The previous two UHC plans were the only submitted plans that created three majority Hispanic districts by voting age population. UHC Plan 3 creates two
majority Hispanic districts: an opportunity district in the north (District 2) with 67% and a new majority district in the south (District 10) with 55% of voting age
population. In addition, the plan creates a near-majority district with 49% of voting age population.

The map drawers proceeded along the principle that the creation of a second viable Hispanic district is the minimum threshold for a successful redistricting map
for the City of Fort Worth. UHC's ideal plan would lie between Plans 2 and 3, creating three majority Hispanic districts while minimizing residential community
splitting to the extent possible. These plans represent the most likely path to creating a second Hispanic-controlled district out of the eventual ten.

Notably, this has been achieved here while preserving three functional African-American districts.

UHC Plan 3 is submitted under protest of the compactness evaluation, which unfairly penalized districts on the City’s western boundary, which are highly irregular
in shape, and categorized those plans as either having partially met or not met the criterion. In nearly all plans that were flagged for violation, the compactness
test score was dominated by the irregular city limits. In only one of the submitted plans did the test reflect the irregularity of a district’s interior boundaries. All
compactness tests in the software package are more appropriate to the division of states, whose borders are smoother than those of municipalities, whose city
limits can be highly irregular.






