i\.') City of Dallas 2021-22
' Redistricting

City of Dallas

Submitted Map Analysis

Plan Summary - Plan ID: COD-017-A (Submitter: Cm. Domingo Garcia)
This is an amendment to COD-017- RB-BS-RL

Date Submitted: - 5-2-22
Current Status: Meets the City of Dallas Redistricting Criteria
REVIEW CRITERIA FOR PLAN ACCEPTANCE

1. Maximum Deviation Less than 10%: Population Difference between
most populated and least populated district divided by ideal population is
less than 10%

xPlan meets Criteria |:|Plan does not meet Criteria
Plan Max Deviation - 9.06%

2. Contiguity: All districts should be geographically contiguous.

gPlan meets Criteria |:|Plan does not meet Criteria

3. Unassigned Units — None

xPlan meets Criteria |:|Plan does not meet Criteria

4. Other Map Characteristics for further evaluation:
1. No. of Minority Majority/Plurality Districts: 8 (Total Pop)
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Total Population by Race and Ethnicity

Total
Population Deviation Hispanic NH-White NH-Black NH-Asian NH-Other
# % # % # % # % # % # %
1 88,621 | -4,549.00 | -4.88% | 73,265 | 82.67% | 6,752 | 7.62% | 6,723 | 7.59% 619 | 0.70% | 1,262 | 1.42%
2 93,907 | 737.00 | 0.79% | 47,726 | 50.82% | 27,197 | 28.96% | 11,456 | 12.20% | 4,412 | 4.70% | 3,116 | 3.32%
3 88,810 | -4,360.00 | -4.68% | 34,772 | 39.15% | 7,930 | 8.93% | 42,257 | 47.58% | 1,519 | 1.71% | 2,332 | 2.63%
4 88,779 | -4,391.00 | -4.71% | 37,155 | 41.85% | 9,191 | 10.35% | 38,695 | 43.59% | 1,334 | 1.50% | 2,404 | 2.71%
5 90,344 | -2,826.00 | -3.03% | 71,124 | 78.73% | 5,035 | 5.57% | 12,842 | 14.21% 171 | 0.19% | 1,172 | 1.30%
6 96,438 | 3,268.00 | 3.51% | 64,792 | 67.19% | 13,688 | 14.19% | 13,786 | 14.30% | 2,354 | 2.44% | 1,818 | 1.89%
7 92,295 | -875.00 | -0.94% | 42,714 | 46.28% | 8,077 | 8.75% | 38,528 | 41.74% 884 | 0.96% | 2,092 | 2.27%
8 94,547 | 1,377.00 | 1.48% | 43,077 | 45.56% | 6,000 | 6.35% | 43,236 | 45.73% 316 | 0.33% | 1,918 | 2.03%
9 96,504 | 3,334.00 | 3.58% | 20,135 | 20.86% | 61,673 | 63.91% | 7,062 | 7.32% | 3,033 | 3.14% | 4,601 | 4.77%
10 96,132 | 2,962.00 | 3.18% | 19,403 | 20.18% | 35,053 | 36.46% | 31,842 | 33.12% | 6,114 | 6.36% | 3,720 | 3.87%
11 97,062 | 3,892.00 | 4.18% | 31,550 | 32.50% | 41,848 | 43.11% | 14,692 | 15.14% | 5,140 | 5.30% | 3,832 | 3.95%
12 95,253 | 2,083.00 | 2.24% | 18,635 | 19.56% | 42,177 | 44.28% | 19,849 | 20.84% | 9,840 | 10.33% | 4,752 | 4.99%
13 96,525 | 3,355.00 | 3.60% | 21,277 | 22.04% | 54,736 | 56.71% | 9,235 | 9.57% | 7,652 | 7.93% | 3,625 | 3.76%
14 89,162 | -4,008.00 | -4.30% | 25,549 | 28.65% | 47,036 | 52.75% | 8,561 | 9.60% | 4,432 | 4.97% | 3,584 | 4.02%
1,304,379 9.06% 551,174 | 42.26% | 366,393 | 28.09% | 298,764 | 22.90% | 47,820 | 3.67% | 40,228 | 3.08%
Total Voting Age Population by Race and Ethnicity
Total
Voting Age
Population Hispanic NH-White NH-Black NH-Asian NH-Other
# % # % # % # % # %
1 64,569 | 52,020 | 80.56% 5,977 | 9.26% 5,104 | 7.90% 511 | 0.79% 957 1.48%
2 76,046 | 34,755 | 45.70% | 25,260 | 33.22% 9,566 | 12.58% | 3,960 | 5.21% | 2,505 3.29%
3 65,343 | 22,966 | 35.15% 7,033 | 10.76% | 32,415 | 49.61% | 1,270 | 1.94% | 1,659 2.54%
4 66,509 | 24,503 | 36.84% 8,573 | 12.89% | 30,472 | 45.82% | 1,175 | 1.77% | 1,786 2.69%
5 62,934 | 47,445 | 75.39% 4,472 | 7.11% | 10,073 | 16.01% 135 | 0.21% 809 1.29%
6 71,718 | 45,183 | 63.00% | 12,337 | 17.20% | 10,910 | 15.21% | 1,958 | 2.73% | 1,330 1.85%
7 66,895 | 28,573 | 42.71% 7,050 | 10.54% | 29,017 | 43.38% 756 | 1.13% | 1,499 2.24%
8 64,168 | 26,583 | 41.43% 4,903 | 7.64% | 31,156 | 48.55% 228 | 0.36% | 1,298 2.02%
9 78,108 | 14,667 | 18.78% | 51,946 | 66.51% 5,667 | 7.26% | 2,604 | 3.33% | 3,224 4.13%
10 71,587 | 13,184 | 18.42% | 27,750 | 38.76% | 23,636 | 33.02% | 4,489 | 6.27% | 2,528 3.53%
11 77,584 | 22,237 | 28.66% | 36,157 | 46.60% | 11,851 | 15.28% | 4,539 | 5.85% | 2,800 3.61%
12 77,505 | 13,751 | 17.74% | 36,218 | 46.73% | 15,492 | 19.99% | 8,573 | 11.06% | 3,471 4.48%
13 76,800 | 15,044 | 19.59% | 45,981 | 59.87% 7,502 | 9.77% | 5,746 | 7.48% | 2,527 3.29%
14 79,939 | 20,051 | 25.08% | 45,110 | 56.43% 7,396 | 9.25% | 4,247 | 5.31% | 3,135 3.92%
999,705 | 380,962 | 38.11% | 318,767 | 31.89% | 230,257 | 23.03% | 40,191 | 4.02% | 29,528 2.95%

The Majority/Plurality District percentages are in bold




2. No. of Neighborhoods splits - 49 out of 443 Neighborhood
Associations

3. Compactness analysis for each district:

District Area: Perimeter: Reock Polsby- Conve)-( Hull Schwartzberg
Popper Ratio:
District 1 18.00 32.16 0.33 0.22 0.69 0.47
District 2 56.01 140.42 0.08 0.04 0.22 0.19
District 3 46.33 65.03 0.22 0.14 0.58 0.37
District 4 21.46 30.28 0.24 0.29 0.76 0.54
District 5 20.25 22.18 0.35 0.52 0.85 0.72
District 6 42.12 68.19 0.17 0.11 0.44 0.34
District 7 24.48 36.77 0.23 0.23 0.57 0.48
District 8 54.52 64.06 0.17 0.17 0.61 0.41
District 9 20.70 23.36 0.32 0.48 0.85 0.69
District 10 15.72 19.81 0.39 0.50 0.87 0.71
District 11 15.77 26.07 0.30 0.29 0.72 0.54
District 12 14.70 21.13 0.30 0.41 0.81 0.64
District 13 23.04 36.68 0.27 0.22 0.66 0.46
District 14 10.23 25.57 0.20 0.20 0.53 0.44
Average 27.38 43.69 0.26 0.27 0.65 0.50
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