





AGENDA ITEM 1
Map 1



DR&@? G WD_RY_Map =AY 2 <@ 0 6

LN ‘:\“ Tools + I Map || BB statistics || @) Analyze || 4+ Compare [||* Advanced | 4O &8

Fort Bend ~ 9 w y 2 . County  City
; 2 3 5% 8,057 + & v éPrecinct_ Block

District Selector A

District  Population Deviation 4

(& un O 0 0
1 213752 8057
205,633 62

203,247 -2,448

P
ool [O)

4 200,147 -5,548
District Details i v
Colors v
Overlays A

[JMap ~ [ pot Map ~

[] District Lines [ Labels
Precinct Lines [_] Labels «
D County Lines D Labels

[] cCity Lines [] Labels

Landmarks

“Custom Overlays A
Overlays 0]
No overlays added

Map saved to server.
Olmapbox

© Mapbox © OpenStreetMap Improve this map

© 2025 Social Good Fund for Dave's Redistricting.




C WD_RY_Map

m|m s 2 < @ 8 €

Statistics Notes

@_)) Analyze

- Compare

."- Advanced

o O

Population Shapes Partisan Lean
ID Total +/- & (=) Dem Rep
Un 0 0% 0%
1 213,752 3.92% v 9 37.77% H-Wﬂ
2 205,633 -0.03% V) V] | 30.02%
3 203,247 1.19% V) <9 48.04% 49.5%
4 200,147 2.7% V) < | 41.3%
205,695 6.61% (V] (V] 51.82% 46.04%

Notes

e Precinct Shapes: Census 2020

e Total Population: Census 2020

e Voting Age Population: Census 2020

e Election Result: Composite of 2020 Pres, 2024 Pres, 2020 Sen, 2024 Sen, 2022 Gov, 2022 AG

e The 6.61% population deviation is within the 10% threshold tolerated by the courts.

Oth
0%
1.95%
1.8%
2.46%
2.41%
2.14%

e One district leans Republican, two lean Democratic, and one falls in the 45-55% competitive range.

e There are four majority-minority districts.

Total

0
146,785
151,520
153,209
145,479
149,248

White
0%
49.72%
18.17%
35%
22.78%
31.37%

[l Map @Statistics
Demographics (VAP)

Minority Hispanic
0% 0%
50.28% 20.36%
81.83% 23.22%
65% 15.43%
77.22%  32.21%
68.63% 22.71%

Black
0%
9.55%
41.4%
11.37%
24.54%
21.75%

Asian
0%
18.82%
17.17%
37.22%
20.27%
23.48%

[ DOWNLOAD ]

Native
0%
1.71%
1.8%
1.45%
1.75%
1.67%

Pacific
0%
0.14%
0.15%
0.16%
0.14%
0.15%
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Ratings: WD_RY_Map

Competitiveness

Minority _,

Proportionality

Compactness

Requirements: Met Splitting

Bigger is better, for the ratings above.

. Show Values

We check four general
requirements & help
you evaluate your map
by rating five criteria.
Some may not apply, or
a state or jurisdiction
may require different
metrics. It's up to you to
decide which criteria to
consider and to
address any map-
specific requirements.
Also, some factors
such as communities
of interest are hard to
quantify.
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Requirements

Redistricting maps must typically satisfy four constraints.

Check Description
- Complete All precincts are assigned to districts
- Contiguous All precincts in districts are connected

- Free of holes No districts are embedded in others

Q000

- Equal population Districts have roughly equal populations

Rating

e This map meets basic requirements.

Notes

e The 6.61% population deviation is within the 10% threshold tolerated by the courts.

e For more information on redistricting in Texas, see Brennan Center for Justice: Texas Guide to Redistricting, Princeton Gerrymandering Project: Texas Redistricting Reform, and Ballotpedia: Redistricting in

Texas.

Back to top
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Ratings Requirements Proportionality Competitiveness Minority Representation Compactness Splitting [IMap @S’(atistics @))Analyg =t Compare =% Advanced @ 6

Proportionality ﬂ

All else equal, prefer maps that are more proportional.

Metric Description

- Disproportionality -10.02% The deviation from the number of whole seats closest to proportional. Smaller is better. By convention, positive values of bias metrics favor Republicans & negative
values favor Democrats.

Rating
el o adllnm,s lac sl cammd e soolll s sl amards ol oo anddlae:
3
.0 20 40 60 80 100/
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good
Notes

e The average map-wide Democratic two-party vote share is 52.95%, the Republican 47.05%.

e The number of Democratic seats closest to proportional is two. The likely number of Democratic seats is 2.40. The likely number of unexpected Democratic seats (won) lost is -0.40.

Back to top
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Competitiveness

All else equal, prefer maps that are more competitive.

Metric Description
- Competitiveness 27.32% The percentage of competitive districts. Bigger is better.
Rating

FedBageraliers e ST e ol oo e e e e e e o

R ——
L 0 20 40 60 80 100/
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e Unlike the partisan lean note in district Statistics that simply counts the number of districts in the 45-55% range, this competitiveness metric uses a probability distribution with the tails approaching zero
at 40% and 60%. Hence, an ideally competitive set of districts has a ~75% competitiveness.

Back to top




= DR&@?

C WD_RY_Map

=m\@m 3 2 < @ 9 @

Ratings Reguirements Proportionality Competitiveness Minority Representation Compactness Splitting

3 Map

@S‘tatistics

@) Analyze

= Compare

."- Advanced

o O

Minority Representation

All else equal, prefer maps that give minorities more opportunities to elect representatives.

District VAP %

Potential Opportunity Districts (based on map)
Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific

35% < VAP < 40%
40% < VAP < 45%
45% < VAP < 50%
50% < VAP < 55%
55% < VAP < 60%
60% < VAP < 100%

0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0

Proportional Seats (based on total VAP %)
Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific

Total VAP %

68.63% 22.71% 21.75% 23.48% 1.67% 0.15%

Proportional Seats 3 1 1 1 0 0
Rating
(’|....|....|....n....|....|....|....|....|....n...‘
e —————
.0 20 40 60 80 100
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good
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Compactness

All else equal, prefer maps with districts that are more compact.

Metric Description
- Reock 0.3490 Measures how dispersed district shapes are. Bigger is better.
- Polsby-Popper 0.2053 Measures how indented district shapes are. Bigger is better.
Rating
( e S e e s e s e S e s o e S e s s e o e e e By
L ———
0 20 40 60 80 100,
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e In contrast, using a common "know it when you see it" understanding of compactness (KIWYSI), people intuitively judge the compactness of these districts to be 33 of 100. See How to Measure Legislative

District Compactness If You Only Know it When You See It for details.

e Compact districts aren't always fair. To the extent that a state's political geography has a significant urban-rural political divide, maps with more compact districts tend to be less proportional, and maps

that are more proportional tend to have less compact districts.

Back to top




Splitting G

All else equal, prefer maps that split counties across districts the least.

Metric Description
- County-district splitting 1.00 Measures how much counties are split across districts. Smaller is better.
- District-county splitting 1.00 Measures how much districts are split across counties. Smaller is better.
Rating

S T T T e e e e e

e ——-

.0 20 40 60 80 100 /

Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e To achieve almost exactly equal district populations, three precincts may also have to be split, but five are.

Back to top
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Statistics Notes

Demographics (VAP) [ DOWNLOAD ]

Population Shapes Partisan Lean

ID Total +/- & [a] Dem Rep Oth Total White Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific
Un 0 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1 202,876 -1.37% 0 0 42.78% 55.19% 2.03% 139,362 37.44% 62.56% 31.56% 15.12% 14.8% 1.84% 0.14%
2 211,458 2.8% 0 Q 30.54% 1.83% 157,088 19.3% 80.7% 22.67% 40.4% 17.56% 1.75% 0.15%
3 207,261 0.76% Q Q 47.8% 49.7% 2.49% 154,962 35.8% 64.2% 14.68% 12.19% 36.4% 1.39% 0.17%
4 201,184 -2.19% Q Q 48.06% 49.75% 2.19% 145,581 33.88% 66.12% 22.81% 18.17% 24.42% 1.73% 0.13%

205,695 4.99% V) < 51.82% 46.04% 2.14% 149,248 31.37% 68.63% 22.71% 21.75% 23.48% 1.67% 0.15%

Notes

e Precinct Shapes: Census 2020

e Total Population: Census 2020

e Voting Age Population: Census 2020

e Election Result: Composite of 2020 Pres, 2024 Pres, 2020 Sen, 2024 Sen, 2022 Gov, 2022 AG

e The 4.99% population deviation is within the 10% threshold tolerated by the courts.

e One district leans Republican, one leans Democratic, and two fall in the 45-55% competitive range.

e There are four majority-minority districts.

Back to top
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Ratings: RIB V1_map-archive (1)

Competitiveness

Minority

Proportionality

Compactness

Requirements: Met Splitting

Bigger is better, for the ratings above.

‘ Show Values

We check four general
requirements & help
you evaluate your map
by rating five criteria.
Some may not apply, or
a state or jurisdiction
may require different
metrics. It's up to you to
decide which criteria to
consider and to
address any map-
specific requirements.
Also, some factors
such as communities
of interest are hard to
quantify.
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Requirements 0

Redistricting maps must typically satisfy four constraints.

Check Description
- Complete All precincts are assigned to districts
- Contiguous All precincts in districts are connected

- Free of holes No districts are embedded in others

Q000

- Equal population Districts have roughly equal populations

Rating

e This map meets basic requirements.

Notes
e The 4.99% population deviation is within the 10% threshold tolerated by the courts.

e For more information on redistricting in Texas, see Brennan Center for Justice: Texas Guide to Redistricting, Princeton Gerrymandering Project: Texas Redistricting Reform, and Ballotpedia: Redistricting in
Texas.
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Proportionality 0

All else equal, prefer maps that are more proportional.

Metric Description

- Disproportionality 3.12% The deviation from the number of whole seats closest to proportional. Smaller is better. By convention, positive values of bias metrics favor Republicans & negative
values favor Democrats.

Rating
7 ™
I | B B B ) ' e 0 00 | s 0 00 J I [ I B B ) I "5 000 l s 0 02 l | B B B ] I L B B l [ I I B J l LI \
@ 0
\_ 20 40 60 80 100 /
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good
Notes

e The average map-wide Democratic two-party vote share is 52.95%, the Republican 47.05%.
e The number of Democratic seats closest to proportional is two. The likely number of Democratic seats is 1.88. The likely number of unexpected Democratic seats (won) lost is 0.12.

e The rating is zero ('Very Bad'), because this map is antimajoritarian. Even though they will probably receive roughly 52.95% of the total votes, Democrats will likely only win 46.88% of the seats.

Back to top
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Competitiveness

All else equal, prefer maps that are more competitive.

Metric Description
- Competitiveness 53.70% The percentage of competitive districts. Bigger is better.
Rating
el e e e e ks ) s e
———r— |
L 0 20 40 60 80 100
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good
Notes

e Unlike the partisan lean note in district Statistics that simply counts the number of districts in the 45-55% range, this competitiveness metric uses a probability distribution with the tails approaching zero

at 40% and 60%. Hence, an ideally competitive set of districts has a ~75% competitiveness.

Back to top
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Minority Representation

All else equal, prefer maps that give minorities more opportunities to elect representatives.

Potential Opportunity Districts (based on map)

District VAP % Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific
35% < VAP < 40% 0 0 0 1 0 0
40% < VAP < 45% 0 0 1 0 0 0
45% < VAP < 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0
50% < VAP < 55% 0 0 0 0 0 0
55% < VAP < 60% 0 0 0 0 0 0
60% < VAP < 100% 4 0 0 0 0 0

Proportional Seats (based on total VAP %)
Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific

Total VAP % 68.63% 22.71% 21.75% 23.48% 1.67% 0.15%
Proportional Seats 3 1 1 1 0 0
Rating

e e L L e e it A s e e it A s

L —————————————
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Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good
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Compactness 0

All else equal, prefer maps with districts that are more compact.

Metric Description
- Reock 0.3775 Measures how dispersed district shapes are. Bigger is better.
- Polsby-Popper 0.1751 Measures how indented district shapes are. Bigger is better.
Rating

[ JFE it s A, e e e o e o o o0 ) o O e U D T 2D O Tt L T

—
0 20 40 60 80 100
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e In contrast, using a common "know it when you see it" understanding of compactness (KIWYSI), people intuitively judge the compactness of these districts to be 33 of 100. See How to Measure Legislative
District Compactness If You Only Know it When You See It for details.

e Compact districts aren't always fair. To the extent that a state's political geography has a significant urban-rural political divide, maps with more compact districts tend to be less proportional, and maps
that are more proportional tend to have less compact districts.

Back to top




Splitting

All else equal, prefer maps that split counties across districts the least.

Metric Description

- County-district splitting 1.00 Measures how much counties are split across districts. Smaller is better.
- District-county splitting 1.00 Measures how much districts are split across counties. Smaller is better.
Rating

f l s v v 0 ' " " I " v 9 ] I L 2 B B ) ' s v v 0 ' [ 2 B B l " " ' . v ' vy 1 v 0 ] l L I I
N —
.0 20 40 60 80 100 /
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e To achieve almost exactly equal district populations, three precincts may also have to be split, but 11 are.
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Statistics Notes ‘ [l Map ‘@Statistics I@_))Analyze - Compare l.". Advanced
Population Shapes Partisan Lean Demographics (VAP) [ DOWNLOAD ]
ID Total +/- & [a] Dem Rep Oth Total White Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific
Un 0 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1 209,604 1.9% Q Q 43.37% 54.4% 2.23% 151,304 38.16% 61.84% 27.07% 14.92% 18.86% 1.75% 0.15%
2 215,309 4.67% Q 0 26.92% 1.93% 160,647 14.42% 85.58% 28.4% 41% 16.32% 1.9% 0.14%
3 197,544 -3.96% Q Q 46.58% 51.26% 2.16% 146,995 38.71% 61.29% 14.74% 11.76% 33.73% 1.9% 0.17%
4 200,322 -2.61% 0 Q 47.69% 50.07% 2.23% 138,047 35.84% 64.16% 19.79% 17.49% 25.95% 1.91% 0.13%
205,695 8.64% Q Q 51.82% 46.04% 2.14% 149,248 31.37% 68.63% 22.71% 21.75% 23.48% 1.67% 0.15%
Notes

® Precinct Shapes: Census 2020

e Total Population: Census 2020

e Voting Age Population: Census 2020
e Election Result: Composite of 2020 Pres, 2024 Pres, 2020 Sen, 2024 Sen, 2022 Gov, 2022 AG

e The 8.64% population deviation is within the 10% threshold tolerated by the courts.

e One district leans Republican, one leans Democratic, and two fall in the 45-55% competitive range.

e There are four majority-minority districts.

Back to top
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Ratings: City_Map

Competitiveness

Minority

Proportionality

Compactness

Requirements: Met Splitting

Bigger is better, for the ratings above.

‘ Show Values

We check four general
requirements & help
you evaluate your map
by rating five criteria.
Some may not apply, or
a state or jurisdiction
may require different
metrics. It's up to you to
decide which criteria to
consider and to
address any map-
specific requirements.
Also, some factors
such as communities
of interest are hard to
quantify.




DR&Y@Q C City_Map

=m\@m 3 2 < @ 9 @

Ratings Reqguirements Proportionality Competitiveness Minority Representation Compactness Splitting

3 Map

@Statistics

@) Analyze

=t Compare

."' Advanced

o ©

Requirements

Redistricting maps must typically satisfy four constraints.

Check Description
- Complete All precincts are assigned to districts
- Contiguous All precincts in districts are connected

- Free of holes No districts are embedded in others

Q000

- Equal population Districts have roughly equal populations

Rating

e This map meets basic requirements.

Notes

e The 8.64% population deviation is within the 10% threshold tolerated by the courts.

e For more information on redistricting in Texas, see Brennan Center for Justice: Texas Guide to Redistricting, Princeton Gerrymandering Project: Texas Redistricting Reform, and Ballotpedia: Redistricting in

Texas.

Back to top
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Proportionality 0

All else equal, prefer maps that are more proportional.

Metric Description

- Disproportionality 6.63% The deviation from the number of whole seats closest to proportional. Smaller is better. By convention, positive values of bias metrics favor Republicans & negative
values favor Democrats.

Rating
f/’ I L I I B I vy v 90 I LI B B ) J I v 59 ' "5 0 l L I B I ' vy v 0 l L I B B ) l L I I B l L ". v J
. 0 20 40 60 80 100 /
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good
Notes

e The average map-wide Democratic two-party vote share is 52.95%, the Republican 47.05%.
e The number of Democratic seats closest to proportional is two. The likely number of Democratic seats is 1.73. The likely number of unexpected Democratic seats (won) lost is 0.27.

e The rating is zero ('Very Bad'), because this map is antimajoritarian. Even though they will probably receive roughly 52.95% of the total votes, Democrats will likely only win 43.37% of the seats.

Back to top
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Ratings Requirements Proportionality Competitiveness Minority Representation Compactness Splitting I]Map @Statistics @))Anay& - Compare =% Advanced

All else equal, prefer maps that are more competitive.

Metric Description
- Competitiveness 50.80% The percentage of competitive districts. Bigger is better.
Rating

(l....I....I....Jl....I....l....I....I. IRl

P
0 20 40 60 80 100/
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e Unlike the partisan lean note in district Statistics that simply counts the number of districts in the 45-55% range, this competitiveness metric uses a probability distribution with the tails approaching zero
at 40% and 60%. Hence, an ideally competitive set of districts has a ~75% competitiveness.

Back to top




Minority Representation

All else equal, prefer maps that give minorities more opportunities to elect representatives.

Potential Opportunity Districts (based on map)

District VAP % Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific
35% < VAP < 40% 0 0 0 0 0 0
40% < VAP < 45% 0 0 1 0 0 0
45% < VAP < 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0
50% < VAP < 55% 0 0 0 0 0 0
55% < VAP < 60% 0 0 0 0 0 0
60% < VAP < 100% 4 0 0 0 0 0

Proportional Seats (based on total VAP %)
Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific

Total VAP % 68.63% 22.71% 21.75% 23.48% 1.67% 0.15%
Proportional Seats 3 1 1 1 0 0
Rating
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Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good
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Compactness 0

Ratings Requirements Proportionality Competitiveness Minority Representation Compactness Splitting I3 Map || EE statistics @))Analyg -+ Compare || |¥ Advanced

All else equal, prefer maps with districts that are more compact.

Metric Description
- Reock 0.3742 Measures how dispersed district shapes are. Bigger is better.
- Polsby-Popper 0.2324 Measures how indented district shapes are. Bigger is better.
Rating

N T Y Y e T e T e

K ]

\_0 20 40 60 80 100/

Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e In contrast, using a common "know it when you see it" understanding of compactness (KIWYSI), people intuitively judge the compactness of these districts to be 40 of 100. See How to Measure Legislative
District Compactness If You Only Know it When You See It for details.

e Compact districts aren't always fair. To the extent that a state's political geography has a significant urban-rural political divide, maps with more compact districts tend to be less proportional, and maps
that are more proportional tend to have less compact districts.

Back to top

Splitting

All else equal, prefer maps that split counties across districts the least.

Metric Description

- County-district splitting 1.00 Measures how much counties are split across districts. Smaller is better.



Splitting

All else equal, prefer maps that split counties across districts the least.

Metric Description

- County-district splitting 1.00 Measures how much counties are split across districts. Smaller is better.
- District-county splitting 1.00 Measures how much districts are split across counties. Smaller is better.
Rating

|l I I ]l l'llll"ll"llllllll'llllljll.

.0 20 40 60 80 100 /
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e To achieve almost exactly equal district populations, three precincts may also have to be split, but six are.
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Population Shapes Partisan Lean Demographics (VAP) [ DOWNLOAD ]
ID Total +/- & [a] Dem Rep Oth Total White Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific
Un 0 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1 199,091 -3.21% Q Q 40.68% 57.25% 2.07% 143,656 41.05% 58.95% 30.01% 14.21% 13.7% 1.87% 0.14%
2 214,236 4.15% Q Q - 25.65% 1.97% 160,454 12.82% | '&7.'.1_.8%'_” 28.99% 41.76% 16.65% 1.89% 0.15%
3 205,110 -0.28% Q Q 48.43% 49.37% 2.21% 152,309 37.54% 62.46% 12.87% 12.81% 35.75% 1.46% 0.17%
4 204,342 -0.66% Q Q 47.5% 50.19% 2.31% 140,574 35.96% 64.04% 18.74% 16.32% 27.97% 1.45% 0.13%
205,695 7.36% (V) (V] 51.82% 46.04% 2.14% 149,248 31.37% 68.63% 22.71% 21.75% 23.48% 1.67% 0.15%
Notes

e Precinct Shapes: Census 2020

e Total Population: Census 2020

e Voting Age Population: Census 2020

e Election Result: Composite of 2020 Pres, 2024 Pres, 2020 Sen, 2024 Sen, 2022 Gov, 2022 AG

e The 7.36% population deviation is within the 10% threshold tolerated by the courts.

e One district leans Republican, one leans Democratic, and two fall in the 45-55% competitive range.

e There are four majority-minority districts.

Back to top
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Ratings: City_Map_2

Competitiveness

Minority

Proportionality

Compactness

Requirements: Met Splitting

Bigger is better, for the ratings above.

‘ Show Values

We check four general
requirements & help
you evaluate your map
by rating five criteria.
Some may not apply, or
a state or jurisdiction
may require different
metrics. It's up to you to
decide which criteria to
consider and to
address any map-
specific requirements.
Also, some factors
such as communities
of interest are hard to
quantify.
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Requirements G

Redistricting maps must typically satisfy four constraints.

Check Description

- Complete All precincts are assigned to districts

- Contiguous All precincts in districts are connected

- Free of holes No districts are embedded in others

Q000

- Equal population Districts have roughly equal populations

Rating

e This map meets basic requirements.

Notes
e The 7.36% population deviation is within the 10% threshold tolerated by the courts.

e For more information on redistricting in Texas, see Brennan Center for Justice: Texas Guide to Redistricting, Princeton Gerrymandering Project: Texas Redistricting Reform, and Ballotpedia: Redistricting in
Texas.
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Proportionality 6

All else equal, prefer maps that are more proportional.

Metric Description

- Disproportionality 4.13% The deviation from the number of whole seats closest to proportional. Smaller is better. By convention, positive values of bias metrics favor Republicans & negative
values favor Democrats.

Rating
S I T T T I I e e
@ 9
0 20 40 60 80 100/
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good
Notes

e The average map-wide Democratic two-party vote share is 52.95%, the Republican 47.05%.
e The number of Democratic seats closest to proportional is two. The likely number of Democratic seats is 1.83. The likely number of unexpected Democratic seats (won) lostis 0.17.

e The rating is zero (‘'Very Bad'), because this map is antimajoritarian. Even though they will probably receive roughly 52.95% of the total votes, Democrats will likely only win 45.87% of the seats.

Back to top
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Competitiveness

All else equal, prefer maps that are more competitive.

Metric Description
- Competitiveness 49.65% The percentage of competitive districts. Bigger is better.
Rating

(I....I....I....Jl....l....I....I....l....l....ll...
G

0 20 40 60 80 100/
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e Unlike the partisan lean note in district Statistics that simply counts the number of districts in the 45-55% range, this competitiveness metric uses a probability distribution with the tails approaching zero

at 40% and 60%. Hence, an ideally competitive set of districts has a ~75% competitiveness.

Back to top
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Minority Representation

All else equal, prefer maps that give minorities more opportunities to elect representatives.

Potential Opportunity Districts (based on map)

District VAP % Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific
35% < VAP < 40% 0 0 0 1 0 0
40% < VAP < 45% 0 0 1 0 0 0
45% < VAP < 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0
50% < VAP < 55% 0 0 0 0 0 0
55% < VAP < 60% 1 0 0 0 0 0
60% < VAP < 100% 3 0 0 0 0 0

Proportional Seats (based on total VAP %)
Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native Pacific

Total VAP % 68.63% 22.71% 21.75% 23.48% 1.67% 0.15%
Proportional Seats 3 1 1 1 0 0
Rating
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Compactness

All else equal, prefer maps with districts that are more compact.

Metric Description
- Reock 0.3408 Measures how dispersed district shapes are. Bigger is better.
- Polsby-Popper 0.2188 Measures how indented district shapes are. Bigger is better.
Rating
L” T e e A o e T P e
—— |
0 20 40 60 80 100
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e In contrast, using a common "know it when you see it" understanding of compactness (KIWYSI), people intuitively judge the compactness of these districts to be 36 of 100. See How to Measure Legislative

District Compactness If You Only Know it When You See It for details.

e Compact districts aren’t always fair. To the extent that a state's political geography has a significant urban-rural political divide, maps with more compact districts tend to be less proportional, and maps

that are more proportional tend to have less compact districts.

Back to top




Splitting

All else equal, prefer maps that split counties across districts the least.

Metric Description

- County-district splitting 1.00 Measures how much counties are split across districts. Smaller is better.
- District-county splitting 1.00 Measures how much districts are split across counties. Smaller is better.
Rating

.0 20 40 60 80 100/
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e To achieve almost exactly equal district populations, three precincts may also have to be split, but four are.
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Compactness o

All else equal, prefer maps with districts that are more compact.

Metric Description
- Reock 0.4550 Measures how dispersed district shapes are. Bigger is better.
- Polsby-Popper 0.2581 Measures how indented district shapes are. Bigger is better.
Rating
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ie——————————————————————
0 20 40 60 80 100/
Very Bad Bad OK Good Very Good

Notes

e In contrast, using a common "know it when you see it" understanding of compactness (KIWYSI), people intuitively judge the compactness of these districts to be 50 of 100. See How to Measure Legislative
District Compactness If You Only Know it When You See It for details.

e Compact districts aren't always fair. To the extent that a state's political geography has a significant urban-rural political divide, maps with more compact districts tend to be less proportional, and maps
that are more proportional tend to have less compact districts.

Back to top

Splitting o

All else equal, prefer maps that split counties across districts the least.

Metric Description

- County-district splitting 1.00 Measures how much counties are split across districts. Smaller is better.
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Preamble

These Standing Rules are adopted to provide structure, transparency, and accountability for the
proceedings of the Fort Bend County Citizens Advisory Committee on Redistricting. The rules
herein govern committee procedures, responsibilities, and communications unless otherwise
superseded by federal or state law, the Texas Open Meetings Act, or directives of the Fort Bend
County Commissioners Court.

Definitions

o Committee: Refers to the Fort Bend County Citizens Advisory Committee on
Redistricting.

e Chair: The duly appointed presiding officer of the Committee.

o Commissioners Court: The elected governing body of Fort Bend County, Texas.

e Quorum: A simple majority of voting members (i.e., six out of ten).

e Subcommittee: A working group created by the Committee to perform specific tasks; it
cannot take official action on behalf of the Committee unless authorized by majority vote
of the Committee.

e Open Meetings Act (TOMA): The Texas law requiring governmental bodies to conduct
public business in open meetings and provide notice and transparency.

Section 1. Authority and Rules of Order

1.1 The Committee is established under the authority of the Fort Bend County Commissioners
Court to review, evaluate, and recommend revisions to county voter and commissioner precinct
maps.

1.2 All meetings of the Committee shall be conducted in accordance with Robert’s Rules of
Order Newly Revised (RONR), except where in conflict with these Standing Rules or law, or
as otherwise directed by the Commissioners Court

1.3 Nothing in these rules shall override applicable state or federal laws, including the Texas
Open Meetings Act, the Texas Election Code, or the Voting Rights Act.

Section 2. Membership and Quorum

2.1 The Committee may consist of up to ten (10) voting members.

2.2 No official business may be conducted without a quorum present (50% of the appointed
committee members plus one), except during the Organizational Meeting as specified in Section
23.



2.3 If, due to resignations, removals, or other circumstances, the number of active members falls
below the quorum threshold, the Committee shall suspend all business until sufficient
appointments have been made to restore a quorum.

2.4 Any vacancy shall be filled by the original appointing official. The replacement member
shall assume all rights and responsibilities of a voting member upon acceptance of the
appointment.

Section 3. Chair Responsibilities

3.1 The Chair shall preside over all meetings of the Committee, maintain order, and ensure fair
and orderly discussion of all matters brought before the Committee.

3.2 The Chair shall have the authority to appoint a Parliamentarian to advise on matters of
parliamentary procedure.

3.3 In the event the Chair is absent or temporarily unable to serve, the Committee shall elect
a Temporary Chair by majority vote of the members present, provided a quorum is present.
The Temporary Chair shall assume all duties and responsibilities of the Chair during such
absence or incapacity.

3.4 If the Chair is permanently unable or unwilling to continue in the role, the County Judge
shall appoint a new Chair to serve the remainder of the term.

Section 4. Secretary Responsibilities

4.1 The Chair shall have the authority to appoint a Secretary, which may be a non-appointed
member.

4.2 The Secretary shall be responsible for recording and maintaining accurate and complete
minutes of each Committee meeting.

e The Secretary shall maintain all notices, agendas, meeting minutes and all other official
documents, reports, and correspondence received or issued by the Committee.

4.3 The Secretary shall distribute draft minutes to all Committee members within seven (7)
days following each meeting.

4.4 The Secretary shall ensure that approved minutes and records are archived in accordance
with Section 17: Document Access and Retention and applicable county procedures.

4.5 At the direction of the Chair, the Secretary may assist in preparing meeting agendas, notices,
and correspondence.



Section 5. Notice of Meetings

5.1 Except where circumstances warrant calling a special or emergency meeting, committee
members shall receive at least five (5) days’ notice of all regular meetings.

5.2 Notice shall include the meeting’s date, time, location, and a draft agenda or statement of
purpose.

5.3 Notice may be delivered by email, telephone, or written communication, using the most
recent contact information provided by each member.

Section 6. Agenda

6.1 The Chair shall be responsible for preparing the agenda for each meeting. The Chair may
direct the Secretary to assist in this task.

6.2 The agenda shall be distributed to all Committee members at least two calendar (2)
days prior to each meeting, along with any relevant documents or attachments.

6.3 Items not listed on the agenda may be considered under New Business, provided a majority
of members present vote to do so and a quorum of members are present.

6.4 Each Committee member may submit a maximum of one (1) agenda item per meeting for
consideration. Provided the Committee member submits a written request to place an item on an
agenda to the Secretary and provides sufficient detail for the item, the Secretary shall place it on
the agenda for the committee’s next regular business meeting pending review of the Chair.

6.5 Proposed agenda items must be submitted in writing to the Secretary at least five (5)
days prior to the scheduled meeting and must include:

e A proposed agenda title,
e A brief description of the issue, and
e The desired outcome (e.g., discussion, vote, referral to subcommittee).

6.6 The Chair shall review all proposed items for:
e Relevance to the Committee’s purpose,
e Redundancy or overlap with existing items, and

o Efficient use of meeting time.

6.7 The Chair may request clarification, defer, or consolidate proposed items but shall
make reasonable efforts to ensure all requests are considered during the meeting.

6.8 The Chair shall have the discretion to add items to the agenda that the Chair determines are
necessary to fulfill the responsibilities and directives of the Commissioners Court.



Section 7. Motions and Debate

7.1 Any voting member may introduce a motion. Debate and disposition of all motions shall be
in accordance with RONR unless specifically modified herein.

7.2 No member shall speak more than twice on the same motion, nor for more than five (5)
minutes at a time, without the permission of the Committee.

Section 8. Voting

8.1 Unless otherwise required by law or these Standing Rules, all actions of the Committee shall
be decided by a majority vote of the members present and voting, provided that a quorum is
established. Voting shall be conducted in accordance with Robert’s Rules of Order Newly
Revised, including procedures for motions and debate, unless otherwise specified herein.

8.2 Voting shall ordinarily be conducted by voice vote.

8.3 Proxy voting is not permitted. Only members physically present (or virtually present if
permitted by the Chair) may vote.

Section 9. Decorum and Conduct

9.1 All members shall conduct themselves with professionalism and respect throughout all
meetings and official communications.

9.2 Members shall address all remarks to the Chair, not to individual members or attendees
during official public meetings of the Committee. During workshops, discussion / questions may
be directed to the presenters

9.3 Personal attacks, disparaging remarks, or inflammatory language are strictly prohibited.

9.4 Disruptive behavior may result in a warning from the Chair. Repeated or severe disruptions
may result in the member being ruled out of order, with further action referred to the appointing
authority or the Commissioners Court if necessary.

9.5 All members and attendees shall comply with decorum requirements during both Committee
meetings and public hearings, as outlined in Section 15.

Section 10. Minutes and Records

10.1 The Secretary shall prepare and maintain official minutes for each Committee meeting.



10.2 Minutes shall include:

e The date, time, and location of the meeting,

e The names of members present and absent,

e All motions, including the exact wording, the name of the member who made the motion,
the member who seconded it, and the result of the vote,

e A summary of reports, presentations, and substantive discussions, sufficient to reflect the
reasoning and content of deliberations.

10.3 Minutes shall be submitted for approval by the Committee at the following regular meeting
or as soon thereafter as practicable.

10.4 Once approved, minutes become the official record of the Committee and shall be retained
permanently in accordance with Section 17.

10.5 The Secretary shall preserve supporting documents, attachments, and correspondence
related to business meetings alongside the minutes as part of the permanent record.

Section 11. Attendance

11.1 Regular attendance is expected of all Committee members.

11.2 Members who are unable to attend a scheduled meeting shall notify the Chair or Secretary
as far in advance as possible.

11.3 The Secretary shall maintain a record of attendance for each meeting.
Section 12. Committees and Work Groups

12.1 The Committee may, by majority vote, establish subcommittees or working groups to
research specific issues, analyze data, or draft proposals for consideration by the full Committee.

12.2 Subcommittees and working groups shall report their findings or recommendations back to
the full Committee. They shall not take independent action or make binding decisions unless
expressly authorized by the Committee.

12.3 All work products, drafts, and communications generated by subcommittees or working

groups are considered part of the Committee’s official business and are subject to public
disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act.

Section 13. Amendments to Standing Rules

13.1 These Standing Rules may be amended by a two-thirds (2/3) vote of the members present
at any regular meeting, provided that a quorum is established.



13.2 Notice of a proposed amendment must be provided to all Committee members at least five
(5) days in advance of the meeting where the amendment will be considered.

13.3 Proposed amendments must be submitted in writing and included in the meeting agenda or
distributed with the meeting notice.

13.4 Amendments adopted by the Committee shall take effect immediately unless otherwise
specified in the motion.

Section 14. Adjournment

14.1 The chair shall adjourn the meeting upon the completion of all business listed on the
adopted agenda or upon the adoption of a motion to adjourn by a majority of the members
present.

14.2 The time of adjournment shall be recorded in the official minutes.

14.3 In the event of disruptive or emergency circumstances, the Chair may adjourn the meeting
unilaterally for safety or legal compliance, provided the reason is stated in the minutes.

Section 15. Public Comment

15.1 Members of the public may be permitted to speak during a designated Public Comment
period at meetings where such an item is listed on the agenda.

15.2 Public comment shall be limited to topics listed on the agenda and relevant to the
Committee’s responsibilities.

15.3 At any regular meeting, the total time allotted for public comment shall not exceed thirty
(30) minutes, unless extended by a majority vote of the Committee.

15.4 At any public hearing, the total time allotted for public comment shall not exceed ninety
(90) minutes, unless extended by the Chair or by majority vote of the Committee.

15.5 The Chair may limit comment on a specific agenda item to a maximum of two (2) speakers
in favor and two (2) speakers against, depending on time constraints and the number of items
before the Committee.

15.6 Individual speakers shall be limited to three (3) minutes, unless additional time is granted
by the Chair.

15.7 Speakers must address the Committee through the Chair and shall maintain respectful and
civil language. Comments must adhere to the same decorum standards applicable to Committee
members, as outlined in Section 9.



15.8 Comments must pertain to the specific agenda item for which the speaker signed up to
speak. A speaker may not register to speak on one item and use their time to address a different
item or unrelated topic. The Chair shall have the authority to enforce this provision and may rule
speakers out of order for failure to remain on-topic.

15.9 Individuals who disrupt the meeting may be subject to removal, at the discretion of the
Chair and in coordination with the Sergeant-at-Arms, as provided in Section 19.

15.10 The Chair reserves the right to rule a speaker out of order or end a speaker’s time for
disruptive behavior, including but not limited to:

e Personal attacks or inflammatory language,

e Repeated interruptions,
e Speech unrelated to the Committee’s business.

Section 16. Communications Policy

16.1 The Chair shall serve as the spokesperson for the Committee.

16.2 Committee members shall not make public statements or representations on behalf of the
Committee unless expressly authorized to do so by the Chair.

16.3 All media inquiries or requests for public comment shall be directed to the Chair or to a
designated spokesperson approved by the Chair.

16.4 Members shall refrain from discussing internal deliberations or draft proposals on social
media or with external parties, except as permitted by law or as authorized by the Chair.

16.5 All members of the Committee shall be asked to sign a non-disclosure agreement, which
shall remain in effect until the Committee’s work is completed or the Committee is dissolved by

the Commissioners Court.

16.6 If communications raise questions of legal compliance or privilege, the Committee may
seek guidance from the designated legal counsel, as appropriate.

Section 17. Document Access and Retention

17.1 All official records, maps, proposals, and meeting minutes shall be stored in a shared
repository designated by the Chair and accessible to Committee members.

17.2 Committee members shall have reasonable access to all shared documents necessary to
fulfill their responsibilities.



17.3 All documents and communications shall be preserved in compliance with the Texas Public
Information Act and any applicable retention policies established by Fort Bend County.

17.4 No official document may be altered or deleted except at the direction of the Chair or the
Secretary, in accordance with Committee procedures.

17.5 All emails, text messages, and other forms of written communication related to Committee
business—including communication with Commissioners, staff, or other members—shall be

considered part of the official public record.

17.6 Upon completion of the Committee’s work, all records and communications shall be
submitted to the County for archiving and public transparency.

Section 18. Remote Meetings

18.1 Remote (virtual) participation in meetings may only occur in the case of an emergency
affecting all Committee members, such as a natural disaster or public health crisis unless directed
by the majority of the committee.

Section 19. Security and Public Safety

19.1 For any meeting where members of the public are expected to attend, a Sergeant-at-Arms
shall be present to ensure order and safety.

19.2 The Sergeant-at-Arms shall be assigned by a Fort Bend County law enforcement agency.

19.3 The Sergeant-at-Arms shall follow the direction of the Chair and has the authority to
remove disruptive individuals from the meeting.

19.4 Disruptions that result in safety concerns shall be immediately reported to the appropriate
authorities.

19.5 The Committee may consult with the designated legal counsel on matters involving public
safety and enforcement of meeting rules.

Section 20. Committee Purpose and Map Proposal Process

20.1 The Committee is charged with evaluating and recommending to the Fort Bend County
Commissioner’s Court legally compliant revisions to:

e Voter precinct maps, and
e County Commissioner precinct maps.

20.2 The Committee shall ensure all proposals:



o Comply with the Voting Rights Act and Texas Election Code,

e Promote equity, transparency, and community integrity,

e Use current population and voter registration data,

o Respect the integrity of cities, neighborhoods, MUDs, ESDs, and LIDs where feasible.

20.3 In accordance with these standing rules, any Committee member may submit a proposed
map or revision for consideration.

20.4 Map proposals must be submitted electronically and include:
e A brief written explanation of compliance with applicable legal and procedural standards,
e Supporting data,

e A format compatible with county GIS systems.

20.5 Map proposals may be referred to a subcommittee or placed on the agenda for full
Committee review.

20.6 A formal vote shall be required to approve any map the Committee intends to recommend

to the Fort Bend County Commissioner’s Court. The results of such votes shall be recorded in
the minutes.

Section 21. Public Hearings

21.1 The Committee shall hold four (4) public hearings, one in each County Commissioner
precinct.

21.2 Notice of public hearing shall be issued in compliance with the Texas Open Meetings Act.
21.3 Each hearing shall include:

e A presentation explaining the redistricting process,
e Opportunities for the public to provide structured feedback.

21.4 Each appointee of a Commissioner or the County Judge may present a proposed map,
limited to five (5) minutes per appointee.

21.5 All presentations must be focused on factual and policy-based justifications.

21.6 Public comment at hearings shall be limited to 90 minutes total, with each speaker allowed
up to three (3) minutes, unless additional time is granted by the Chair.

21.7 Comments must pertain to the topic for which the speaker registered. Switching to unrelated
agenda items during comment is prohibited.

21.8 The Chair reserves the right to rule a speaker out of order or end a speaker’s time for:



e Personal attacks or inflammatory language,
e Repeated interruptions,
e Speech unrelated to the Committee’s business.

Section 22. Work

22.1 The Committee is responsible for evaluating, overseeing the redrawing, and recommending
both county election (voter) precinct and County Commissioner precinct maps, ensuring
compliance with all applicable state and federal laws, including the federal Voting Rights Act
and the Texas Election Code.

22.2 The Committee shall review county election (voter) precincts for legal compliance,
including population limits, boundary integrity, and conformance with statutory requirements.

22.3 The Committee shall also review and revise County Commissioner precinct boundaries
using the newly drawn county election precincts as foundational units. These revisions shall
ensure equal representation of voters in compliance with the federal Voting Rights Act.

22.4 To promote consistency and legal soundness, county election precinct maps and
Commissioner precinct maps shall be developed in conjunction with one another through an
integrated and iterative process.

22.5 The Committee shall work in close coordination with the law firm retained by Fort Bend
County and relevant county staff to ensure all proposed maps and procedures meet legal and

technical standards.

22.6 All mapping activities shall be conducted in accordance with these Standing Rules and in a
manner that promotes transparency, equity, and public trust.

Section 23. Organizational Meeting

23.1 The Chair shall call an Organizational Meeting to adopt these Standing Rules and appoint
officers.

23.2 The Chair shall appoint a Temporary Secretary and Temporary Parliamentarian to
assist with the meeting.

23.3 Quorum for the Organizational Meeting shall consist of those members present.

23.4 The Standing Rules shall be presented for adoption through motion, second, and majority
vote. Amendments may be considered during debate.



23.5 Following adoption of the rules, the Chair shall formally appoint a Secretary and
Parliamentarian in accordance with Section 3 and Section 4.
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