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COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Okay. All right.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: DiGuilio?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yeah, I don’t know. This
is a district that’s at, you know, .49 percent and
there’s a district right next to it that’s at 70. And I
don’t know i1f we want to shave some from that to try and
equalize it like we did in other places or if we’re just
fine, I mean, since there’s a place to pull from it.

- CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Filkins-Webber?

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I also had some
concerns about revisiting the South Los Angeles Districts
here for a number of reasons. And I think we have to.put
it on the record based on the volume of public comments
that we have received from quite a few individuals, in
particular all the citizens from Hawthorne that had not
been respected with the South Bay Beach Community
interests. And then we have the conflicting testimony
that we're also receiving from NAACP about not desiring
to have Torrance in the Inglewood District. So I bring
this up, not so much about this in particular, but this
is a general overview of what we’re looking at in South
Los Angeles. And I don’t know that we had actually moved
forward with this configuration on the statewide. But
apparently, it’s in there already, might very well be due

to whatever circumstances happened. But we still had the
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congressional 1.2 option that I thought was more
consistent with the community of interest testimony that
—— as well as additional testimony we received today that
had Compton at 50 percent, but yet still had the downtown
area that Commissioner DiGuilio talked about at the 74
percent. So, again, this is an area where we have
received quite a substantial amount of testimony. And I
think it’s something that we still need to discuss.
CHAIRPERSbN ONTAI: Comments from other
commissioners regarding that issue? Michelle?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yeah. I have some other

issues with the district that’s ——- the WLADT. But that -
~ I think we’ll —- I’11 talk about those when I get
there. I guess I -was just -- My first comment was simply

that, you know, for our consistency when we are looking

at the Compton District, if we want to get it to 50

percent, do we need to shave from the —— Which district
is it that’”s -- the downtown one —- the down -- from
downtown, which is at 73. You know, I —- I know that
takes ~—- That’s going to équalize ~- a need to equalize

population, but I don’t know if that’s what we wanted to

do.
CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Galambos-Malloy?
VICE-CHATIRPERSON GALAMBOS—MALLox: Oh. Well, we
haven’t gotten so much —- I feel like right now what’s

Appen.
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happening a bit is we’re discussing this region, these
three districts! So because we’ve already started the
conversation, I’ll go ahead and weigh in. The piecé that
I have been looking at, which clearly we;ve gotten quite
a bit of COI and conflicting COI in this entire area of
Los Angeles. And I think in areas like this across the
State what we’re trying to arrive at is —-- is a situation
where not everybody gets everything, but everybedy gets
something.

. And I -- Because of the fact that we had to split
Torrance in this configuration and the fact that Torrance
is a City we’ve had competing testimony about -- We've
heard that it’s a South Bay City. We’ve heard that it’s
a Beach City. We’ve heard that part of Torrance is
actually a Beach City, but part of Torrance is actually a
more urbanized area that orients a different direction.
So there’s a whole lot of different things going on here.
I wanted to go back to the record and look af what part
of Torrance had been formally defined as the Beach
Community. And if I am understanding correctly, from the
COI that we’ve gotten, this area here -- So we split --
We had a little bit of a jagged split. But the —-- This
area over is really seen as more the beach-oriented area.
So one of the things that I wanted to propose to the

Commission was to consider if, given that we already had
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to split Torrance, if we split it in a way that was more

consistent with the COI testimony regarding which portion

of the City was oriented to the beach, there’s actually,

I think, a way to do that that’s also consistent with

some COI testimony we got down from Lomita.

So we’d have

approximately —-— And I —— I didn’t have opportunity to

have Q2 do research on this.

person swap that would allow the rest df this beach-

oriented part of Torrance and

But it’s about a 20,000

then bring in Lomita,

is one of the only non-beach cities that we have in

larger coastal configuration.

CHATIRPERSON ONTAI: Let’s have a discussion

first. Do you guys want to look at some

Looks like we’re going to have to do some.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO:

which

this

rotations here?

DiGuilio?

What I was proposing was

not a rotation. It’s a two-district swap.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Two-district -- Two-district

swap. DiGuilio?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO:

Okay. Well, I guess then

-—- 1 guess, so we are going to move over to the

discussion on WLADT then. So we’re not talking about

Compton anymore. Is that correct? Are we going to

on this district? Because if
MS. BOYLE: So should

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO:

we are —-
be vote --

-- then I have --

talk

Appen. 521
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MS. BOYLE: -- on Compton?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: -- something to say.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Let’s vote on Compton —-—

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALIOY: So --—

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: - All those that want to
look at it, raise your hands.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Look —-- Look at what?

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: (Inaudible) Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: So we should just finish.
I think we -- we’ve been jumping around. So I was going
to say that we had some narrative for Compton. I also
wanted to point out that this district has also drawn us
a Section 2 congressional district to be majority Latino
district based on a study that the Commission got showing

racialized -- racially polarized voting in- this area of

‘ LA. We had —- We had a pretty -— a -- I thought

extensive discussion about this issue that Commissioner
DiGuilio brought up about the adjoining district that is
so high in -- in Latino population. And we did get
something recently in the last couple of days from Nalajo

(phonetic) again mentioning that. But I think on balance

the —— we heard tremendous community of interest from the
adjoining southeast cities wanting to kept -- be kept
whole. And I —— What I wanted to look in this district

before we did anything, if we really did want to try and
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bump it up, is are there any City splits in the Compton
District? |

MS. BOYLE: Long Beach is split and Los --

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Right.

MS. BOYLE: —— Angelés is split in specifically
the harbor area. And we the émall part of, I guess, San:
Pedro Harbor that’s been --—

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Uh-huh. That we just —-

MS. BOYLE: -- split away.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: -- looked at, right?

MS. BOYLE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Right. Okay. And then of
the cities like Lynwood, Carson, Compton, Southgate, are
those whole?

MS. BOYLE: Yes, those are all whole.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: I mean, my -- My
inclination —-- I expressed this before -- is, given the
nature of everything that surrounds this area -- I mean,
if —- if people wanted to explore without creating more
and more City splits, but making it 50, but —- I feel
like the adjoining cities wanted to be kept together, you
know, in the southeast, so —- But I just wanted to put
that that was another explanation for this district was
that it was a —- a Section 2 district.

- CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: I believe, Commissioner Dai,

Appen.
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you had your hand up? No? Anybody else? Yao?

COMMISSIONER YAO: If I hear Commissioner Blanco
prdperly, she wants to explore the possibility of trying
to get —— get a little more balance between the 73
percent and the 49.9 percent?

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: No, I'm -—- I was sort of

believing that up to the -- if commissioners wanted to do
that. I -- I think we went —-- We really looked at this
in a lot of different ways. I think we -- I can’t —-

Except for the one we;re about to discuss, I can’t think
of another district we reconfigured more times. And this
is where we ended up, feeling like it was a balance of
respecting another Section 2 district beside it, on top
of it -- No, just one side and then the new one. And I -
- I'm -- I'm fine with it. It -- Especially if it means
we’re going to go in and divide a lot of Cities.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. Let’s vote on the
Compton District. All those in favor, raise your hands.
All right, no change. Move on. Let’s look at the next
one.

MS. MACDONALD: Okay. So should we go to WLADT
now since we started to talk about it?

CHATRPERSON ONTAI: Galambos-Malloy, you want to
do that?

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Sure. I mean,

Appen.
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I think we should continue moving west and up the coast.

MS. MACDONALD: Okay. So you want to do the
IGWSG first?

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Sure. My
suggestion —-—

MS. MACDONALD: Or both of them?

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: -- was related
to both of the districts. So I -- I don’t necessarily
have a breference which one we start with. But again,
the concept was, given what heavy competing COI we’ve had
here, the concept that what we’revtrying to do here is
have a coastal district that we acﬁually make the line in
Torrance where we have been told is the coastal oriented
area of Torrance. Swap that with Lomita and you have
basically an equal population exchange. You wouldn’t
result in any additional City splits. And we have
actually -- have gotten COI to this effect, both on the
Tofrance side and both on the Lomita side, not in large
quantity, but thoughtful.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Chair?

CHAIRPERSON ONTAIX: All right.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Chair?

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Commissioner Parvenu,
Commissioner DiGuilio, Commissioner Filkins-Webber.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: This is one of the areas
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that Commissioner Yao and I examined. And I complétely
concur with what Commissioner Galambos-Malloy was
recommending us to take a look at in terms of .Lomita.
Lomita is one of those communities that can go in either
direction. It could fit in either direction. However,
it fits best with Torrance. There’s shopping centers —-
the Crossroads Center and the Rolling Hills Plaza -- that
residents of Lomita shop at. That’s just west of that
line. You have the Torrance Medical Center and you have
PCH and Lomita Boulevard that connects those communities.
Lomita actually is more closely —- if you said -- called
it southeast Torrance, that’s mostly what it would be.
They share that airport. If you take the coloration off,
you can see —— Can you —- Can you show the streets?

MS. BOYLE: Yes. _

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: And pull that off. T want
to show you some of the intricate connectivities there.
The airport, that area here isn’t the actual airport. So
Lomita is actually right off of the runway path, if we’re
talking about airports. So they’re connected there in
that way as well. And can you pull the map down a bit?
And Torrance does have a beach. It is truly a Beach
City. It’s connected to the beach over there. That’s
actually Torrance’s municipal line there. So I do agree

that a perhaps even break would be along Hawthorne
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Boulevard. The topography even changes on the west side
of Torrance. This —-- This is more like hills and
rolling. You have estates and homes with ocean views on
that side. This is more or less old Torrance, the
central part of the city. You have the malls here, Del
Amo Mall and some of the other malls. And this is the
old part of Torrance. You have the industrial part here
and some —-- If I could go over there, I’d show you. But
anyway, these are mostly the home-owning -- the home-
owning section of Torrance. And you have some apartment
complexes to the east. So there is definite
rationalization for making that .swap to have these
residents more tied to the PCH and to the beach
communities, as opposed -- and bringing Lomita up to this
area. If you could go up now, please? Just —-- No —-—

MS. BOYLE: Go south?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: I meant go south, please.
And then bring it over. I think the scale is too large
to fit the screen so you can see Lomita in relation to
Torrance propér here. But this is -- This is the area.
So what’s being recommended is. that this area, which you
can see, even the street patterns and numbers are
consistent with Torrance, and exchange that for the area
that was suggested. This is not working.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: DiGuilio?
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COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Okay. If you wouldn’t
mind just zooming out on this one? This district is —-
It caused me problems last week when we were discussing

it. And I have to say I’ve been looking at it a lot and

thinking about it a lot. And if you go —-- zoom back even
further, you’re making my point. Here’s —- The district
—— It’s all of —-- What ~—- My problem with this is that I

feel like in a lot of places in the State, when all of
our districts, we’ve made decisions on things because
what’s —-- The district might not be ideal, but the
alternatives were worse. And I feel like in this one
situation, we have alternatives that work that in
totality are better for this —-- these three districts in
this area. And we haven’t gone there, so that -- I'm
having a problem accepting this district because I think
there’s still something exists. This is all -— It keeps
some COI’s together, but it links them in a
disproporticnate way. We have .the whole Santa Monica
Mountains. But we’ve cut this west side. We -- We got
way in here, all the way to downtown.r We link through
Dockweiler Beach, whatever the strip is, all the way
through here. And we’ve cut up the South Bay tﬁat we're
trying now to fix by putting a few of them back together.
I think there’s a very easy switch and it has been

representative. That’s what Commissioner Filkins-Webber
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even made —-- even made reference to was the —- It’s not
another option 1.2. But in this case, the idea —- It's
the idea behind it, is you have three district -- one,
two, three -- And you keep all the point that

‘Commissioner Parvenu was just making. You could keep

Lomita and Torrance and we probably even link it up to
Gardena. You -— You split here. You start —-- You start
here. You go up 936,000. You could get the South Bay
together. Then you could come up here and keep all of
this, plus Santa Monica, come down 936,000. You probably
have a good part of the —-- the whole West LA together.
And then you have a third district. I mean, there’s
three districts that are there. I'm sorry. I keep
getting my senate and my -- Sorry -- my senate and my —-
and congressionél —— The 702,000. But then you would
have three districts there that would be able to, in
totality, keep this area together, this area together and
you’ve the Inglewood all the way to the airport. This
whole part, you wouldn’t have Dockweiler Bay there. And
I understand the implications of that, in terms of a
concentration issue here. But what I’m struggling with
is trying to be reflective of the demographics that
exist, that the —-- The populations that have shifted out
of LA and the demographic shifts that are left. And it’s

not just the last ten years, although I said it’s the
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last 20 years we’re at the démographic shifts. And the
reality exists that if you had -- If you were more
respective to the three COI’s, you have your solution
right there. So again, this is my problem with this
district is there’s a viable option out there that --
that exists. And as it is, this -- I just -- I just —--
This is just too hard for me to accept this.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Filkins-Webber?

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I concur. I’m
actually glad to hear Commissioner DiGuilio put that on
the record because I was also concerned. And based on
what Commissioner Galambos-Malloy had said before and
what we have consistently said, is that we try to respect
communities or interest at all levels. Ihere is a
community of interest that has not been respected at any
map level. And that’s the City of Hawthorne. And there
have been some contentions that we’ve only recently heard
this community of interest testimony. And that’s -—- I
went back and I went through all of the database. And it
has been fairly cdnsistent, dating back as far as April,
May and June before the draft maps came out, that put
Hawthorne with the Beach Cities. The demographics of
Hawthorne have changed. And it’s more consistent of what
they have been bringing to us and what they have provided

to us in the last several weeks. And I think that the
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only push back from that is because of what happened in
our draft maps. And what I am suggesting is that 1.2 —-
Los Angeles 1.2, which we looked at last week —-- We did
not reject it. It’s on the website as a current working
visualization. And that does precisely what Commissioner
DiGuilio is talking about. It respects this South Bay
area. It respects the recent testimony we received from
Ms. Huffman, that she doesn’t want Inglewocod with
Torrance. I'm concerned about this split in Torrance
because I didﬁ’t see that testimony. We have a
considerable API community that’s of interest here that
we’ve gotten consistent testimony about. We’ve had
recent concerns about the downtown. I won'’t repeat
everything that Commissioner DiGuilio stated. But again,
we do have a viable option that’s a current working
visualization, which is Option 1.2. And I think that
that rightfully represents the community of interest
testimony in these three districts and, again, Qill
accurately represent the Hawthorne, which has not been
respected at either the assembly or the senate level.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. Raya?

. COMMISSIONER RAYA: Question? Commissioner
DiGuilio, are you also suggesting that we would simply
adopt the lines for those three districts as currently

shown in the 1.2 —-
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COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: No.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: -- visualization? - Or --

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: No.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: -- I mean, I'm willing --

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: I’‘m sorry.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: —- to take a loock at
something if you.have some —-—

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yeah. Well, and that’s
why I think --

COMMISSIONER RAYA: —- guidance to the mappers so
that we could —-

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: I think --

COMMISSIONER RAYA: -—- see an option?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Thank you. I appreciate
it. The concept -- It’s the concept of 1.2. But as I
undefstand it, that is not.equalized for population. And
the other thing that this does -- this does is this does
connect. We -~ We worked very hard to get San Pedro with
the port and with the Alameda Corridor because there’s a
real, you know, COI here. So I think in 1.2 it does not
have this.aspect. But I think it’s the —- the idea

behind 1.2.° If you see the way the -- the western parts

are shaped, is that it basically would take a southern

part -— And I -- There are a lot of -- We’ve had a lot of

testimony -- Again, all of this is competing COI’s. This
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is —-- You know, there’s conflicting COI’s —- I say
competing. That is competing -- conflicting COI’s about
all this. And I don’t know if we can -- if we can get

all the southern cities that have been identified. But I
think we could get a good amount of the southern cities
together: Lomita, Torrance, Gardena, you know, all the -
- the -- Redondo Beach down here together. So you’d —--
You’d go up 702,000. Because this is —— And I would -- I
don’t want to make it so crass that you just -- it’s the
numbers --—

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: —- But at this point, it

is numbers. So you just go up here, 702, right here.

It’s just three districts -- One, two, three. So you’re

just rearranging these exacts populations in that
configuration. So up 702 and then you’d come down 702.
And then you’d have a middle district that would link.the
Inglewood with the airport.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. Commissioners,
that’s a major change. How do you all feel about that?
You want to look at that? That’s Option 1.2, right?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: No. I —- It’s this.

It’s similar because this has been -- Ms. Boyle has
already equalized this for population. It’s just the

concept around 1.2 to do it north/south splits like that
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—— or east/west —-

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: -- splits.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Yao?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: East/west splits.

COMMISSIONER YAO: Are we proposing to'keep the
eastern edge of these three districts identical?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yes, it’s -— It goes up
here and our —- I think around -- It’s just this
district, the blue district, yellow district and —-

| COMMISSIONER YAO: Right.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yeah.

COMMISSIONER YAO: So we’re keeping the three
eastern —-- this —- the eastern boundaries constant?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER YAO: I think it would .a relatively
easy change and we accept the fact that we’ll split

whatever City associated with the population division

without making a lot of adjustments, then -- then I’m
more than willing to -~ to look at it. It’s just that
having to balance -- having to keep -—-

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Correct.
COMMISSIONER YAO: -—- the city whole, that’s
making the -- the decision a lot tougher. And I do

agree, keeping this so-called South Bay together has
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receive a lot of support. And keeping the Malibu, along
with the hills, that also has receive a lot of support.
The only thing I’m uncertain is whether tﬁis region in
the middle is going to-receive similar kind of support.
But if you feei that we can -~ we don’t end up creating a
problem because these individuals really don’t see
themselves any part of, quote/unquote, the Beach City --

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yeah, I know. They
wouldn’t.

- COMMISSIONER YAO: -- If you —— If you don’t feel
that’s an issue, then -- then I -- I'm -- I would
absolutely want to explore that.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Blanco?

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Okay. So I‘ve —— I —— One
-— If we were to look at this, I want to take us back to
June 10™ and even to our 1.2 visualization, which is that
when we had these very large coastal districts -- Like in
1.2, we would have one fewer Latino congressional seat
that we do in our current map. So I’'m —— I'm -- I just
want to weigh in and say that we -- This was something
that we faced before and we need to be very mindful that
when we compress from the sides with the -- that -- and
we build big coastal, we begin to have problems in the
interior. I’m not expressing right now a position. But

I just want to have us think about that as we’re working
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on this. . .

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: TForbes, Barabba, then back to
you.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Well, it seems to me that
this is actually -- We have a big coastal as in very big
coastal and that breaking it into three districts,
east/west, without changing the east line —- eastern
line, thefe is no impact on the central districts at all.
And so I think -= I mean, I don’t have to repeat the —-—
so -- about the community of interest. And I sort of see
—— I need to sort of see where those lines end up in this
and to see what happens then. But I don’t see this
(inaudible) as costing us a Latino district at all
because of the three districts. None of those thrée
districts are Latino disfricts.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Barabba? Yao?

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: It’s been said. Thank
you.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right; So let’s go ahead
and explore that. DiGuilio, you want to direct the
mappers?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: So I don’t think we took
a vote. How many rotations are we —-

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right, let’s take —--

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: -- How many —-—
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CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: -—-- a vote. Let’s —--

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: -- rotations are we
talking about?

COMMISSIONER WARD: None.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: None? What ——- What is
the -- the proposal again?

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Okay. You start south —--
I'm going to speak for you.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yeah. (Inaudible)
Whoever. Just what’s the —-

COMMISSIONER FORBES: No, you start south --

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: —- purple zone?
COMMISSIONER FORBES: -- and go in -- go toward -
CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Use —-- Use your —-—
COMMISSIONER FORBES: -- (inaudible)

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: -- pointer. Use your pointer

COMMISSIONER FORBES: I'm sorry.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: -- so everybody’s clear on
it.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: I agree. Okay. You start
down here. Where’d it go? There you go. Start theére.
Go up 703,000 people. Go up another 703,000 people. And

see what you’ve got. That where you start. Correct?
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COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: That’s —- Yeah.
{Inaudible).

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: So at this
point I think it would be helpful to have Q2 weigh in on
the technical side, what we would be looking at if we
wanted to explore this further. And then once we have
that information, then we can take a straw poll to see
how many commissioners would like to explore it further.

MS. MACDONALD: Okay. So the Torrance two-
district swap would probably take —— You know, there’s
always best case/worst case scenario. But you how long
it took us to locate those blocks in Burbank. So that
was about maybe 20 minutes. So Torrance would probably
somewhere around 30 to 45 minutes. And this particular
re—-draw, couple hours maybe.

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: So I think
it’s important to get a sense from the commissioners. Do
we have nine commissioners that -- that feel like
exploring this? Not committing us to it long term, but
exploring it is worth the two hours?

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Raise your hands.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Well -- Can -- I need a
little more information first.

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Yeah.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: A time check and, you
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know, kind of where we are, what -- what else we have to
do between now and whenever.

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Okay. So
where we’re at, we have -- we have remaining
congressional districts in Los Angeles and for the
remainder of the State moving north. We have a
particular proposal regarding the Monterey/Santa Cruz
area that has -- is worth consideration, but has
significant impacts throughout the region that may likely
take houfs as well. We have Board of Equalization
districts for the State. And I think --

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: That’s it.

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS—-MALLOY: That’s -- That

would be it.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Let —-- Let me make one
ocbservation. I think that we -- I think we can get —--
you —- get to gross numbers here. I don’t think we have

toAblock every little thing off. I think we can just
simply add up how far up here —— how many qities -- We
have the numbers -- do we have to -- How far do we have
to go to get to 703,000? That will give us an idea. 1If,
in fact, we like the idea once we see those numbers, then
we —- we can devote the time. If —— If the gross numbers
don’t work, then we -- we can forget about it. |

MS. MACDONALD: Yeah. I just want to make clear

Appen.

539



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

212

that what takes the time is the balancing part.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: I understand.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Anyone else? Commissioner
DiGuilio, then Parvenu.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: You know( I’'m just
wonderiﬁg if there’s a way -—- I know that in order for —-
Right now we’re doing -- working on this one map and,
again, trying to -- In the interests of saving time, is
there something that Ms. Boyle could do off line where,
again, she doesn’t have to equalize numbers yet. Don’t
invest that time. But just kind of go up, highlight a
few areas, get a total of that area, then highlight a few
areas and get a total of that and even come back to us.
It doesn’t even héve to be on the statewide map, I mean
before we make significant changes to this.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Parvenu, then Filkins-Webber,
then Barabba.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: In the interests of saving
time also and to —- so we can be as productive as
possible today, I’ll mention that there is a map, Option
1.2, exists under previously presented. And you loock at
Option number 2011, 7/15, 9:59 p.m., Congress LA Option
1.2. And I think all the dgtails have been worked out.
What we disagreed to when we voted to go with Option 1 as

opposed to 1.2 was that the configuration —- the
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configuration gave the central -—- the core area of los
Angeles —- more —— that the focus was not on the bay
cities, but the focus was more on the central part of Los
Angelgs. And I think that was one of the leading reasons
why we voted collectively to favor Option 1 as opposed to
1.2. But it’s there --

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: —— I’'m looking at it now.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. Filkins-Webber,
one minute and then Barabba, one minute.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I'm willing to ask
our vendors —— or Q2 -- to use the time. I don’t want to
say that we can’t do this because it’s going to take an
hour or two. What I would suggest is Ms. Alon is here
and we can ask Ms. Boyle if it’s possible to step aside
and work on this configuration. We can go.through the
congressional up north while Ms. Boyle is working on this
configuration and we can come béck to it.

. CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Yeah. Barabba, you --

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: And we can do BOE
too.

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: Same point.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay. Yao?

COMMISSIONER YAO: I think we can flash 1.2 on

the screen. It really would give us this approximation
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that we’re looking for. And as I mentioned before, the
center section of the district is the one that’s most
problematic for us. If we can overcome that, then I --—
then I -- then I think 1.2, even though the border along
the southern edge and -- and a little bit along the
northern edge are slightly different for —-- for the
information that we want to extract from it, I believe
1.2 would give us the overview that we’re asking Q2 to
make at this point in time. So I would encourage us to
simply just show the 1.2 on the screen —-

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. For those
commissioners that are sitting on the fence and would
like to see 1.2, can we do that, mappers?

MS. MACDONALD: Yeah, she’s loading it right now.

CHATIRPERSON ONTAI: Galambos-Malloy, did you have
a comment?

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: I would like
to see 1.2 before I make my comment. And that’s the one
I was referring to earlier. We’ll just know that, as
Commissioner Yao said, it’s not —— 1.2 doesn’t look the
same and on the internal it -- What we’re saying is we
would be working with this. The eastern line wouldn’t
change. What Commissioner Yao is saying is we look at
1.2 to see what it would -- the concept would look like.

The details will change —- The details will change on the

Appen.

542



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

215

coast because 1.2, you’ll see, doesn’t even link up the -
~ the ports. 8So the idea is when we’re looking at 1.2,
don’t look at the east. Look af the general
configuration on the west. The concept is the thirds.
CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: And there is it.
VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Well, it’s —-
There are two of them there. So let me just say real
fast while we’re looking at —- This line does look a
little different and it Qould -~ My -- The original one
is to stick with what we have because it’s already been
equalized. So don’t kind of look from this side over,
including this. So ~- But the -- It’s the concept of
having the South Bay here. You have Inglewood matched up
with the airport. You can get rid of the Dockweiler Bay
—— Beach —-- And then you also have -- We’ve never really
been able to connect all this west side of LA. We've
always kind of gone around in different —-— different

levels. And it -- While you keep the Santa Monica Bay

and the Santa Monica Mountains at the Federal level

together still. So -- But I think Commissioner Yao is
right. I think this -- this has —- My point with looking
at this is really is this is a viable option. It does a
lot of COI’s, but there is a -— There is an issue here
that we need to discuss how the Commission feels about

that.
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CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Barabba?

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: I think we shoula combine
—-— go back to.Commissioner Filkins—-Webber’s suggestion of
—— Because I think this does demonstrate there might be
some viability to this approach. But to -- Let’s go and
have Q2 work on this idea, fixing the east —-- eastern
line to the original districts. And then in the
meanwhile, we’d be looking at the rest of the —— the
State.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: (2, can you do that?

MS. MACDONALD: You know, we’re looking through

- Nicole’s files right now to see if she’s ever done an

approximation of what Commissioner DiGuilio is
describing. So if you just give us & couple of minutes,
we might actually have some sort of resemblance of that
because we’ve re—-drawn -~

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Oh, okay.

MS. MACbONALD: —-- LA so many times.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. So Galambos-

Malloy?

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Okay. So many

times.
CHATRPERSON ONTAI: You wanted to see this.
VICE~CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Well, I think
the -- the concept has been clear. And I think we spent
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~- We have spent hours and we will likely ‘spend more
hours discussing this on a conceptual level and
potentially have a more tangible wvisualization. I think

that we are reaching a point as a Commission where we are

‘each grappling as individuals with how we prioritize

different competing COI’s, particularly in some of the
denser urban areas. And I think that we did some very
hard work last week to arrive at the visualization that
we were starting today’s conversation from. And I think
we could do some more hard work to have a different
visualization that looks more like one of the
visualizations we started with last week. The truth is I
think we have some differences because of our diversity
from many different aspects across the Commission on how
at the end of the day we are going to feel comfortable
prioritizing different pieces of —- particularly, where
we're looking at that fourth criteria and we’re looking
at cities and counties and neighborhoods and communities
of interest. And I think -- I’'m not against investing-
the time to look at the option. But what I’'m observing
is that the other option may have other commissioners
that feel more comfortable with that option and voting
for that option. But it will likely have other

commissioners who don’t feel comfortable and won’t vote

for that option. And so I think we’re reaching a really
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pragmatic point in our process as well, that we’re likely
not to get to a unanimous vote on the congressional maps.
We can have the same debates and conversations that we
had last week. But at some point we’re going to have to
make the call. |

COMMISSIONER FORBES: But I think that when --
You know, if thereé are, you know, strong feelings on both
sides,. I think then both sides are -- deserve the |

courtesy of having their view fleshed out because at

least -- you know, they may or may not win the vote.
Either side may or may not have the —- have the nine
votes necessary. But I think that if you -- if you —-

You have to come together at the end, you’ll feel much
better about it if, in fact, your view has gotten a full
hearing.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: I agree.

COMMISSIONER WARD: And so I think it’s worth it,
if only for that reason.

CHATIRPERSON ONTAI: Commissioner Parvenu? Did
you have your hand up?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: I —— I did. I --'I'1ll
just pass for now. I’'m just —-- I came here prepared to
make minor modifications to what we voted on the last
time we discussed this region, not to start all over

again and spend hours again debating conceptually the
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configurations and going back and discussing this because
I’'m not comfortable and I will not vote for this map and
that'é the bottom line.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. 02 says they can
get the figures together fairly quickly. And if so,
let’s just let them do that.

MS. MACDONALD: Actually, I think what we said is
we’re looking for a visualization that might do what we
think Commissioner DiGuilio has just described. So we’re
still looking for that because if we can find that, then
you can look at something very quickly.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Sure.

MS. MACDONALD: And if not, then we basically
would need some guidance from you on what you want us to
do.

CHAIRfERSON ONTAI: All right. If they are not
able to get it together very quickly, then we’re going to
have to have a show of hands whether we want to fully go
that route as another option. Yao?

COMMISSIONER YAO: Is my assumption correct that

this is —-- assuming that the eastern line is what we had
from -- from the State map. Don’t ignore the details
associlated with the —-- with the eastern part of the line.

Is this the most problematic district? I’'m asking the

commissioners’ opinion on this. It -— I kind of
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interpret that this -- this is not an -- not a major
issue and we already discussed the buik of the issue
associated with the east end just yesterday. And the
fact that Malibu got a couple in with Santa Monica, I

think it eased a lot of the concern. So what’s left is

really the -- the region in the middle. 1Is this the
region —— I assume that that’s the ~- that’s the district
that has most of the issues. Is that -- Is my assumption
correct?

COMMISSIONER FORBES: See, I'm not sure until I
see the second visualization of 1.2 fully fleshed out
that this isn’t all one district.

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: No.

VICE-CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS-MALLOY: No, I --

COMMISSIONER FORBES: I look at —— I’1l —- I’'m
just adding up the numbers. I mean, to get to 700,000,
that’s 110, 120, 170, 210, 270 or 280, you know, another
145 is 3 -— We're only at 340 or 440 just getting those
gross numbers. So I think the district’s actually going
to be more up here. I . mean, maybe I'm wrong. But —-

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. Q2 has just‘ |
indicated that they’re going to take a lot more time to
run it down. 1Is that correct?

MS. MACDONALD: Yes. So at this point really

what we would have to do is go to Commissioner Filkins-—
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this. But what we’ve seen through all of our iterations,
even i1f we were to accommodate that, we’re talking nearly
30,000 people, I think, is what we saw. When you take
them out and you add, you know -- do you, you know,
consider any split anywhere else? You’'re probably
splitting cities, and you’re going to over-concentrate
this district, as we saw before. And then you’re going
to, you know, have some problems all through the southern
part, any of these areas that we consider splitting.

So, this is still the City of Los Angeles. So, x
just wanted that pointediout for the record, because we |
will have a population problem and more city splits on
this side, and an over-concentration if we were to
consider just a 20 to 30,000 person split right here.

CHATRPERSON ONTAI: Other comments. Blanco.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: No, I’m (inaudible).

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. ©No other
comments? All right. Show of hands. Good. No change.
Move forward. Excellent comments, by the way.

MS. BOYLE: Continuing west to the three West LA
Districts, I believe we discussed Downtown earlier.

Would you like to discuss it again, or was that just a
peripheral discussion? I can’t recall.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS~WEBBER: We discussed it

already --
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MS. BOYLE: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: -- quite
thoroughly.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: We approved that, right?
Okay.

MS. BOYLE: So, we’re to West LA now. Would you
like to see the alternative —-

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Wait, wait, wait. How many
more districts do we have?

MS. BOYLE: I believe we’re just with these three
in West LA now, unless I’'m mistaken.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS—WEﬁBER: Well, did we do --
1’11 make sure. Oh, we aiready did SGMFH, which was
Burbank -- Did we do the Burbank --

MS. BOYLE: We can revisit any districts you’'d
like.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: We did that one
already? The one with Griffith Park?

Ms. BOYLE: That's the SGMFH District, yes.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: You’re correct.
Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. So, we’re back to
the --

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: They’re so big.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: —- districts that we’ve had .
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some heavy discussions on, and we need to come to some
sense of direction for the mappers. So, let’s look at
the alternative numbers_or rough numbers that we’d asked
02 to look at.

ES. BOYLE: So, I was given enough time to
balance them down, so I went ahead and did that for the
Commission. So, this is the configuration, starting at
the border hére. I worked my way straight up to reach
the ideal deviation for this PVEBP District, and then I
started with the -- I completed this one with what I know
about the COI for this area. It doeés result in a split
somewhat of the Del Rajs. So, Del Ray, here, I had to
include some of it with the Inglewood District, moving it
away from Marina Del Ray, but I wasn’t sure where else to
pick up. I could have picked up above here, but I’m not
-— I didn’t want to intrude into the Jewish COI here.

So, I chose, instead, to pick up population here.

So, if you wanted to make some different
decisions, there was some variations that could have
happened on where to finish this district to pick up this
last 30,000 or so people, but I picked them up in Del
Ray. And then I just finished the district, and here we
havé it.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS—-WEBBER: And then what does

it look like? What’s the -- Just because we were kind of
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looking at these as a whole. So, theﬁ, what does the
southern one look like?

MS. BOYLE: I'm sorry. Could the Commissioner
repeat the question?

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I'm sorry. We were
loocking at kind of all of these districts kind of as a
whole. So, we just wanted to take a look at what we —-—

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: The southern portion:

COMMISSIONER FILKINS—WEBBER: -— what you also
accomplished in the Gardena, Hawthorne and Torrance Area.

MS. BOYLE: Sure.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: Just so that we
could get an overview.

MS. BOYLE: So, what we have here is we have
Harbor City, the small portion of San Pedro that’s not
with the rest of Sah Pedro. We have the Palos Verde
Estates, Rolling Hills Peninsula communities. We have
Lomita, Torrancé, Redondo Beach, Hermosa Beach. -We have
West Carson. We have the LA chain communities here. Wé
have Gardena with West Athens, Hawthorne, Alondra Park,
Lawndale, Manhattan Beach, El Segundo and Lennox. And T
opted to add Lennox to keep it with Hawthorne.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Comments?

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Can we see the one above,

what are we calling it now, the -- yeah, the WLADT, can
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you just color it in so we can get a sense of it?

MS. BOYLE: Oh, sure. Just a second.

CHATIRPERSON ONTAI: Parvenu after Blanco.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: So, this, in that middle
district, you —-—- Westchester is in there, right?

MS. BOYLE: Correct. And Dockweiler Beach behind
it.

CHATIRPERSON ONTATI: Parvenp next and then
DiGuilio.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: I’'m going to reserve my
comments until later.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: DiGuilio.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Well, just first, thank
you to Ms. Boyle for taking a couple hours to do this. I
know it wasn’t an easy task. So, and this was the
variation that looks like it still is able to maintain a-
lot of the COIs we had. We were able to do the Santa
Monica Mountains for the federal as well as the Santa
Moﬂica Bay. It keeps that same COI that was in the other
one, but it also links up here where we heard quite often
from West LA and Santa Monica the traffic goes east and

west along this corridor, and a lot of the other

‘visualizations we’ve gone up and over in both Senate and

Assembly to different degrees. So, this was a way to

reunite this area.
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Here, the only thing I would suggest maybe if

there is a way to put Lennox with Inglewood, I think

that’s problematic right there, but the Inglewood,

Lennox, Westchester here maintains the airport, which we

heard a very strong COI about, and it also removes that

Dockweiler Bay here.

It also is able to put the Dei Rays

together, that we’ve heard COI about. And here we’ve

heard quite a bit about the south county. We even heard

the Lomita Torrance link with the South Bay,. which is

what we were trying to do when we were trying to address

the other one was trying to include Lomita with Torrance,

because they were sister cities that would belong in the

south. So, this does that, as well as keeping the

Gardena and Torrance, Japanese American Community

together that we’ve been trying to work hard to keep

together. So, I think these —- these all fit the COIs

that we’ve heard.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI:

numbers again?

Could you read the VAP

MS. BOYLE: VAP or CVAP?

. CHATRPERSON ONTAI:

'MS. BOYLE: CVAP.

CVAP.

Okay. So, the WLADT District

has a Latino CVAP of 11 percent rounded up, a Black CVAP

of eight percent rounded down, an Asian CVAP of 10

percent rounded down.

Okay.

The IGWSG District has a 26
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-

percent Latino CVAP, a 51 percent Black CVAP; and a five
percent Asian CVAP. And the PVEP District has a 21
percent Latino CVAP, a 12 percent Black CVAP and a 17
percent Asian CVAP.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay. Comments? Filkins-
Webber.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I concur with
Commissioner DiGuilio’s description of the Community of
Interest testimony that we have received. I feel this
actually better represents Communities of Interest we
could not keep together previously in other areas.
You’ve got Santa Monica, Pacific Palisades with Malibu,
you have the West Los Angeles to Hancock Park, and we
talked about where that split was at. But this is the
Mid-Wilshire, Hancock Park to the West Side, and Westwood
is a strong Community of Interest with even to Santa
Monica at the coast. So, even though you do have an
inland area here for population reasons, you’ve got this
Community of Interest with Marina deeréy, Santa Monica,
Pacific Palisades and Malibu.

We also have the Community of Interest that has
been reported to us regarding the airport and Inglewood,
and then we’ve got, again, the Cémmunity of Interest
testimony that we talked about with Hawthorne, Gardena,

Torrance, Lomita on this coastal district that we’re
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loocking at here. And there was quite a bit with

Manhattan Beach, Redondo Beach, Pacific Palisades -- or,

" excuse me, RPV and Rancho Palos Verdes and along this

coastal regioni I think it looks more compact rather
thap the district that was running through Dockweiler and
going all the way into West Los Angeles, or even closer
to Downtown. So, this appears to be a better
configuration for compactness, as well as a respect of
these Communities of Interest_that we could not put
together at the Assembly level or at the Senate District
level. | »
CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Other comments? Parvenu.
COMMISSIONER PARVENU: With all due respect to my
fellow Commissioners that are viewing this visualization,
the net result of this is exactly what I discussed
earlier, that where the focus in terms of the focus being
not directly on the core area of Los Angeles, the core
area, the urban core. What this does is regionalize it
(inaudible) north,. central aﬁd south. My issue to -- You
see, I’'ve been all over this State looking at different

Communities of Interest from north to south. I patiently

have advocated -- listened and advocated for other ethnic

groups and their ability to have districts where they
could be elected and keep their communities whole, and

also to ——
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What this does is reduces the areas where African
American candidate can be elected from three to now one,
packed into that one district. And I see the logic bf
the geographic breakdown and arrangement, but it
effectively disenfranchises and disengages or makes
opportunity districts less —-- less available for African
Americans to run and be candidates on a Congressional
level in this part of the city, the second largest city
in the nation and the first largest city in California
with the most dense African American population.

I've been all over this State, as we all have,
and it’s just interesting to me that when it comes to
this‘part of the city that the Voting Rights Act is now
the basis to -- an instrument to be used against the
African American population. And I just, you know -- I’'m
jﬁst worn with this whole (inaudible) exercise.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Raya then Forbes, then
Galambos-Malloy.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: Excuse me. It would be
helpful to me if the Commissioners who reguested this
configuration, or Commissioner Parvenu and -- I don’t
recall who your partner was.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Yao.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: Oh, okay. Commissioner Yao.

Could speak to the economic status of some of the
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communities - -that have been now rearranged in the -- with
Manhattan, Redondo, Rolling Hills, PV and so on.

COMMISSIONER YAO: Well, allow me to go first,
that live in southern part of this -- in the City of
Torrance for a few years close to 30 years ago. Time
flies when you’re having fun. The -- in the South Bay
the people fhat are really identify with the coastal
region really are the people that are very, very close to
it. And I used to live on a street called Anza, A-N-Z-A,
which is about a mile away from the beach, and while we
enjoyed the cool breeze and so on, we really never
identified ourselves as part of the beach neighborhood.

There is quite a diverse in economics between
those that have homes right along the coastal area in
just a -- just a few miles away. So, you’re seeing a
very diverse -- very different standard of living just a
few miles away from the coastal areas. So, in this area,
you’'re really having a very mixed economic community, and
Andre could probably speak a lot more about the central
region than I can.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Sure. Thank you,
Commissioner.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Andre, could you also address
the housing stock differences that there are?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Yeah. In the central area
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here, the earlier version had two districts that focused
on the core area. This is the area that where
unemployment is the highest, gang violence, hospital
care. There is only one trauma center there. Schools
are overcrowded, crime rates are high, streets,
infrastructure, Urban decay is occurring because the City
doesn’t have a budget to maintain certain social
services, and overcrowded busses, lack of job training
programs.

That area here, it’s socioeconomically —- when
you mix a lower income area here with a more affluent
area, i’m concerned that the attention that should
rightfully be given to the urban core areas will not be
given to the extent that it possibly could. So, it’s not
just about race. It’s about where we focus. Right now
thé focus —-- what we have are three —- twc out of three
-- two out of three affluent districts. That’s what we
have. That’s not arranged —— The arrangement is not on
the urban core. This is where Black and Brown, and lower
income Whites, and lower income Asians are focused. And
we just don’t ——-that area will have less representation
and less focus than it has traditionally had. This is -
This is very —- I’'m just going to -- I’m just going to
leave it at that. This is not the configuration I would

agree with.
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CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Commissioner Forbes was next,
and then, I’'m sorry, DiGuilio, then Filkins-Webber, then
Aguirre.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Thank you. I think that,
in my mind, the one advantage of this district is that it
does provide more compact districts. I think it does do
that. I mean, where the -- where the beach, you know,
tide comes in the district is cut in half or close has
troubled me since the beginning, but that’s the primary
benefit T see out of this district.

I think that the other -- I think that the CoOI
testimony regarding the beach districts on the beach in
the Bay Area along the -- I mean, in the Santa Monica Bay
Area, I think that still is completely represented. I
think that the mountains are still represented, because,
again, remember, we haven’t changed the outside
boundaries. That representation has not gone away.

Also, and we have throughout the last couple of
weeks when we’ve actually got down to the rubber meeting
the road, we have consistently paid attention to
enfranchising those who are typically disenfranchised.

We did it with the farm workers. We did it with the, if
you will, the working class in the Bay Area, and I see no
reason not to do -- to recognize that here as a similar

Community of Interest.
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A lot of the testimony we got in Los Angeles was
political. I mean, it absolutely was. It was, I mean,
organize the Districts 33, 35 and 37. But the underlying
point of that was an economic Community of Interest for
all three of those districts, and I think that is ——'Oh,
and the other thing that I wanted to comment on, and it
really goes to the previous thing, is that we have
consistently applied the standard of effective
representation. And I’'m concerned that if we go to this
configuration we will have significantly reduced the
opportunity to have the Communities of Interest here
effectively represented, and, therefore, I would prefer
the other configuration.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: I forgot Galambos—MaIloy, and
then followed by her by DiGuilio, Filkins-Webber and
Aguirre.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALIOY: Okay. I’m going
to say a couple of things here, and I’'m going to get to
these districts in just a moment. But before I do that,
you khow, we’ve gotten to know each other a lot as
colleagues over the recent months, and one thing I think
that’s been on my mind a lot is how my own personal
experience is playing into, you know, how I’m
deliberating and how I’m moving about the State and

prioritizing various criteria that we have been given.

Appen.

561



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
.19
20
21
22
23
24

25

362

You know, I wés born into a Black family. My
Black family was also a Latino immigrant family. Yes, we
do exist. And I spent much of my childhood with
Caucasian adoptive parents. Right? So, even though I
check the Black box, I have really had the opportunity,
and I consider it a privilege, although I’11 admit there

is times that in one’s life that it’s very painful, but I

- have really been able to see race and class through a

multitude of different lenses. And the only way that you
can live that life is not to advocate for one race but to
figure out how we can all get along.

And I have done that all over this State. I have
worked with you on every community across this State, and
to have it insinuated that there is an African American
voting block on this Commission that is holding the
Commission hostage is infuriating. I have had that
personally expressed to me outside of open session. I
won’t say much more on that matter. I'm just clarifying
that my personal record throughout this process speaks
for itself. That’s not who I am and that’s not how I
roll.

With that, I’l1l turn and focus on the district in
LA. These are very neat and tidy looking districts, but
LA is not neat and tidy. 1It’s messy and it’s diverse and

it’s complicated, and these districts flat out do not do
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it justice. The challenging part of this exercise that I
feel like we're really having trouble coming to terms
with as a Commission is that the Voting Rights Act is not
just about Section 2, and it’s not just about Section 5.
It’s about the big picture. 1It’s about not just these
districts, but when we zoom out and when we look at the
region and when we look at the State, and ultimately when
we look at the country, what impact is the redistricting
process having on minorities? ©Not just the minorities
that live in Section 2 or Section 5 districts, but on
minorities large, as well as on the rest of the
population.

So, what I'm looking for in LA is the sum total
of our actions, énd I don’t feel like this meets the VRA
requirements. Within LA, I don’t feel like, if we
actually take a look at our Community of Interest
testimony, we have an opportunity with our other
visualization to do both things,_to both respect the VRA
and all minorities who deserve effective and fair
politicalrrepresentation. To me, that is not something
you do in one map and then you horse trade it for another
COI in a differeﬁt set of maps. Fair and effective
political representation for minorities is not an option.
It is part of our job. It is what we were put here to

do.
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I think these are beautiful districts. If I
didn’t know the area, if I wasn’t —— if I hadn’t lived in
LA, if I hadn’t worked in LA, if I hadn’t played in LA, I
might think these were great districts. But I know LA
and this is not LA, and I cannot vote for these
districts, and I don’t think we, as a Commission, should
vote for these districts. I really don’t think we’d be
doing Los Angeles justice.

CHAIﬁPERSON ONTAI: DiGuilio, then Filkins-—
Webber, Agﬁirre, Barabba and Dai.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Yeah. For the way I’ve
been applying this, and the reason why originally when I
said that the previous incarnation was too difficult for
me is because I was taking the standard of what we’ve
done everywhere else, and realizing that fair and
effective representation meets for everyone, and we have
to do that wherever we can. But, you know, I just am
concerned that fair and effective representation
sometimes is applied to one group and not as a whole.

So, I mean, I don’t even want to go there.

That’s not what -- This was just about trying for —-- When
I had had issue it was just simply that what had ended up
happening wifh that long district and the disconnections,
and when there was an option like this that matched the

COIs that we have, this 1s not an exaggeration, this is
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not something that’s out of left field, it was something
that matched the COIs and balanced all the criteria that
we’re trying to do. As I understood, there was not a VRA
issue that applied here, so that wasn’t something to looki
at in terms of VAP numbers or CVAP number either way.

So, once that wasn’t the case we were told that that
wasn’t the case. So, the next was to apply the criteria.

So, in terms of what we’ve been doing everywhere
else and looking at the COI, this was what came up as an
oﬁtion that was more viable and it has nothing -- I know
nothing about these areas. I am not from this —-- these
areas. It’s not like I'm trying to represent the coastal
areas. I know as much as everyone else does to the
extent that if we’re not living right there. So, that
was someone who was a part of the Commission and trying
to balance all of those criteria. This is what I thought
represented all those COIs.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Filkins-Webber.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: Just a couple of
things from what I had heard from this morning, and to
maybe get a little further clarification from
Commissioner Parvenu. As I understand it, what we had
talked about this morning was putting together some
socioeconomic groups that néeded greater power in a given

district, and, I guess, going off of what the question
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was as far as socioeconomics, this portion of the
district has not changed, and all we did was actually
drop off the affluent area right in here in Hancock Park
to the 10 Freeway.

And so what, even though I do recognize that
there is some other socioeconomic, that’s still in the

same district that we already have in the other

configuration. The only different difference is that we

dropped out more affluent, and so we have a greater
Community of Interest on that socioeconomic scale with
the exception of this area that already existed in this
district in the other configuration.

And then, just to mention one other thing for the
record, I would like té read a quote. “Racial
gerrymandering, even for remedial purposes may be
balkanize us into competing racial factions. It
threatens to carry us further from the goal of a
political system in which race no longer matters, a goal
that the 14™ and 15 Amendment embody into which this
nation continues to aspire.” United States Supreme Court
in 2009.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Aguirre.

COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: Yeah, I think that what
we're wrestling with is what can be termed the social

construction of race. Social construction of race is a
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phenomena where certain people’s, certain populations are
objectified as being the other. 1It’s us —-- and it
creates a situation where it’s us against them. We’re
viétimized within that structure, because the education
that is provided to us only serves to stratify us even
further td a point where when we get into these kinds of
situatioﬁs it gets clumsy and awkward because we don’t
have the language, and, in some ways, the understanding
that we live in a world community.

So, I have —-- these —— this kind of social
construction plays itself out in defining opportunity and
life chances. It is a structure that is imposed by one
group over another group. And through that kind of
imposition then you’re defining life chances,
opportunities, voting opportunities, etcetera, etcetera.

I used to live in this area. I used to live in
Lawndale. I did two or three years there. And I
remember being in Lawndale and which is a very working
class community, even at that time, and there were two
places where we could go to the beach at that time.
There was one little section of Redondo Beach, which is
right near the little barrio that was right there on the
coast, where we could go and feel safe and be free from
harassment by the authorities. The other one was in the

more multi-ethnic area of Venice Beach where we would go
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and there was a very diverse mixture of individuals that
were there. But those were the only two piaces where
myself, as a minority, and my partners, male and female,
could go and feel like we could get away with it, because
if we went to Malibu we were suspect, f we went into the
Pacific Palisades we were suspect, if we wenf into
Manhattan Beach we were suspect.

I was in Palos Verdes a couple of weeks ago, and,
you know, I didn’t feel comfortable. So, individuals,
then, within the working class neighborhoods of Lawndale,
Hawthorne, all of the inland kind of little communities
then, there is very little connection with the beach
because, one, those structures still exist, number two,
they’re working class sometimes having not only -- they
might not even be employed, but if they have a job, in
order to survive they have -- they probably have two jobs
or one and a half jobs.

So, for me, again, as was commented before, this
looks very nice, but it does not reflect the reality that
exists in this particular part. It was mentioned that
there is a -- there is two privileged —-- the two
extensions of that district are very privileged, and the
middle district is just not. And I think so, therefore,
I think this was a good exercise that led to a very good

discussion within ourselves as a Commission, but, you

Appen.

568



10
11
12
13

14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

369

know, somehow this doesn’t make sense to me, and I would
vote for the other one.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Barabba.

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: As some of you know, I
looked at the numbers as best I could, and it was clear,
and I was captured by the comment about doing the right
thing versus doing things right. For somebody who grew
up in a world of following numbers, that’s always been a
challenge for me.

But there is no quéstion that given the
population change that there has to be a decline, at
least in the way in which we draw the districts, relative
to the African American population. But -- And I was

leaning towards this, but I think the conversation has

" driven home the point that I would go back to the

original, not because of the number of African Americans
who could be elected, but because of the issue that T
think that was brought up by Commissioner Aguirre, which
is what’s the likelihood that the different economic
status groups are going to be represented well? And I
hadn’t quite thought about that, and I’m much more
comfortable in thinking about what’s right by loocking at
it from a sbcioeconomic point of view than I am from a
purely racial point of view. . So, it’s with that in mind

I think I would lean towards the previous districts as
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well.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Commissioner Dai.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Yes. I agree with that. I
mean, we just went through a pretty serious population
rotation in a different Bay Area, in the San Francisco
Bay Area, primarily to better align socioceconomics. It
was something that, as far as I can tell, was supported
by all races of the folks that send notes into us.

You know, there are a lot of -~ there are a lot
of people who would like to reduce this to something
about race. I think that race is something that
permeates everything. I think it’s naive to think that
it’s going to go away,.but when we talk about Communities
of Interest, you know, we’re talking about often about
cultural traditions, language, you know, certain types of
food that you eat, all kinds of things. All of these
things are also correlated to race. So, I think it’s too
simple to try to say that that’s all that this is about.
I mean, so that’s all that I would like to say about
race.

The other thing, I think, you know, in -- I’d
like to argue for being somewhat consistent here. So,
one is about the socioeconomics. The other is this is --
remember, this is at the federal level, and if you look

at what we’ve done in other parts of the State, we have
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created coéstal districts everywhere else, long coastal
districts. We created a long foothills district. I
mean, this was —— I mean, to me the coastal district is
an environmental COI. It keeps the Santa Monica
Mountains together, and it keeps the whole coastline
together. It also happens to be correlated to higher
income areas. That is very true of coastal areas. So,
it accomplishes two goals at once.

Our original configuration also kept the
Inglewood, Lennox, and Hawthorne COI together, which
we'’ve heard so much about. You know, it also kept the
historic Japanese Community together. We were going to
try to do some iﬁprovements around the edges to better
recognize parts of Torrance that feels that it’s more
aligned with the beach and those that were not. They’re
probably some other improvements that we could do, but,
you know, I think that to be consistent with how we’ve
dealt with federal issues.

And, again, if you think about the kind of
funding that goes, you know, to education, healthcare,
transportation, this is why we thought it was important
to keep the airport together in that Congressional
incarnation, these are all things that require federal
funding. And to achieve fair and effective

representation, I think that those are the kinds of
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issues we need to think about at the Congressional level.
We did put a South Bay District together for the
Assembly, you know, so I think that we’ve recognized that
COI in another map.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Parvenu.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Thank you. What I see
here is actually a map that shows, indeed, the
balkanization of the African American population in that
middle zone. That’s more than likely the only area that
any likely African American candidate may stand the
chance of being elected here. Also, the Caucasian
population also declined over the past 10 years, and what
we see here is an increase in districts where the
Caucasian population has a greater influence over that
urban sphere.

What this does is, again, it takes the focus off
the urban core. And I want to get away from race for a
minute, because it’s not just about race. In the
districts that we saw before, the north, the central and
more like southern one to the east, which is the Compton
one, which is 50 percent majority —— minority Latino, it
created a situation where African Americans could be
competitive and have an opportunity -- In accordance with
the long tradition of Los Angeles politics, African

Americans have not —-- have demonstrated that they did not
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need to be in an area where they’re 50 percent or more.
We know that. We have a history, the Merv Dymally
tradition, the Tom Bradley tradition, the Julian Dixon
tradition. Mr. Nate Holden, who came here yesterday, he
was elected in Koreatown, Hancock Park. He was a
councilman and a State Senator. Diane Watson, who was
here last week, she -- her districﬁ went through
Hollywood all the way up to Griffith Park into Culver
City. We -~ African Americans have demonstrated they
could be effective. Gilbert Lindsey, the list goes on
and on and on.

But what I'm saying here is that you’re reduced
—-- this map reduces and overturns a longstanding history
of African American political effectiveness in Los
Angeles. And where they’re currently, out of 53
Congressional Districts, now in Los Angeles there is only
one district where one African American stands a chance
of possibly being elected.

Now, I’ve been all over this etate, as we all
have. 1I’ve been an advocate for the Thai population in
Thaitown, the Chinese in Chinatown, the Armenians. I
have advocated for tﬁe Vietnamese in Little Saigon. I’ve
advocatedrfor -— I've advocated for the Gays and
Lesbians. Even the Tea Party members up north, I

listened to them patiently. Even the Samoans in Hawaiian
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Gardens, and the Sheriff had to come and arrest Samoan
gang people for running Black people out of that
community, but I still advocated for their desire to be
kept whole, because I’ve advocated from Bixby Knolls to
Crestline, to Kagel Mountain‘or whatever it’s called,
throughout this State. I just find it odd that right
here when you’re dealing with the highest concentration
of African Americans in the State of California that we
have these complications.

And my first memory, I shared this with my
colleagues earlier, was in 1965 when I was five years old
marching from one little small town in Virginia to the
County Courthouse for this Qoting Rights Act. And my
first memory was a dog barking and growling in my face.
My first memory was not in a crib looking at the little
dangly toys and hearing nursery rhymes. No, it was
hearing the growl of a dog. ' That’s my first memory at
five years old.

I take this Voting Rights Act very seriously. I
find it very difficult to set here in this seat now and
to see the impact and the ramificationé and how this
Voting Rights Act is impacting our community and
lessoning the opportunity for African Americans to have
at least an opportunity to run for office in opportunity

districts and influence districts or coalition districts
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where we build coalitions with other ethnic groups. 1In
that one district that was there before, we had a
significant Asian population, a significant Caucasian
population, African American population, Latino
population and Jewish population. May the best man or
woman win.

I mean, I'm an Independent. I’m neither
Republican nor Democratic. So, this is not a partisan
position I’m taking. This position is about fairness and
allowing African Americans at least to have an
opportunity to compete with other ethnic groups. This is

a model that should not be dismantled. It’s one that

" should be duplicated and multiplied and spread throughout

the nation. I mean, we don’t need to have to be packed
into one little area. This is not Mississippi or Alabama
or Georgia where there is a proven -— where there have
been instances where they’re proven Caucasian White
voting blocks against African Americans being voted to
elected office, where this Voting Rights Act typically
originated -- it’s typically used and how it originally
became. This is Los Angeles, and we have shown African
Americans building coalitions with other ethnic groups
have shown over the past 30 or 40 years that African
Americans can be effective in districts and cross over to

other districts -- other ethnic groups, rather, and prove
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that they can be elected.

This is -- even the unity map, which was similar
to the other version, other ethnic groups, Asian, CAPAFR
and MALDEF support it, the other configuration. We -- To
come down and set at the same table together, three
diverse ethnic groups, and to work for over a week and to
provide us with an example of how we can all get along;
knowing the intricate politics of Los Angeles and how Los
Angeles is so different from other metropolitan areas,
for them to come together and get along and present
something to us that they feel is a workable solution is
nothing to be ignored. And right here we’re ignoring
that as well.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Let me go over the queue.
We’ve got a number of speakers. Blanco, Raya, Forbes,
Ward and then Galambos-Malloy. So, we’ll start with
Blanco.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: So, I‘ve been thinking a
lot along the same lines as -- on two tracks, really.

But I want to say a lot along the same lines as
Commissioner Forbes and Commissioner Barabba. This
southern visualization, the PVEP, I just was looking
quickly at statistics, and the City of Lomita has close
to 54 to 55 percent of the people there are renters. 1In

Gardena, 50 percent of the people who live there are
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rents. And Rolling Hills Estate, 90.5 percent are
homeowners. Rolling Hills is one of the -- is a single
gated community. Rancho Palos Verdes is 80 percent
owners, and has a median income of $129,000 per family.
Palos Verdes Estates has B89 percent of the people are
homeowners.

You get my point, that in what looks like a, as
somebody has said a neat district, you’ve actually got
tremendous different cities and communities. And one of

the things in the fourth criteria for Community of

Interest, both -- and that was actually elaborated upon
further in Prop 20, was a socioeconomic issue. So, I
think this has ~- this completely disregards Section 4 of

our criteria on Community of Interest. You have probably
some of the biggest disparities in that way than we’ve
seen in almost every other part of the State when you
have the —-- you know, the states down at the bottom with
Lennox and Gardena, Lomita, andvthen some of them were
poor and some that are blue collar.

So, that’s the first thing I want to say. And I
really -- I’'m not saying that because I'm just trying to
~- I'm can talk -- I'm going to talk about the other
stuff as well, but for the folks who feel that this is a
better Community of Interest than what we had before, I

want you to really think hard about these disparities
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that we have in this district and that that does not
conform with our Section 4, with our number 4 criteria in
both Prop 11 and Prop 20.

The other thing that I want to say is that we’ve
gotten a lot of e-mail about this, and we’ve talked about
how people are concerned that the e-mail that we got that
led to our previous visualization number one had

overtones of trying to maximize African American

‘representation where there was no Section 2, and that we

should be colorblind under the Supreme Court’s decision.
A lot of the e-mails that we got about this keeping these
cities together were very disturbing to me in their
racial overtones when they said, we don’t want to be with
Maxine Waters, we don’t want to be with Inglewood, we
don’t want to be with the east cities. We have nothing
to do with those people.

And just like people are concerned, perhaps,
about a 14" Amendment issue, I am very concerned about an
intentional discrimination claim if we put together
things that violate our fourth criteria, which is COI,
and we give credence to a lot of e-mail that had a lot of
e-mail overtones. So, those are the two things I want to
say for right now.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Raya.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: This subject is so broad, the
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implications of this conversation. Despite the fact that
someone on the Supreme Court, I don’t know who
Commissioner-Filkins Webber was quoting, but I can assume
obviously you make it to the Supreme Court you’re pretty
privileged, probably not a member of a minority group,
and perhaps believe that we can or will live in a
colorblind society. You just have missed out on some
experience if you really believe that.

And I share the concern that there is a huge
disparity in the communities that are linked together
from the west of the east of the -- I’'m just going to
call it the blue district. That’s easier. I’m very
concerned. I share Commissioner Blanco’s concern about
potential legal liability for essentially concentrating
one group, one racial group in one district rather than
recognizing that in this part of Los Angeles people are
spread throughout the area.

We are talking about, I think, under the law ﬁot
doing anything which diminishes the right of, in -
particular, disenfranchised or -— I don’t want to say
entirely disenfranchised, but certainly people who may
not have the opportunity to participate politically. I
have the greatest respect for the historical African
American political success, at the same time

acknowledging that things have changed in the area. 1It’s
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not -- It’s simply not going to be the same as it was.
However, that doesvnot mean that we can completely
disregard the reality.

I have no doubt that many people in the public
are listening to this and wondering. You know, we have
people say to us, race has absolutely no place in
political conversation. Well, you can’t deny it. You
cannot pretend that we have not had people come before us
blaming immigrants -- undocumented immigrants for all the
ills of the country. You cannot deny people saying I
don’t Qant to live -- or I don’t want to be in a district
with people whose educational level is lower than mine or
where the crime levels are higher than mine. You know,
those are all the messages. Let’s just not pretend that
they aren’t there.

But pﬂtting those things aside, and I think what
our responsibility is is to look at what the law requires
us to do. The law requires us to protect the voting
rights of all citizens, and in this case, in particular,
we need to avoid the potential of having concentrated a
single minority into a district. It’'s a 50 percent --
better than 50 percent concentration in that district,
when, in fact, those people are spread throughout the
area, and by going back to the previous visualization we

would be, I believe, paying closer attention to the
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economic, educational social services, even the services
prpvided for law enforcement, all of those things would
be better recognized in the other visualization.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Forbes.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: TI’l1l be brief. I think
that we’ve had a good discussion here, and I think what’s
important for us to remember is I think this discussion
has been procedurally consistent with our other
discussions. There is lots of different ways of cutting
this COI, so to speak, and we’re going to each, from our
own experiences, our own evaluation, we’fe going to look
at that COI differently. That’s what we’ve done in lots
of other districts. We may reach different conclusions,
bﬁt we’ve also done that in other districts. So, I just
want to make the point that, in my opinion, our procedure
here has been consistent with our procedure with other
districts throughout the State.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: And you’re absolutely right.
Ward.

COMMISSIONER WARD: Yeah, I had a question. What
is —- Between the two versions, which one minimizes
city/neighborhood splits?

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Mappers?

MS. BOYLE: I’m not sure. I’ll take a look and

see which one has more splits.
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CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay. While they’re doing
that, is there anything else, Ward?

COMMISSIONER WARD: Yeah. It seems like there is
a lot of diffefing COI in this area, so, to me, that'’s
what the, you know, non-partisan Prop 1l criteria is for
is to bail us out of situations where the water is murky
and there is a lot of differing COI. So, I think that if
we apply a more strict adherence to that it might help
give us a path. I’m concerned about, although the
arguments are compelling, for me they don’t seem to be
effective. It seems to me that outside -- since we have
been able to create this visualization, we can show that
the VRA, the number two criteria, can be applied in the
same way we’ve applied it elsewhere throughout the State,
and we don’t have to apply it any new way.

I think I object to the introduction of new
criteria, such as fai; and effective representation.
I’'ve seen that done in other parts or deliberations, and
I just -- I disagree. I don’t think that’s in the
Proposition criteria. I don’t think that’s, you know,
what one person thinks is fair and effective might not be
what the other one thinks, and it just shouldn’t be a
part of how we evaluate what districts are going to look
like.

And, you know, this =-- the other arguments here
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about people not wanting to be with other people, might I
remind the Commission, we drew a whole Assembly District
in Orange County based on the COI of Little Saigon saying
I don't want to be with Santa Ana. We’‘re not like those
people. So, we have consistency issues here, and the way
to bail us out and get us back on track and give us, I
think, a right answer that will not be unconstitutional,
is to go back to the criteria, find out which
visualization best adheres to that, understanding that
the COI is so divergent and allowing the non-partisan
criteria decide which way to go instead of picking
individual winners or losers in thé COI race.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Mappers, did you determine
how many splits we have?

MS. BOYLE: It will take a little while.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay. Let’s continue with
Galambos-Malloy.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: You know, I

struggle with the idea that we were not put here to look

‘at what is fair and effective political representation.

I think that, much like LA, it’s messy and it’s
complicated; but that is exactly what we were put here to
do and that is exactly why we are such a diverse group of
Commissioners. This -- You know, this is the process

that was envisioned by those who. advocated so diligently
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for this type of reform. So, I think we’re doing exactly
what we were put here to do. And I think that, you know,
the area where it is subjected is where our unique
backgrounds are most needed to come together towards some
sort of collective solution.

And, you know, to me, one of the things that this
conversations -- this series of conversations really have
brought to light is a reminder that, you know, the
criteria we were given are not an abstract black and
white list, checklist that you go through, and then you
have a neat district at the end of it. You know, it’s
about real life and how those criteria come together in a
given community to shape people’s political experiences
and their political opportunities.

You know, I feel, and it’s clear from this
conversation, that there are other Commissioners as well
who feel that when you look at the big picture that this
alternative is not the alternative that empowers the most
numbexr of people, and it’s clear that no matter what map
we select there is going to be tradeoffs. And that’s
been the case all over the State. But I think we’re
getting to a point that we can justify this map. We have
COI to support it. We also have COI that conflicts with
it. We can create an equally compelling argument for the

other map. We have the COI to support it, even if you
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took the VRA considerations aside, which I would argue we
should not do.

So, I think we’re getting to a point in the
process where it’s been a very rich conversation. I
think, you know, where there are Commissioners who still
want to weigh in, of course we want to allow that, but,
you know, I would also encourage that it’s getting
towards the moment where we should at least take the
pulse of, you know, do we have critical mass of
Commissioners that want to move forward with this
version, or do we have a critical mass of Commissioners
that want to move forward with the previous visualization
as a base?

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Yao.

COMMISSIONER YAO: There is really only one point
that I want to push, and I agree with Commissioner Malloy
in her comment in one instance, that Los Angeles County
is very messy and very diverse. But, at the same time,
the three districts that we’re looking at right now, it
is very simple. The simple thing that I see is that if
you take a look at the Malibu District, it’s 26 miles
long, and, on the average, about half a mile in width.
Okay? Why is the City that way? 1It’s all beachfront
properties. And if you go along here, Hermosa Beach,

Redondo Beach, you’ll see a similar pattern here. And we
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already talked about this as being a gated community. If
you take any houses in any one of these beach communities
and compare it to a similar size house in here, you’ll
see a ten to one difference in economic value.

So, on the basis of that, I’d like to push what-
Commissioner Dai had previously identified, saying that
all along we’ve been trying to separate regions into
similar economic standards or status, and I think we ——
Can we have the other -- the other -- Yeah. Right there.
Okay. When we drew this district right here, we
attempted to do that, all the beachfront properties, and
where we extend inland, we extend into Beverly Hills,
Hancock Park, Miracle Miles. In other words, group the
high value -- his status or high value communities
together with these beach cities. And I would say that
probably is of the most consistent things that we have
done throughout the entire mapping process, and by going
to a district that is, quote, unquote, more compact and
make -- end up having to mix the very difference in
economic cémmunity together, I see that as being very
different from the standard that we apply to everyplace
else.

So, I am heavily leaned toward this present

configuration as compared to the -- to the new

-configuration that we have constructed. And I agree with
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a lot of comments as stated, but consistency, I think, is
something that we need to continue to draw on. Because
as you all said, we can find COI that wili support
everything that we do, but to do things consistently is
reaily the -- one of the key to success in terms of
having a good set of maps.

CHATRPERSON ONTAI: Ancheta has not spoken up

yet, so I'm going to short the process and give it to

him.
COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I just wanted —-—-
CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right.
COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: You don’‘t have to
necessarily —-

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: I just want to —-

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: You don’t have to do that.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: —- announce that Filkins-
Webber has to leave, but I do want to recognize those who
have not spoken. Ancheta, please.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Okay. No, that’s fine. I
appreciate that. I don’t have much to add. I mean, I
think that neither of these configurations is ideal.
There is conflicting testimony —- I think there is plenty
of testimony, plenty of arguments to support either of
these cbnfigurations. You know, having lived in Los

Angeles for over 10 years, I think that this
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configuration, which is the original configuration that
we’re working with, I think better captures several
interests, whether you look at it as socioeconomic
interest along the coast, lower income, working class, in
many areas, you know, really quite depressed communities.
And theirs have already been identified. Again, I don’t
think any of these maps are ideal. I think this better
captures what I think this part of LA looks like.

I am concerned, as Commissioner Blanco has
mentioned, about intentional discrimination, claims that
might arise were we to over-concentrate African American
Communities. The Gingles Requirements do not.apply for
intentional claims. They can be, you know, less than 50
percent. That is an issue to me. I think, in total,
this configuration does a better job than the other one,
but I fully recoghize there are positive aspects of
factors of compactness. Certain testimony does support
it, but, between the two, I would support this one.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. We have Dai,
Barabba and Filkins-Webber.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I just wanted to
say goodnight, that’s all, and given the serious nature
of our discussion I didn’t want it to look like that I
was just walking out. So, I do have to catch a flight.

I’ve been here since Tuesday evening, and proud to hear
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all of my fellow Commissioners have this incredible
discussion. And I was glad I was able to stick around
for it, but we all have to balance our obligations here.
So, it looks —-— I feel the pulse of this Commission and
see where it’s going. So, I do want to say goodnight and
that I do have to catch a flight. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: Goodnight.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Goodnight.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Thank you. Dai.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Very quickly, you know, I
guess I’m a little appalled that there might be any
question that what our mission is is about fair and
effective representation. And the criteria that we have,
you know, is —-- are the steps and the rank order that we
are supposed to use to get there. I want to point out
that compactness is pretty far down on our list, and
communities of interest and socioceconomic commonalities
is above compactness.

I —-- having said all that, you know, I, as all of
my fellow Commissioners know, I am a big proponent for
diverse teams. And we are a very diverse group. We were
picked to be that way, because we do represent very
different perspectives. We have different 1life
experiences. We’ve, you know, grew up in different

environments. We’ve had a couple of Commissioners share
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that. That obviously shapes who we are.

And I believe, you know, I’ve been asked before,
why is -- You know, if you have clear criteria why don’t
you just put this in a computer program? It’s like,
well, you can’t, because this is about having 14 human
beings, you know, listen to the same information and
perhaps interpret it differently and work it out and come
up with what we believe in totality is going to provide
the best and fairest representation for the most
Californians. And we are balancing that all across the
State.

Anyone who has spent any time observing us can
see that we -- you know, we really work hard to try to
recognize every Community of Interest, to try to see if
we can resolve, you know, conflicting claims and
competing Communities of Interest. And we have
consistently, like I said, at the federal level have
taken those kinds of issues into account when we draw
those maps.  So, that’s all I have to say.

CHATRPERSON ONTAI: Barabba.

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: Yes. As compelling as
Commissioner Parvenu’s statement about his personal life
and what he has gone through is, and I am sensitive to
that, I am supporting this particular map, not because of

the points that he made, but because of the economic
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situation that has been brought forward by other
Commissioners. And I just wanted the record to show that
it’s not because I’m concerned about how many people of
different races are going to get elected here, because

the population of those communities will make that

decision, but I do think there is a sensitivity to the

change -- the economic differences that exist.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Michelle.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: And I would just say,
again, I appreciate this discussion. I think it’s been
very helpful for everyone and the public for us to go
through this. And, you know, I think Commissioner
Ancheta is right. I think there is probably both
versions match up with COIs to some degree, better or
wbrse or depending on, you know, that’s why we are all
individual Commissioners here. So, and I’m glad that the
Commissioners all have thought about this, and we’ve had
the options to look at it, and we’ve been able to look
at, you know, the arguments and put our feelings on the
record. And I think that’s very helpful for everyone.

So, I think, again, in the end I see a lot of the
reasons for what’s been trying to be addressed here, and,
excuse me, again, it goes down to when you choose between
two and how you reflect the COI -~ how you reflect the

COI, again, I just feel like the other option better
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matches the COI, as I understand it, and in terms of
trying to match up with what we’re trying to do. And,
again, that’s just my personal opinion, and I'm very glad
that we are not a Commission that just does whatever
someone with a divergent opinion does. So, I appreciate
everyone else and their very strong opinions, and I
appreciate you, also, just having a chance to look at the
option.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Well, I think this has been a
very, very healthy discussion. I guess I’11 throw my two
cents in this. You know, born and raised and coming from
Hawaii, this is a very strange discourse. We’re not used
to this discussion in the Islands. We all live together
peacefully with a lot of respect. We marry anything that
walks, regardless of the color. So, this is a very

strange discussion to Pacific Islanders, but it’s a

_healthy one for America, I think. We call that spirit,

if you’ve ever been to the Islands, Aloha. So, that’s my
two cents.

Okay. We’ve got two maps. We did go through the
process, as Commissioner Forbes said, and that has been
our process throughout the whole routine. We’ve got two
maps here, and I got a sense that the Commission is in
favor of, not that map, the other one. So, we’ll start

with that. Any comments before we discuss it?
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COMMISSIONER RAYA: Commissioner, I think in
fairness fo the long discourse we had, and the very firm
beliefs that brought us to considering two alternatives,
I don’t know whether we should have an indication of, you
know, an actual hand raising per visualization.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALILOY: "I think that’s
good for consisténcy across the process, barticularly an
area that we’ve devoted so much time and energy to.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. Are you saying we
don’t have to vote? Straw poll?

COMMISSIONER RAYA: Well, you know, the same —-
how many people want this map to go forward hand raising.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Yeah, that’s what I had in
mind.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: Not a vote.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Yeah, I'm sorry. Raise your

hands. All the way up. Mahalo Nui Loa. This passes

- without any changes. So, are we done with all the maps?

COMMISSIONER DAI: No, we have changes.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: I think meaning
that this map was the one that is the base that we’re
going to go forward with, but I think there were
potentially a couple of tweaks that had been discussed
many hours ago when we first looked at it.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay. Let’s look at the
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tweaks. Sorry.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: That'’s okay.

Well, to refresh the Commission’s memory and my own
memory, because that was so long ago, a suggestion ;hat I
had to refine this district a bit was that we did have
COI testimony that was fairly clear around the division
in Torrance of the part of Torrance that is more oriented
to the beach. In looking at the population aspects of
it, it seems that that additional area that we did not
include with its coastal community here, is basically the
same population as Lomita, and that we also have COI
testimony that Lomita is somewhat of a sister city to
Torrance and the population numbers are almost exact.
They're about 20,000.

So, the thought was that we could cdntinue to
reinforce the strength of this coastal community, use
this same, I believe it’s Hawthorne that.comes down this’
direction, move that into the Coastal District, and then
bring Lomita in, and then there may be —- need to be some
slight street level adjustments.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Excuse me, Commissioner
Galambos~Malloy. There is just some conversation. It's
just hard to hear you. If we could just keep it down in
the back that would be really appreciated.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: O©h, okay.

Appen.

594



10
i1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

395

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Thank you, very much.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Do you want me —-
Do you need me to repeat?

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Sorry. Please —- No,
please go on, yeah. -Just --

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Well, the short
version is, we heard that this -- this entire area
orients towards the beach. If we oriented them towards
the beach we would have a two district swap where we
would be able to bring in Lomita, which is ﬁown south,
which is one of the few parts of the coastal district
that’s actually not a coastal city and has expressed a
desire to be with Torrance. So, it seems like a win, win
situation, and it is only a two district swap, so I
wanted to propose that to see if the Commission was
amenable.

CHAIRPEﬁSON ONTAI: Comments? Barabba. Oh,
okay. Raise your hands if you support —--

COMMISSIONER YAO: Comments.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: _ Comments.

COMMISSIONER YAO: As I mentioned before to argue
that anybody that’s more than a mile away from the beach
in these communities see themselves as part of the beach
city, I think that’s overstating it. However, when you

consider how difficult it is for Lomita to get to the
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beach, then you can obviously see that these people
probably do feel that they belong to the beach more so
than Lomita. So, on that basis, I would support the
motion, not that these individuals, again, feel that
they’re really beach people, per se.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Chair.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. Parvenu.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: 1I’'d like to —-- it was many
hours ago when we first visited this area, but I’d like
to refresh all of us, the viewers and the Commission, as
to some of the reasons I felt that the two, Lomita and
Torrance, which is essentially southeast, this is sort of
like the southeast —-- or Torrance is the northwest
extension of Lomita, it’s the airport that’s adjacent at
the very bottom. If you could zoom in you could see
that. The landing, the flight pattern goes right over
Lomita’s neighborhoods when plans land and when they take
off. So, that’s one connection.

The Torrance Memorial Medical Center is also
right in that area, I believe off of-Lomita Boulevard.
So, that community, the ambulances come from there to
there, and that’s the quickest medical -- the closest
medical facility. You have the PCH, and you have Lomita
Boulevard. The topography changes and drops off here in

Torrance and rolls downward towards the ocean, so that
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Jjustifies that. That’s one of the reasons, actually.
These ocean view homes, it’s very beach ocean oriented.
The people in Lomita here goes to Crossroads Center and
Rolling Hills Plaza, and we don’t impact the API
Community that’s in this area north of the 405. So, I
support Commissioner Galambos-Malloy’s proposal
completely.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay. Any additions to that?
All right. One more time, hands up with those
modifications. Q2?2 With those changes, let’s go
forward. Was that it? 1Is that the last map?

MS. BOYLE: This will take about 10 minutes, if
you wanted to take a break.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay. Let’s take —-
Commissioner Dai.

COMMISSIONER DAI: I just wanted to queue up one
other change, and maybe I beat Commissioner Parvenu to
this. The inclusion of the VA Hospital with Brentwood at
the top. They had specifically requested that, so maybe
everyone can kind of look at the map and see if we can do
a two district swap for that.

CHAIRPERSON ONTATI: Can you point that out with
your pointer?

COMMISSIONER WARD: You'’ve got to up to Westwood

to do that.
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COMMISSIONER DAI: It’s in the —- Yeah. It’s the
funny notch at the top. It’s right there;

COMMISSIONER WARD: Yeah, the question was we
brought that up some weeks ago, and we had been told that
there was a large population involved, and so we dropped
the issue. But they came back and asked again saying it
wasn’t a large population. So, we asked Q2 to take a
look.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Yeah, and they were mostly
interested in this at the Congressional level, for
obviously reasons. Again, we’re looking at federal
issues here.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: So, are we on a break? No
break?

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Do you want to take a five
minute break while the mappers are -- Okay. Let’s take a
five minute break.

{(Off the record)

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. So, what do we
have left over, mappers, that you need from us to make
this process complete. What’s left over?

MS. BOYLE: I just need you to look at the map.
The rotation is complete. I moved as much of -- I moved
Lomita into the IGWSG District per Commission direction.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay.
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MS. BOYLE:V And to make up for that population
swap, I moved this line west, removed —-- by moving Lomita
into the IGWSG District where you moved approximately
20,000 people from WLADT District. So, to pick up those
20,000 people I had to move this line east, and I moved
it to Hawthorne, .except there is a little bubble here
where I had to make adjustments to get the zero plus or
minus one person deviation. Would you like to see that
at the street level? .This is Hawthorne Boulevard.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS—-MALIOY: Let’s ask
Commissioner Yao.

COMMISSIONER YAO: It’s perfect.

CHATIRPERSON ONTAI: All right. So, any other -
comments? Dai?

COMMISSIONER DAI: VA Hospital.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Oh, wait a minute. Should we
vote on this?

COMMISSIONER DAI: Oh, yeah, we should.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Okay. All those in favor.
raise your hands. All right. 1It’s unanimous.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Okay. So -~

CHATRPERSON ONTAI: Excellent. With those
changes.

COMMISSIONER DAI: So, VA Hospital, they got a

lot of testimony about putting Brentwood with the VA
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Hospital. It also has a lot of commonality with UCLA
Medical Center right next door, so we should put them in
the same district. And Ms. Boyle, would you tell us how
many people are there? It shouldn’t be that many, right?
It’s jﬁst a building.

MS. BOYLE: I believe it’s approximately 700
people.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Okay. So, my suggestion would
be to take it from Mar Vista.

MS. BOYLE: Okay. So, it’s 746 person move, and
that moving through Mar Vista would make it a two
district rotation. So, to make the change I’ll need to
adjust here. It will be a small adjustment.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Put it with UCLA and
Brentwood.

MS. BOYLE: You can help us hunt for the proper
population.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Take the finger out.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Is Mar Vista a
neighborhood or is that what it is? Okay. So —-

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: And it’s closely tied to
Palms, which is to the northeast. So —-

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Okay. My -— I
guess my question is; you know, which one should we

consider more, keeping the Marv Vista neighborhood
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together or the VA Hospital complex going?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: The VA is a higher
priority.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Okay.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: And the Federal Building,
which is south of Wilshire, also, I think is captured --
Is this not --

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Commissioner Dai.

COMMISSIONER DAI: I would check with Ms. Boyle.

MS. BOYLE: We’re balanced. It moved about five
or six blocks of Mar Vista into the yellow, into the
Santa Monica District.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Okay. Can we look at the
VA Area? I want to see if the Federal Building south of
Wilshire is also part of thét. Just the VA Hospital.
Okay. Well, that’s fine.

MS. BOYLE: Are you looking for a particular
intersection?

COMMISSIONER DAI: 1It’s okay. Can we back out
and see if there are any other improvements we can make?

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: What happened to
the process? .

COMMISSIONER DAI: Well, the only other
improvement I thought about, and it might be -- it might

be too big, is, of course, you know, I’ve been trying to
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advocate for the Del Rays to be together, so we have
Marina Del Ray in but we don’t have Del Ray. I think
it’s a pretty significant population, but maybe Ms. Boyle
can tell us whether we want to attempt it or not.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: The question is, how
important is this at the Congressional level?

COMMISSIONER DAI: Commissioner Parvenu, what do
you think?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Let’s see what the
population is first here. I'm trying to recall if there
was COI from Westchester stating that they were
intricately tied to the Del Ray, La Playa-Vista region.

COMMISSIONER DAI: It was.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: There was.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: Well, there is COI that those
areas consider themselves related. My question is, you
know, it’s going to cost something to make this change.
Is it a change that’s warranted at the Congressional
level?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Good question.

COMMISSIONER DAI: The wetlands are already in
the Coastal District, right?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Yes, that’s what I was
looking at too to see if -- Can you zoom - Yeah, can you

zoom in a little? Just need the streets.
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COMMISSIONER DAI: So, that was about 30,000
people. Can we see if the Bologna Wetlands are in the
Coastal?

MS. BOYLE: The Bologna Wetlands, I believe that
refers to this area Here?

COMMISSIONER DAIL: Oh, it does.

MS. BOYLE: So, it is split.

COMMISSIONER DAI: It would be good if we could
get it into the coast, but someoné needs to suggest —-
someone more familiar with this area needs to suggest a
population exchange.

MS. BOYLE: So, if we move the Del Ray into the

“yellow, that’s 30,000, so we’d have to find 30,000 people

to move into here if it’s not going to be the folks in
Del Ray. I think we considered a split of Santa Monica
before when I maintained that COI. We could also add
more of West LA.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: That area around ther
hospital,vif you brought line down, and then I don’t know
what you'’re going to be crossing into when you do that.

COMMISSIONER DAI: No, you’d have.to go the other
way, right?

MS. BOYLE: We neéd people in this one.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Yeah, you’d have to then

maybe take whole section and drop it down, but I’m not
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advocating it. I'm just saying --

COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: Well, if you just try to
—-- if you just try to capture the Bologna Wetlands,
that’s virtually unpopulated area. Yeah.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Yeah, just tie the
Wetlands in with theicoast.

MS. BOYLE: The proposal is to put just the
Wetlands in there? Let me -— Let’s put on a census block
overlay and see where the population is. It’s pretty
much right, I mean, there. There is a lot of people
living right next to- those Wetlands.. I’'m going to guess
maybe this is the Wetland propef, being as how there are
Zeros.

COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: Probably, yeah.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: You could pick up maybe
just this part of it here. Yoﬁ do have the'popuiation
right there where we show the thousand people —— 1,200.

. MS. BOYLE: But it would be a smaller move.

COMMISSIOﬁER DAX: So, I think the key is, yeah,
what is the exchange for it.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Right.

MS. BOYLE: As I highlight the area, the
population number will show up up_here.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: And that’s most of the

people. You could add these, just right here. This says
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two more people right there and-then stop, and see if
that’s worth doing.

MS. BOYLE: Would the Commissioﬁ like to move
these zero population blocks, which afe ~— may also be
part of the Wetlands into that district? They’'re a
neighboring district, but fhey may be —— they look zero.

CHATRPERSON ONTAI: Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER YAO: Are we splitting city at this
point?

MS. EOYLE: We’re not -- this is — the areas we
are moving are all in LA proper. They’re the Del Ray
neighborhood of LA.

COMMISSIONER YAO: Okay.

MS. BOYLE: Okay. So, is that sufficient?
Putting this one in here is going to give us kind of a
long arm. Did we want to do that?

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: No.

MS. BOYLE: Okay. Like this? With this one?
Without this one?

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: That’s okay. Does it make

'any sense to add these right here? The zeros?

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Is it just that
little channel that’s the Wetlands?
COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: How about right there?

No, I mean to exchange it.
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v COMMISSIONER PARVENU: That’s Culver Drive;
Culver Boulevard, and then that’s —— No, no. It’s not ——
We can go down that way too. Can you move the map up
that way? That’s technically part of the Wetland Area.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Yeah, it’s only 14 people
too. | |

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: I see 14 people there.

MS. BOYLE: 1It’s an adjacent district, but we can
adjust for it, if we want to. This white area here is an
adjacent district, and we’re making zero population moves
in it right now, but picking that one up wouldn’t be a
Zero.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: But it would be --

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: I see what you’re saying.
Okay.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: It would add, I think, to
the Wetlands, because there’s obviously not much there.

MS. BOYLE: We could put it in there and adjust
for the population. It’s 14 people. If the Commission
wants to wait for me to do that, I’m happy to give it a
try.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: I would do that.

CHAIRPERSON ONTAI: Show of hands. All right.

Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Yeah, that’s the area.
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they drew for'you, to you.

We’'re switching from a left-handed person to a
right-handed person here really quickly.

MS. CLARK: So, District 1 --

MS. MAC DONALD: Does anybody want to describe it
or would you like us to describe it, ér how would you like
to do this?

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: So, at this point in
time we have had fairly robust discussions thét‘have been
on the record many times regarding the districts. So, the
regional leads, we open the floor to you, but at this
point we’d really like very high level narrative about the
region.

COMMISSTIONER FORBES: Well, then District 1 is fhe
Mountéin CAP District, now District 1. And it consists of
the -- about ten rural counties, the mountain counties}
and that’s their theme. And it goes down into Sacramento
only insofar as it needs to pick up population.

And if you want ~- I gquess two things, one that
we’d been asked early on, and Truckee’s unified in this
district. That was something we’d been asked early on.
That’s it.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Other Commissioners?

Okay, let’s keep moving.

MS. CLARK: Okay, District 2.
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VICE-CHAIRPERSON BARABBA: What’s the time?
CHATIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: In five minutes.
VICE-CHAIRPERSON BARABBA: At 4:30.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Okay, ten minutes.
Commissionef Barabba says 4:30 p.m., please.

(Recess at 4:22 p.m.)
(Reconvene at 4:34 p.m.)

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: All right,_
Commissioners, we are about to go live.

Good afternoon, Commissioners, members of the
public. We afe here at the California>Citizens
Redistricting Commission, just back from a brief break.

When we took our break we had just concluded our
review of the draft final Assembly maps.

And at this time we will begin reviewing the draft
final Senate maps under Q2’s leadership.

MS. ALON: Okay, Senate District 1.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: And all of the Northern
California Districts are large because of the lack of
population in the north part of the State. I think
something only like five percent are in the northern 30
percent of the State. So, they are large, that’s the
ovérriding observation.

So, again, we had District 1. It keeps Siskiyou

County whole, as we were asked to do, and it includes all
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of the eastern side of the State, the eastern Sierras down
to and including Lake Tahoe, where Lake Tahoe is whole.
And it picks up a little piece of the Sacramento éuburbs,
but that’s strictly for population.

I think I did a count, as I said this before, but
I think if you take all of the counties north of Yolo and
Sacramento Counties there’s only 760,000 people, if you
don’t couﬁt thercoast, and a district is 930,000. So,
that’s why we had to go into the Sacramento suburbs to get
population.

District 2 is the Coastal District and, again, it
is the same thing, it runs all the way down the coast. It
follows the 101 corridor, and Highway 1, too, if you want
to go more slowly. But they all have the similar coastai
interests.

District 3, where’s 3? Is that 3? Okay, 3.
Three is a Central Valley District, it’s an ag district.
We did manage to separate out part of -- did we get part
of Lake County out? But it is a Central Valley Ag
District.

And District 4, is that the green one? I'm
looking for the number.

COMMISSIONER ONTAI: Yeah, that’s it.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Again, that’s also a Central

Valley Ag District using, following the Interstate 5
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corridor. That is also a Section 5 District and it meets
the benchmarks.

And are there any splits you want to note in that?

MS. ALON: The splits reports are still running,
now.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Okay. All right, that’s
District 4, Senate District 4.

COMMISSIONER DI GUILIO: This is Senate District
5. And my apologies for not being here for the ADs;
apparently, after only three days of‘school, and some
scissors and little boys, I had to coordinate stitches
long distance, so I apologize. I need a frequent punch
card at the urgent care.

Okay, so San Joaquin County -- I mean, excuse me,
Senate District 5 is basically a San Joaquin County. It
does go up into Galt. We were able to unify Galt and Lodi
in this district and it did go down, again, into the
eastern part of Stanislaus County, linking up the southern
cities of San Joaquin County with some of the 99 corridor
communities in Eastern Stanislaus County.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: District 6 is a Sacramento
County District. Sacramehto County is about a million and
400,000 people, the district is 930,000. This
incorporates the City and the éouthern suburbs of Elk

Grove. And as in all the districts, it includes the
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airport, as well.

MS. ALON: Senate District 7.

CHATIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: « District 7, we have

East Bay, far East County District, where we have the
eastern side of Contra Costa County and the eastern sid
of Alameda County. This maintains intact a number of
different COIs. Up at the top we have the 4 corridor,
have the 680 corridor on the north/south axis. We have
the Lamorinda area and we have been able to respect the
Berkeley/Oakland Hills which we heard quite a bit about
during our public comment period.

MS. ALON: Senate District 8.

e

we

COMMISSIONER DI GUILIO: Sorry. Senate District 8

was the Foothill District that we’d had previously. It
was able to in this case, as opposed to what happened i
Assembly, was able to break off Madera County, the vall
from the foothills. It kept some longer Foothill Distr
but, as Comﬁissioner Forbes mentioned, similar to the

northern part of the State where there’s not a lot of

n

ey

ict

population in some of those counties, it does reach down

ih a couple of locations in Sacramento, as well as
Turlock, and down into Clovis, I believe, in the valley
floor to pick up some of that population based on the
constraints of the other districts around it.

MS. ALON: District 9.
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COMMISSIONER DI GUILIO: Okay, District Number 12
is the one where in this situation I think this is the
only time where we broke the Central Valley, going over
the coastal range, but this was to meet the benchmarks for
the Section 5 District. It includes tbe County of Merced,
as well as the eastern part of Monterey and County of San
Benito.

So, this was the configuration to meet those
benchmarks. And we did -- I should say that we did
eliminate from the first draft the part that went up into
San Jose, so it really does keep the integrity of more of
an agricultural part on the -- on the San Benito and
Monterey side, in conjunction with the agricultural part
on the Central Valley.

COMMISSIONER DAI; SD 13 includes all of -- most
of San Mateo County and northern Santa Clara County. It
keeps the peninsula together, it keeps the San Mateo
coastline together.

MS. ALON: Senate District 14.

COMMISSIONER DAI: ©h, sorry. Okay, that’s the
other Section 5 for Kings County and that does have the
Kern curl, and this was one that was set early on and it
does meet the benchmarks for a Section 5 county.

And 15 -~ oh, wait, no, sorry, I thought we were

going to the southern part. That’s back in San Jose.
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COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: So, 15 is a Santa Clara

County-based district. It includes a number of

neighborhoods and communities of interest in the City of
San Jose. It also covers Cities of Cupertino, Saratoga,
Campbell, and Los Gatos.

And I think, Commissioner Barabba, Lexington Hills
I believe is a Santa Cruz County, is that correct? I
forget where the county line is.

MS. ALON: The county line is right here.
Lexington Hills is not in Santa Cruz County.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Okay, so that’s fhe CDP
of -- Census Designated Place -- or, I’'m sorry, a Census
Place of Santa Clara Couﬁty. Excuse me.

COMMISSIONER DI GUILIO: = Okay, and this district

is the one that includes the -- what was left over in the
bottom part of the San Joaquin County -- excuse me, San
Joaquin Valley, trying to keep the integrity of those
districts together. And in order to meet the population
requirements we were required to go over the eastern side
of the mountains and down into San Bernardino County.
And, again, tried to keep -- we kept intact Ridgecrest and
some of the eastern parts of Barstow and those parts of
San Bernardino County.

COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: This is Senate District 17,

it’s quite a long district, primarily because of there’s a
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City to the far southeast. 1It’s relatively compact.

MS. WOODS: Senate District 19.

COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: Yeah, this is previously
known as the Santa Barbara/West Ventura District. It
includes a portion of Santa Barbara County, with Santa
Maria on the north. It includes Vandenberg Air Force
Base,.Lompoc, and into Santa Barbara County, proceeding
onto Ventura County, inciuding the cities in Ventura
County of Ventura, Ojai, Oxnard, E1 Rio, the Santa Clara
Valley and Camarillo. Oxnard, Port Hueneme as well.

MS. WOODS: Senate District 20.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Senate District 20 are two Section 2
districts that were nested, the Pomona Valley District and
the Fontana/Rialto District. So, therefore, it’s also a
Section 2.

MS. WOODS: Senate District 21.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Okay, Commissioner Barabba,
would you -- I’11 chime in. Okay, I’1ll go. -

This is the northern portion of Los Angeles
County. We also extend eastward to as far as Victorville
and the Apple Valley. This is one of high desert
gommunity; it includes Antelope Valley, of course.
Lancaster and Palmdale are togethef in this.

We made some adjustments in the southwest area.

it includes Santa Clarita and Castaic, Lake Castaic.is
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I believe both of those are whole and it’s a Section 2
District.

MS. WOODS: Senaté>District 25.

COMMISSTONER RAYA: Okay, there are my foothills.
Excuse me. This district unites the foothill communities
that have strong relationships to, in large part, Pasadena
as a hub and goes -- it goes north to include La Canada,
Flintridge,-and La Crescenta. Pasadena and Altadena are
together.

Can you check the split in Glendofa, please? Is
this the one where we kept Glendora whole? Yeah, okay.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: And can you also
check the split, I can’f remember if we had a split in
Burbank at the Senate level.

MS. WOODS: There is a split.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Okay.

COMMISSTIONER RAYA: Where is that split? But we
brought in that -- or did we -- what did we do with that
little pieée of airport? 1Is that what we couldn’t get
because of the -- it’s in?

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: I think we got it, that
little airport. We got the runway.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: Did we, okay?

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: We got the runway.

COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: TIt’s just that it’s not
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missed.

MS. WOODS: Senate District 30.

. COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Okay. This district
encompasses most of what we know to be South Los Angeles
or Soutﬁ Central Los Ange;es. It also encompasses West
L.A. We have West Los Angeles and-Century City to the far
northwest. It includes Cheviot Hills, Beverlywood,
Crestview Palms and Mar Vista afe together. The City of
Culver City is kept whole. View Park and Windsor Hills is
included, also. And it includes a portion of Hyde Park,
just north of Inglewood. And it also includes cities
further -- communities and citieé further east along that
north/south corridor adjacent to the 110.

And we can see it extends as far north as West
Pico Union, I believe is in this district -- no, I think
it’s not in this district.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: No.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Very close to Pico Union to
the south. If includes Exposition Park, University Park,
and Vermont Square, South Park, aﬁd areas further south.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS WEBBER: District‘ 31 is a
nesting of two Assembly Districts solely within Riverside
County. It makes the City of Riverside whole.

By blending those two Assembly Districts it

.recognizes a community of interest with the new City of
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Jarupa Valley, new City of Eastvale, Norco, Corona into

the Lake Elsinore area to the west, and recognizing and

keeping whole Moreno Valley and its community of interest

with Perris, Mead Valley, and March Air Force Base.

MS. WOODS: Senate District 32.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: This district is a blend,

not a complete nesting, of two Assembly Districts in th
eastern portion of L.A. It includes Moﬁtebello, Pico
Rivera, the two Whittiers -- three Whittiers, West
Whittier, Whittier, and South Whittier. East La Mirada
that had been linked in a lot of the testimony, as well
the communities of iﬁterest'of Cerritos, Artesia, and
Buena Park. And I think the entirety of the City of

Bellflower.

is

’

as

Is this where we have a split in Commerce? I know

there’s one that -- nope?

MS. WOODS: I don’t believe in this configuration.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Okay. So, what are the
splits in this Senate District? Maybe Lakewood, yeah.

MS. WOODS: Buena Park.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Buena Park, that’s right

MS. WOODS: Lakewood.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: Yeah. Okay. And those were

done for population purposes. Yes, this is a Section 2

district as well.
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Commission’s intention to separate a airport-affected
city, neighborhood, but it appears that that has
inadvertently happened. |

Commissioners, any feedback on this issue?
Commissioner Dai?

COMMISSIONER DAI: I think it’s unfortunate, but
given how long it took us to just rebalance, particularly
in the Congressional Districts,. I -- you know, I think we
can note it for the record, but I think that’s going be
very difficult for us to keep on schedule,

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Commissioner Ontai?

COMMISSIONER ONTAI: 1Is this a municipal airport?
What kind of airport is this?

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Los Angeles
International Airport is an international airport, it’s
one of the nation’s larger airports, so it has --

COMMISSIONER ONTAI: Yeah, I just wanted to make
sure.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: VYes, it’s a major
commercial airport. |

Commissioner Parvenu?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: And I want to go on record,

too, to say that I can vouch for the fact that that area

is linked with the airport, it’s right under the flight

pattern and they have worked, as well as Westmont to the
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south, closely with the airport, the Bureau of Airports to
mitigate, sound proof, and deal with sound proofed and
weatherized windows.

Also, as a planner for the City of L.A., I know
there’s going to be some significant changes and
expansions. There’s an expansion plan for the airport.
So, the number of planes, the 8380s, for example, the huge
planes will be coming in that region either further --
further exacerbating some of.the noise and sound issues
that they have along that corridor.

CHATIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Commissioners Ontai/
Rayé and Barabba.

COMMISSIONER ONTAI: So, Commissioner Parvenu, is
this élso a joint military airport use?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: No, it’s not. Tﬂe U.8. Air
Force has a base along El Segundo, or Imperial Boulevard,
actually.

COMMISSIONER ONTAT: I see.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: But LAX, itself, is not a
military base there.

COMMISSIONER ONTAI: I see, thank you.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Commissioner Raya?

COMMISSIONER RAYA: E#cuse me. When we were
talking quite a bit about the airport issues I went online

just to inform myself a little bit about the airport. And
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It includes West Adams and Westmont, and extends

as far east as Walnut Park, I think, I can’t see it here.

MS. BOYLE: No.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: No, it doesn’t, okay.

Okay, that’s the next one over. Okay, that’s all I have

on that one.

Commissioner Yao, did you have anything else?

COMMISSIONER YAO: I think during the last week we

included Lomita as part of the district, simply part of

Torrance is closer to the beach as compared to Lomita

having to go through the Rolling Hills and the Palos

Verdes area in ordef to get to the beach, so we thought

that was a good exchange.

MS. BOYLE: Congressional District 44.

COMMISSIONER YAO: All right, Congressional

District 4 and the Long Beach adjacent to it, which is the

District 47, again, we were able to divvy up the ports,

having Long Beach manage the Long Beach Port and having a

number of Los Angeles City looking after the Los Angeles

Ports.

Also, the 710 Freeway, which is on the west edge

of this district runs along the cities that are being

impacted environmentally,

say in terms of the management of the environmental

issues.

CALIFORNIA REPORTING, LLC
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, CA 94901 (415) 457-4417

so they would have a little more

138

Appen. 624



TAB 125



BEFORE THE

CALIFORNIA CITIZENS REDISTRICTING COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Full Commission Business Meeting

University of the Pacific, McGeorge School of Law
Classroom C
3200 Fifth Avenue

Sacramento, California

FRIDAY, July 29, 2011

9:00 A.M.

Reported by:
Peter Petty

CALIFORNIA REPORTING, LLC
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457-4417

Appen. 625



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

passes.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Thank you,
Commissioners. One down, three to go. We’ll pass the
mic back to Q2, and if-you could please present us with
our Draft Final Statewide Senate Maps.

MS. MAC DONALD: Just one moment.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Again,
Commissioners, this is the map that we reviewed yesterday
afternoop in some detail, it is our Draft Final Senate
Map for the State of California.

| VICE CHAIRPERSON BARABBA: Chair, I would put
forward this resolution for approval by the Commission:
Resolved, the Draft Statewide Senate Map presented to the
California Citizens Redistricting Commission on July 29,
2011 is approved by the Commission for public comment and

posting at www.wedrawthelines.ca.gov for at least 14

days; resolved further, following posting and public
comment of this proposed map, the Commission will vote on
a final Statewide Senate Map on August 15", 2011.
CHATRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Second. The
floor is open and Commissioners who would like to weigh
in, Ms. Sargis’will‘keep time. Commissioner Blanco.
COMMISSIONER BLANCO: I know that we’ve
discussed maybe making some comments on the maps. I'm

going to vote yes on the Senate Maps, but I want to note
14
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‘something that -- for the public -- that I know is of

concern to many, and to myself, which is we have a Senate
District in Northern California that received a lot of
public comment, that involves the areas of Martinez,
Crockett,.traditional areas of Contra Costa that are
usually grouped together along a portion of the Highway 4
and that have a strong identity. We understand that this
is not ideal, but I want to say that the;e are a lot of
other issues around the state on Senate maps where we
have less than ideal districts and that we weren’t always
able to balance all the things that we needed to balance,
population, communities of interest, Section 5, Section
2, geographic concerns, divisions like bridges that
people didn’t want us to cross. So I wanted to point
that out because I know that this is an area where we’ve
received a lot of public comment, and I wanted to for the
reco;d state that we -- this is the result of a lot of
balancing of interests and, at the end of the day, I
think that we grouped some cities toéether in this
district that have a lot of commonalities, even if the
entire district is a new district to those cities in éome
ways, there are cities>within there that I think will be
able to work together regardless of who their partners on
in the larger Senate District, they are going to be able

to have between them shared interests, which bottom line
15
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is, this is about fair and effective representation, and
they will have enough of a --

MS. SARGIS: Time is up.

COMMISSIONER BLANCO: -~ just enough of a
weight with similar cities, that they won’t be isolated
and they will‘be able to receive fair and effective
representation.

CHAIRPERSON GALAMBOS MALLOY: Thank you. Other
Commissioners? Commissioner Yao.

COMMISSIONER YAO: One of the requirements that
was imposed on us on the Senate Map was the concept of
nesting of Assembly Maps. Initially we were hoping to be
able to ﬁest a number of Assembly Districts into the

Senate Districts. As we progressed along that path, what

‘we found is that the State of California, each district,

indeed, is very different, very diverse, and by simply
combining a couple of adjacent districts into a Senate
District, we did not accomplish the main goal that we

had, is to provide a district of real common interests.

‘So what we ended up having to do was to tailor these

nesting in some cases to try to make it work, I think,
it’s only in a handful of districts that we_indeed.were
able to nest. So, as much as we tried to honor that
particular requirement that was imposed on us by Prop.

11, I think we were able to draw much better Senate

16 .
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Dr. Gabino Aguirre
County: Ventura
City: Santa Paula

Dr. Gabino Aguirre was born to farm worker parents and spent his childhood
following the crops cycling from Texas to Oregon, California and then Arizona. After
graduating from high school in Arizona, he left his family to come to California. Shortly
thereafter, he was conscripted into the army where he served as a technical specialist
working with computers and weapons experimentation related to the Vietnam-era
conflict. Following his service he enrolled in college and eamed a Bachelors degree
from UCLA, a Masters in Education from USC, and a Ph.D. in Social
Science/Comparative Education from UCLA. His career in education spanned thirty
years and he retired as a high school principal in 2007. Dr. Aguirre has dedicated
himself to community development and empowerment for over four decades and has
founded and/or served as a board member on many community-based organizations.
He has served on the Santa Paula City Council since his election in 2002.
Commissioner Aguirre is registered with the Democratic Party and lives in the City of Santa Paula in Ventura
County.

“On a political level, I've learned that both the equitable distribution of resources and who is at the table deciding on
such distribution is at the heart of many of our social problems. Active participation must be planned for and
facilitated, especially for those marginalized within current social socio-political structures. Broader participation will
occur only when government is perceived as accessible and organized to serve the public interest and not stacked
in favor of particular candidates or parties. Helping with this process is my fundamental concern with this
Commission.”

Angelo Ancheta
County: San Francisco
City: San Francisco

Angelo Ancheta is a law professor and legal scholar whose writing has focused on
issues surrounding racial discrimination and immigrants’ rights. He is the director of
the Katharine & George Alexander Community Law Center at the Santa Clara
University School of Law. Prior to joining the law faculty at Santa Clara, Commissioner
Ancheta was a lecturer at Harvard Law School, an adjunct professor at NYU School of
Law, and taught at UCLA School of Law. Before starting his academic career,
Commissioner Ancheta was a legal services and nonprofit executive director in both
Northem and Southern Califomia, specializing in immigration, voting rights, and
constitutional law. He holds degrees from UCLA, UCLA School of Law, and Harvard
University's Kennedy School of Government. Commissioner Ancheta is registered with
the Democratic Party and lives in the City and County of San Francisco.

“The Commission will play a key role in defining the next decade’s opportunities for civic engagement for
candidates seeking office as well as for voters and residents. Redistricting is a vitally important part of the
democratic process, but it can be opaque to most citizens because it occurs every ten years, involves specialized
procedures, and has, in the past, been the province of the legislature. Moving the process to the State’s citizenry

http://wedrawthelines.ca.gov/bios.html 10/9/2011
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marks a significant change in power, but it is also an important shift in civic obligation that requires active
participation and dedication from the voters.”

Vincent P. Barabba
County: Santa Cruz
City: Capitola

Vince Barabba founded Market Insight Corporation in 2003. Market Insight
Corporation provides real time online shopper preferences to help companies better
reach their target audiences. He provides guidance to the enterprise as it tracks
shopper preferences through the use of a consumer Web site calleded
MyProductAdvisor.com. His career includes two stints as director of the U.S. Census
Bureau, with appointments from both Presidents Nixon and Ford and later asked by
President Carter to direct the conduct of the 1980 Census. Mr. Barabba received a
Bachelor’s degree in Business Administration from Woodbury Business College, a
Bachelor's degree in Marketing from California State University, Northridge and an
MBA from UCLA. Commissioner Barabba is registered with the Republican party and
lives in the City of Capitola in Santa Cruz County. -

“l am excited about the opportunity to bring [my] experience and knowledge to help achieve the Redistricting
Commission’s objective of creating legislative districts that will improve the proximity of citizens and the legislators
who represent them, thereby enhancing their ability to communicate and interact in a constructive manner.”

Maria Blanco
County: Los Angeles
City: Los Angeles

Maria Blanco is the Vice President of the Civic Engagement for the California
Community Foundation. CCF-LA is the community foundation for the city of Los
Angeles. The purpose of the California Community Foundation is to help strengthen
communities and build a brighter future for Los Angeles County. It seeks to improve
life for all residents, especially those who are most vulnerable; promote philanthropy
and work with others to address the core causes of problems facing Los Angeles.
Prior to becoming a Vice President at CCF, Ms. Blanco was the Executive Director of
the Earl Warren Institute at UC Berkeley's School of Law. She holds a law degree
from UC Berkeley's School of Law and a BA from UC Berkeley. Commissioner Blanco
is registered with the Democratic Party and lives in the City and County of Los
Angeles.

“l am honored and excited to serve on California’s first Citizens Redistricting Commission. My hope is that the
commission will help set the tone for open and collective problem solving in California.”

Cynthia Dai
County: San Francisco
City: San Francisco

Cynthia Dai is a native Californian, second-generation Asian-American and has
worked and lived in several countries around the world. As CEOQ of Dainamic
Consulting, Inc., Ms. Dai has advised growth organizations and social ventures for 18+
years and often serves as an interim executive of both early-stage and public
ventures. Ms. Dai has an MBA from the Stanford Graduate School of Business and a
B.S. in Electrical Engineering and Computer Science with honors from UC Berkeley.
An Industry Fellow at the Center for Entrepreneurship and Technology at UC
Berkeley’s College of Engineering, she has taught Leadership, Teamwork, and
Entrepreneurship courses at Cal and in the Tsinghua-Berkeley Global Technology
Entrepreneurship Program in Beijjing, China. She is active in the community as a
volunteer and currently serves as a Board member of Santa Clara University's Center
for Science, Technology and Society. Commissioner Dai is reglstered with the

............ Democratic Party and. hves in.the City.and.County.of San.Francisco.

http://wedrawthelines.ca.gov/bios.html 10/9/2011
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“I am motivated to serve on the Commission for three reasons: 1) | want to be part of a solution that restores faith in
the electoral process and improves the effectiveness of state government; 2) I'd like to give the underrepresented a
voice; 3) | have the experience and skills to be a Commissioner who can make a difference.”

Michelle R. DiGuilio
County: San Joaquin
City: Stockton

Michelle DiGuilio, a native Californian, has spent the past twelve years working with
numerous agencies in the Central Valley. Ms. DiGuilio has assisted non-profit
organizations in their strategic planning efforts, board development and in streamlining
internal policies. She has facilitated regional discussions with groups throughout the
Central Valley; served as an administrator for a California Council for the Humanities
project and as a training coordinator at the University of the Pacific. Currently, Ms.
DiGuilio is a stay-at-home mother by choice, allowing her to participate in family and
community activities. She earned a Bachelor's degree from the University of
California, San Diego and a Master's degree in Community Planning (Urban and
Regional) from the University of Cincinnati. Commissioner DiGuilio is registered as
Decline-To-State and lives in the City of Stockton in San Joaquin County.

“With the Citizens Redistricting Commission, the opportunity to be a part of the redistricting process is a uniquely
democratic undertaking, not only for the duties of drawing district boundaries but, more importantly, to ensure that
Califomia citizens have representation through the most fair and equitable manner possible.”

Jodie Filkins. Webber
County: Riverside
City: Norco

Jodie Filkins Webber is a self employed attorney, practicing law in Orange County.
Ms. Filkins Webber is an insurance litigation defense attorney representing various
insurance companies, adjusting companies and self-insured employers in defense of
claims for workers’ compensation benefits and personal injury. She also specialized in
providing legal opinions on various insurance coverage issues. Ms. Filkins Webber
practices before all Southern California Courts and Workers Compensation Appeals’
Boards. Ms. Filkins Webber received a Bachelor degree from UC Riverside and a law
degree from Whittier Law School , formerly Whitter Coliege School of Law. Ms. Filkins
Webber has lived throughout Southern California including Los Angeles and Lake
Forest. Commisisoner Filkins Webber is registered with the Republican party and lives
in the City of Norco in Riverside County.

“I am interested in serving on the Citizens Redistricting Commission to serve our citizenry and State to insure
adequate representation of each citizen to meet the purpose of the Proposition and allow for full participation of
independent voters in the election process.”

Stanley Forbes
County: Yolo
City: Esparto

Stanley Forbes is a co-owner of Avid Reader, an independent retail bookstore. There
he selects merchandise, sells and markets books, provides customer service and
attends to financial matters. Mr. Forbes also has spent the last 32 years operating a
family ranch, managing crop selection, market research, financial planning, equipment
operation, irrigation, chemical and air quality regulation compliance, pruning and
raking almonds. Mr. Forbes received a Bachelor's degree from the University of
Southern California, a Master's degree from UCLA, and a Law Degree from Vanderbilt
University. Mr. Forbes is registered as Decline-To-State and lives in Esparto in Yolo
County.

“| applied to serve on the Citizens Redistricting Commission out of a deep concem that
unless reformed, California may be unable to effectively address the problems it faces :
—-as well as maximize.the opportunities that will enable.the.peenple.of Califorpia to.pursue and. fulfill their potential” ...

http://wedrawthelines.ca.gov/bios.html 10/9/2011
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Connie Galambos Malloy
County: Alameda
City: Oakland

Connie Galambos Malloy is employed with Urban Habitat (UH), a regional urban
planning and policy organization. Ms. Galambos Malloy is a member of UH's
Management Team, responsible for staff supervision and evaluation, organizational
development, strategic program planning and management, coalition building, policy
analysis, fundraising, budget management, and also acts as the organization’s
spokesperson. She was also instrumental in launching UH's signature Boards and
Commissions Leadership Institute. Previously, Ms. Galambos Malloy served as a U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development Fellow, Program Coordinator for
Redefining Progress and a Peace Corps volunteer in Bolivia’s Amazon Basin. She is a
founding board member of AFAAD: Adopted & Fostered Adults of the African
Diaspora. Ms. Galambos Malloy received a Bachelor's degree from La Sierra
University and a Master’s degree in City and Regional Planning from UC Berkeley.
Ms. Galambos Malloy is registered as Decline-To-State and lives in the City of Oakland in Alameda County.

“In order for California to thrive, the state’s political districts must provide an effective mechanism through which all
of its citizens engage in the democratic process governing our collective space. My boards and commission
experience, first-hand knowledge of California’s diverse regions, professional skill set as an urban planner and
relationships across political party lines bring a powerful combination of resources to bear upon California’s Citizens
Redistricting Commission.”

Libert “Gil” R. Ontai
County: San Diego
City: San Diego

Gil Ontai is a practicing architect and part-time lecturer at Springfield College. He
served as a city redevelopment board director for San Diego’s downtown district and
as a city planning commissioner for 8 years. For over 30 years, he has been active in
a wide-range of professional, educational, health, civic, and multi-cultural
organizations. He is a volunteer board member of Pacific American Academy Charter
School and Neighborhood House Association. Mr. Ontai graduated with a Bachelor's
degree from the University of Hawaii and went on to receive his Master’s degree from
Washington University in St. Louis. Commissioner Ontai is registered with the
Republican party and lives in the City and County of San Diego.

“Perhaps no time in our history is redistricting so important to the strengthening of our

republican form of democracy. The new demographics portend that California will

have a chance to show the nation that diverse communities not only can live and work together, but can be fairly
represented in the body palitic. | am so honored to be part of this process and a member of this commission.”

M. Andre Parvenu
County: Los Angeles
City: Culver City

M. Andre Parvenu is a geographer, urban planner, and community outreach
specialist, and is currently a Zoning Analyst with the Los Angeles Department of City
Planning. Prior experiences include Senior Communications Officer for the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and Transportation Planning
Manager for the Los Angeles Department of Transportation,. Mr. Parvenu has also
worked as a Community Partnership Specialist with the United States Census Bureau,
a Crisis Relocation Pianner with the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and as
migration specialist with the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees in
Central America. Mr. Parvenu received a Master of Science Degree in Geography
from the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and has completed undergraduate work in
geography,.cartography,.and.urban.studies_at Morgan.State Liniversity.in. Baitimore, ..

http://wedrawthelines.ca.gov/bios.htm] 10/9/2011
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Maryland and Howard University in Washington, D.C. Commissioner Parvenu is registered as a Decline-to-State
and lives in Culver City in Los Angeles County.

*1 am indeed privileged and honored to serve on the California Citizens Redistricting Commission. | view this as a
unique opportunity to utilize all of my skills in the areas of geography, planning and community outreach to provide
a valuable service to the people of California. | represent the underrepresented. It is important to draw lines and
district boundaries that will work favorably and serve in the best interest of every citizen in this State. 1 look forward
to this historic opportunity to serve.”

Jeanne Raya
County: Los Angeles
City: San Gabriel

Jeanne Raya is employed by the John L. Raya Insurance Agency, a family-owned
business established in San Gabriel in 1960. Currently, she is an Agency Principal,
responsible for marketing commercial insurance, risk management consulting, and
managing external relationships with carriers and regulatory agencies. Under her
leadership, the Agency has developed expertise working with non-profit organizations
and medical facilities. Ms. Raya received a Bachelor's Degree and Teaching
Credentials from the University of Southern California, and a Law Degree from UC
Davis. She has served as staff counsel! for the Board of Equalization and the Public
Employment Relations Board. In private law practice for 14 years, Ms. Raya
specialized in Family Law and Probate. She served as President of the California La
Raza Lawyers Association, as a member of the Commitiee of Bar Examiners and as
President of the San Gabriel Chamber of Commerce, Ms. Raya is a registered
Democrat and lives in the City of San Gabriel in Los Angeles County.

“I view serving on the Commission as a unique opportunity as a citizen to help shape California’s political future. |
believe that our political system is capable of evolving and can incorporate the demographic, technological and
economic changes that have shaped California since the last redistricting. We must do all we can to insure that
citizens maintain faith in representative democracy. Drawing voting boundaries is a fundamental aspect of the
structure of democracy and | am honored to be part of a process that can reassure voters they do have a voice.”

Dr. Michael Ward
County: Orange
City: Anaheim

Dr. Michael Ward is both an ACA and CCA member of the Doctor of Chiropractic and
Sports Medicine in Fullerton since 2005. He specializes in myoneural medicine being
distinctively designated as a Registered Trigenics Physician. Dr. Ward also teaches
anatomy and physiology at Marston Polygraph Academy and is an APA and CAPE
certified polygrapher. Dr. Ward was a Federal Agent in charge of international criminal,
narcotics and counter-intelligence investigations and was part of the response team to
the 9/11 terrorist attack on the Pentagon. He also directed the establishment and daily
operations of a Global Threat Watch Headquarters for the Department of Defense. Dr.
Ward is a proud military veteran having served as a decorated officer with the U.S. Air
Force. Dr. Ward is an honors graduate from California State University Fullerton with a
Bachelors degree in Communications. He later achieved a Doctorate of Chiropractic
Medicine with Honors from the Southem California University of Health Sciences.
Commissioner Ward is registered with the Republican Party and lives in the City of Anaheim in Orange County.

“No place is as culturally, geographically or politically rich as California. Securing that every citizen of this Golden
state has an equal and honest chance to have their voices heard is a great calling and one that | have a genuine
and passionate interest in. Ensuring parity amongst all citizens who participate in the electoral process is a
preeminent opportunity to safeguard continued achievement, success and prosperity for all Califorians.”

Peter Yao
County: Los Angeles
........... City: Claremont :

http://wedrawthelines.ca.gov/bios.html 10/9/2011
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Peter Yao served two terms on the City Council for the City of Claremont ending in
2010. He was the city Mayor in 2006 and 2007. During his tenure, the City completed
a consensus based city General Plan which the City adheres as guideline for long
term economic development and for budget priorities. He advocated for the completion
of the first affordable housing in this upscale community in the pursuit of economic
diversity. Mr. Yao began his professional career as a circuit designer. His final position
with Raytheon Corporation was the Director of Engineering. He retired in 2005. Mr.
Yao received a BS Electrical Engineering from UC Berkeley. He received a MSEE
from State University of New York at Buffalo, a MBA from California State University at
Fullerton and a Masters in Management from the Claremont Graduate University's
Drucker School of Management. Commissioner Yao is registered with the Republican
Party and lives in the City of Claremont in Los Angeles County.

“I look forward to being a part of this creative team that addresses the problem of
representational fairness. This is an opportunity to redraw district lines to maximize
political competitiveness. | want to remove the systematic bias on the selection of
political candidates. | want to assure citizens that their participation in the democratic process in California is

meaningful.”
L . Contact Us | Privacy Policy | Conditions of Use | RSS | Get Adobe Rear
& : © 2011 Citizens Redistricting Commission
: Cilizens Redislricting Commission
Fabook  Taiier  YeuTube 901 P Street, Suita 154-A + Sacramenta, CA 95814 - (856) 356-5217
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L INTRODUCTION

The Citizens Redistricting Commission for the State of California (the “Commission”)
has completed the creation of statewide district maps for Assembly, Senate, Board of
Equalization, and Congress in accordance with the provisions of Article XXI of the California
Constitution. The maps have received final approval by the Commission and have been certified
to the Secretary of State.

This effort has been a historic event in the history of California. A group of 14 citizens,
chosen from an applicant pool of more than 36,000, engaged in an extraordinary effort to
conduct an open and transparent public process designed to receive input from the people of
California about their communities and desires for fair and effective representation at each
district level. The amount of public participation has been unprecedented. Through the course of
34 public meetings and 32 locations around the state, more than 2,700 people participated in
person, and over 20,000 written comments were submitted. In addition, extensive participation in
the form of proposed alternative maps for the state, various regions, or selected districts were
received from a variety of individuals and groups.

The result of this effort is a set of statewide district maps for Assembly, Senate, Board of
Equalization, and Congress that fully and fairly reflects the input of the people of California. The
process was open, transparent, and free of partisanship. There were long and difficult debates,
and disagreements among competing communities and interested persons. No person or group
was excluded from full participation in the process. In the end, the full Commission voted
overwhelmingly to approve each set of maps.

The people of California demanded a fair and open process when they-adopted
Propositions 11 and 20, which amended the California Constitution and created the Commission.
The people participated in the implementation of the Commission, with over 36,000 applicants
vying for 14 seats on the Commission. The people participated in the deliberations and debate
over where to draw the lines.

* The Commission is proud to have served the people of this great State, and it now urges
everyone to embrace this historic process and support the resulting maps that were created in
collaboration with the public.

A Fair and Impartial Commission Was Selected.

Redistricting in past decades has been conducted by the Legislature, when the Legislature
and the Governor can agree, or by the courts, when they cannot. In November 2008, the voters
approved Proposition 11 and enacted the Voters First Act (the “Act™) to shift the responsibility
for drawing Assembly, Senate, and Board of Equalization districts to an independent
Commission. In November 2010, the voters approved Proposition 20 and amended the Act to
include Congressional redistricting within the Commission’s mandates. The Act’s stated purpose
includes the following: :
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“The independent Citizens Redistricting Commission will draw districts based on strict,
nonpartisan rules designed to ensure fair representation.”

The Act also charged the Commissioners with applying the law in a manner that is
“impartial and reinforces public confidence in the integrity of the redistricting process.” (Cal
Const., art, XXI, § 2, subd. (c)(6).) Consequently, the Act provides that each Commissioner is
prohibited from holding elective public office at the federal, state, county or city level for a
period of ten years from the date of their appointment, and from holding appointive public office
for a period of five years. (Ibid.) In addition, Commissioners are ineligible for five years from
holding any-paid position with the Legislature or for any individual legislator, and cannot be a
registered federal, state or local lobbyist during this period. (/bid.)

The selection process for Commissioners was also designed to be extraordinarily fair and
impartial, and to lead to a group of Commissioners who would meet very high standards of
independence and would reflect the population of our state. To achieve this end, the Act created
a process for the selection of Commissioners who would be free from partisan influence, and
reflect the state’s diversity.

The Act established new sections of the Government Code to create a process that
required the State Auditor, a constitutional officer independent of the executive branch and
legislative control, to select the Commissioners through an application process open to all
registered voters in a manner that promoted a diverse and qualified applicant pool. (Cal. Gov.
Code, § 8251 et seq.) To ensure that the Commission was selected from a broad pool of
Californians, the State Auditor-undertook a significant outreach process throughout the state
utilizing a wide variety of communications media, including mainstream and ethnic media, social
media, a website, and staff assigned to respond to all telephone calls and e-mails.

The implementing laws required the State Auditor to establish an independent Applicant
Review Panel (“ARP”) consisting of three qualified senior auditors licensed by the California
Board of Accountancy, to screen the applicants for the Commission. (Gov. Code, § 8252, subd.
(b).) The ARP was randomly selected in a manner identical to the first eight Commissioners,
including one member for the largest party in the state, one member from the second largest
party in the state, and one member not affiliated with either party. (/bid.) Once the ARP was
_ established, it held all of its meetings and interviews in public, and every event was live-
streamed and archived for public review.

The ARP engaged in a review of all applicants who had preliminarily qualified after
being screened through a detailed set of conflict of interest rules. (Gov. Code, § 8252, subds.
(a)(2) & (d).) The selection process was public. The ARP was charged with selecting 60
qualified applicants, consisting of 20 from each of the three political subgroups. (/d., § 8252,
subd. (d).) The applicants were chosen based on their “analytical skills, ability to be impartial,
and their appreciation for California’s diverse demographics and geography.” (Zbid.)

After this initial pool was selected, legislative leaders from the two major political parties
were allowed to exercise discretionary strikes. (Gov. Code, § 8252, subd. (e).) The leaders for
the Majority and Minority parties in the Assembly and the Senate were each allowed to eliminate
two persons from each pool of applicants, based on their judgment and discretion. (Ibid.) This
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procedure allowed for further scrutiny of the applicant pool by both Republican and Democratic
party leaders to help ensure that real or perceived partisan leanings were further minimized. This
process eliminated eight individuals from each of the three pools of 20 applicants, leaving 12
Republicans, 12 Democrats, and 12 not affiliated with either major party. (Ibid.) From the
remaining pool, the State Auditor randomly selected three Democrats, three Republicans, and
two not affiliated with either party, who became the first eight Commissioners. (Id., § 8252,
subd. (f).)

This extraordinary effort to implement a fair selection process then continued, with the
first eight Commissioners charged with selecting the remaining six Commissioners from the
balance of the Applicant pool. The eight Commissioners deliberated on each applicant and
applied all necessary criteria to establish a proposed slate of six. Specifically, the eight
Commissioners were charged with applying the following additional criteria:

The six appointees shall be chosen to ensure the commission reflects this state’s
diversity, including but not limited to racial, ethnic, geographic, and gender
diversity. However, it is not intended that formulas or specific ratios be applied
for this purpose. Applicants shall also be chosen based on relevant analytical
skills and ability to be impartial.

(Gov. Code, § 8252, subd. (g).) The eight Commissioners were required to, and did, agree on the
proposed slate of six commissioners by a supermajority vote of at least two Democrats, two
Republicans, and one affiliated with neither major party.

As a result of this process, the Commission consisted of five individuals who were
registered as Democrats, five Republicans, and four Decline-to-State voters. The Commissioners
chosen reflect the diversity of our state in several ways. They have different educational and
employment experiences, come from different geographic regions, have worked in multiple
locations around the state, and reflect the ethnic diversity of California. The Commissioners’
backgrounds and biographic information are available on the Commission’s website:
www.wedrawthelines.ca.gov.

There was an Open and Extensive Public Hearing and Input Process.

The Voters First Act amended article XXI section 2(b) of the California Constitution to
provide that the Commission “conduct an open and transparent process enabling full public
consideration of and comment on the drawing of district lines.” In addition, the Act required the
Commission to “establish and implement an open hearing process for public input and
deliberation” and to conduct an “outreach program to solicit broad public participation in the
redistricting public review process.” (Gov. Code, § 8253, subd. (a)(7).) The Commission took
this obligation very seriously and made extensive efforts to ensure compllance by creating an
open and extensive publlc hearing and input process.

To fulfill these requirements, the Commission did the following:

. The Commission solicited testimony through significant public outreach that included
mainstream and ethnic media, the Commission’s website, social media, and through
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organizations such as the California Chamber of Commerce, Common Cause, the League
of Women Voters, the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund, the

. National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials, the Asian Pacific
American Legal Center, California Forward, the Greenlining Institute and the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People. The Commission also distributed its
educational materials in English and six other languages (Spanish, Chinese, Japanese,
Korean, Tagalog, and Vietnamese), and accepted testimony in any form or language in
which the information was submitted. This included information over the phone, by e-
mail, fax, petitions, hand-drawn maps, and in-person public testimony.

During the course of the redistricting process, which began after the full Commission was
sworn in during the month of January 2011, the Commission held more than 70 business
meetings and 34 public input hearings that were scheduled throughout California. The
Commission held meetings in 32 cities, in 23 counties. Meetings were carefully designed
to be at times and locations that were convenient for average citizens to participate. For
example, most meetings were held during the early evening hours, usually at a
government or school location in the center of a community. The Commission extended
the hours of its input hearings, allowing many meetings to go several hours beyond the
scheduled adjournment where venues permitted.

At each business meeting, the Commission regularly allowed an opportunity for public
input and comment.

More than 2,700 speakers spoke at the public input hearings and presented testimony
about their communities and regions. For example, at its meeting on April 28, 2011 in
Los Angeles, over 180 individuals attended and offered input. At another meeting in
Culver City, more than 250 people arrived. The Commission held the session until
11:15 p.m. in order to allow as many speakers as possible to participate. These are just
two of many examples of the Commission’s extensive effort to engage the public and
solicit input on district maps. :

Ultimately, the Commission received more than 2,000 written submissions containing
testimony and maps reflecting proposed statewide, regional, or other districts. Some
private individuals and organized groups submitted detailed electronic data files along
with their proposed maps at input hearings and business meetings. Representative groups
that submitted testimony and/or proposed maps included: the African American
Redistricting Coalition; the Armenian National Committee of America: Western Region;
the Black Farmers and Agriculturalist Association; the California Conservative Action
Group; the California League of Conservation Voters; the California Institute of Jobs
Economy and Education; the Central Coast Alliance United for a Sustainable Economy;
the Chinese American Citizens Alliance; the Citizens for the San Gabriel Mountains; the
Coalition of Asian Pacific Americans for Fair Redistricting; the Coalition of Suburban
Communities for Fair Representation; the Council of Black Political Organizations; the
East San Fernando Valley Redistricting Coalition; Equality California; the Inland Empire
African American Redistricting Coalition; the Latino Policy Forum; the League of
Women Voters; the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund; the
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People; the People’s Advocate; the
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San Joaquin County Citizens for Constitutiona! Redistricting; the Sierra Club; the Silicon
Valley Leadership Group; the South Bay Committee for Fair Redistricting; the Tri-Cities
~ Fremont, Newark, Union City; the United Latinos Vote; the Valley Industry and
Commerce Association; and the WARD Economic Development Corp.

. The Commission’s staff also received written comments, input and suggestions from
more than 20,000 individuals and groups that contain information about their
communities, shared interests, backgrounds, histories, and suggested guidelines for
district boundaries, as well as recommendations to the Commission on the overall process -
of redistricting.

. The Commission held 23 public input hearings around the state before it issued a set of
draft maps on June 10, 2011. Following a five-day public review period, the Commission
held 11 more public input hearings around the state to collect reactions and comments
about the initial draft maps.

. Beginning in June 2011, the Commission’s meetings were held at the University of the
Pacific McGeorge School of Law in Sacramento. The Commission held six meetings in
June and 16 meetings during July at this location, and continued to receive extensive
public input via written submissions, e-mail, and live public comment. At each of its
meetings the Commission allowed for public participation and comment. During the June
and July meetings more than 276 people appeared and offered public comments to the
Commission, various groups regularly attended and moriitored the deliberations, and
individuals and groups continued to offer written comments, maps, and suggestions.

. All of the Commission’s public meetings were live-streamed, captured on video, and
placed on the Commission’s website for public viewing at any time. Stenographers were
present at the Commission business meetings and meetings where instructions were
provided to Q2 Data and Research, LLC, the company retained to implement the
Commission’s directions and to draw the draft districts and final maps. Transcripts of
meetings were also placed on the Commission’s website. Finally, all of the completed
documents prepared by the Commission and its staff, along with all documents presented
to the Commission by the public and suitable for posting were posted to the
Commission’s website for public review.

Based on this extensive process, the Commission successfully met its mandate to hold open and
transparent proceedings so that the public could participate thoroughly in the line drawing and
redistricting process.

IL CRITERIA USED IN DRAWING MAPS

Article XXI of the California Constitution also establishes the legal framework for
drawing new political districts in California every ten years. This framework establishes a
number of map-drawing criteria in descending order of priority, starting with the United States
Constitution, then the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. §§ 1973-1973(aa)(6)) (the
“Voting Rights Act”), and then a set of traditional redistricting criteria.
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As explained below, the Commission carefully adhered to these criteria throughout the
line-drawing process. As a result, the Commission’s maps provide an opportunity to achieve
effective and fair representation—precisely what the voters intended when they enacted
Propositions 11 and 20. (See, e.g., Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2(d)(4).)

A. The Framework: Article XXI of the California Constitution

Article XXI, section 1, provides that in the year following the year in which the national
Census is taken, the Commission “shall adjust the boundary lines of the congressional, State
Senatorial, Assembly and Board of Equalization districts (also known as ‘redistricting’) in
conformance with the standards and process set forth in Section 2.” (Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 1.)

Section 2 of Article XXI, in turn, provides that the Commission shall “(1) conduct an
open and transparent process enabling full public consideration of and comment on the drawing
of district lines; (2) draw district lines according to the redistricting criteria specified in this
article; and (3) conduct themselves with integrity and fairness.” (Cal. Const., art. XX, § 2,
subd. (b).)

Section 2 of Article XXI also establishes six specific criteria that the Commission must
consider in drawing the new district maps. Specifically, subdivision (d) provides as follows:

The commission shall establish single-member districts for the Senate, Assembly,
Congress, and State Board of Equalization pursuant to a mapping process using
the following criteria as set forth in the following order of priority:

9] Districts shall comply with the United States Constitution.
Congressional districts shall achieve population equality as nearly as is
practicable, and Senatorial, Assembly, and State Board of Equalization districts
shall have reasonably equal population with other districts for the same office,
except where deviation is required to comply with the federal Voting Rights Act
or allowable by law. .

(2)  Districts shall comply with the federal Voting Rights Act . . ..
(3)  Districts shall be geographically contiguous. '

(4)  The geographic integrity of any city, county, city and county, local
neighborhood, or local community of interest shall be respected in a manner that
minimizes their division to the extent possible without violating the requirements
of any of the preceding subdivisions. A community of interest is a contiguous
population which shares common social and economic interests that should be
included within a single district for purposes of its effective and fair
representation. Examples of such shared interests are those common to an urban
area, a rural area, an industrial area, or an agricultural area, and those common to
areas in which the people share similar living standards, use the same
transportation facilities, have similar work opportunities, or have access to the
same media of communication relevant to the election process. Communities of
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interest shall not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or
political candidates.

(5)  To the extent practicable, and where this does not conflict with the
criteria above, districts shall be drawn to encourage geographical compactness
such that nearby areas of population are not bypassed for more distant population.

(6)  To the extent practicable, and where this does not conflict with the
criteria above, each Senate district shall be comprised of two whole, complete,
and adjacent Assembly districts, and each Board of Equalization district shall be
comprised of 10 whole, complete, and adjacent Senate districts. :

(Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd. (d).)

Article XXI further states that the “place of residence of any incumbent or political
candidate shall not be considered in the creation of a map. Districts shall not be drawn for the
purpose of favoring or discriminating against an incumbent, political candidate, or political
party.” (Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd. (¢).)

Finally, Article XXI provides that “[d]istricts for the Congress, Senate, Assembly, and
State Board of Equalization shall be numbered consecutively commencing at the northern
boundary of the State and ending at the southern boundary.” (Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2,

subd. (f).)

B. The Six Redistricting Criteria Set Forth in Article XXI, Subdivision (d), of
the California Constitution

Each of the six enumerated criteria that the Commission considered in drawing the new
political maps, as well as the specific decisions that the Commission made in light of these
criteria, require further elaboration, described below.

1. Criterion One: The United States Constitution

The Commission’s highest ranking criterion is to comply with the United States
Constitution. (Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd. (d)(1).) This priority reflects the federal
Constitution’s Supremacy Clause: “This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which
shall be made in Pursuance thereof . . . shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in
every State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any State to the
Contrary notwithstanding.” (U.S. Const., art. VI, ck. 2.)

One aspect of federal constitutional compliance in the redistricting context is “population
equality,” also known as adherence to the principle of “one person, one vote.” (See Cal. Const.,
art. XXI, § 2, subd. (d)(1) [“Congressional districts shall achieve population equality as nearly as
is practicable, and Senatorial, Assembly, and State Board of Equalization districts shall have
reasonably equal population with other districts for the same office, except wheére deviation is
required to comply with the federal Voting Rights Act or allowable by law.”].) Another
consideration for purposes of redistricting, although not mentioned specifically in Article XXI, is
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compliance with the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution. :

i Population Equality

The United States Constitution requires that any redistricting plan must achieve
population equality among electoral districts. (See U.S. Const., art. I, § 2 [“The House of
Representatives . . . shall be apportioned among the several States which may be included within
this Union, according to their respective numbers.”]; see also Reynolds v. Sims (1964) 377 U.S.
533, 568 (Reynolds) [“[T]he Equal Protection Clause [of the Fourteenth Amendment] requires
that the seats in both houses of a bicameral state legislature must be apportioned on a population
basis.”].)

As the United States Supreme Court has explained, an individual’s right to vote for state
or federal legislators may be unconstitutionally impaired when the weight of that vote is diluted,
as compared with the votes of citizens living in other parts of the state (see, e.g., Reynolds,
supra, 377 U.S, at p. 568), or of the United States (see, e.g., Kirkpatrick v. Preisler (1969) 394
U.S. 526, 530-531 (Kirkpatrick)).

Notably, different bases and standards govern population equality for U.S. congressional
districts, on the one hand, and state legislative districts (Assembly and Senate) and districts for
state entities such as the Board of Equalization, on the other.

a. U.S. Congressional Districts

With respect to congressional districts, the U.S. Supreme Court has imposed a strict
standard of population equality. Indeed the “fundamental goal for the House of
Representatives . . . requires that the State make a good-faith effort to achieve precise
mathematical equality.” (Kirkpatrick, supra, 394 U.S. at pp. 530-531 [rejecting
reapportionment plan where the average variation from the population ideal among districts was
1.6%)]; see also Karcher v. Daggett (1983) 462 U.S. 725, 739743 (Karcher) [rejecting
reapportionment plan where the average variation from the population ideal among districts was
.1384%]).)

Nonetheless, recognizing that “[p]recise mathematical equality . . . may be difficult to
achieve in an imperfect world,” the U.S. Supreme Court has explained that the population
equality “standard is enforced only to the extent of requiring that districts be apportioned to
achieve population equality as nearly as is practicable.”” (Karcher, supra, 462 U.S. at p. 730,
italics added, internal quotation marks and citation omitted.) The “as nearly as practicable”
standard is mirrored in Article XXI of the California Constitution, which states that
“Congressional districts shall achieve population equality as nearly as is practicable.” (Cal.
Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd. (d)(1).)

Although the U.S. Supreme Court has theoretically recognized the practical need to
deviate from strict population equality in congressional redistricting, the circumstances under
which a state is permitted to do so are limited. Any deviation, no matter how small, must either
be unavoidable or necessary to achieve a nondiscriminatory legislative policy. (See Karcher,
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supra, 462 U.S. at pp. 740-741; see also Kirkpatrick, supra, 394 U.S. at p. 530 [rejecting
contention “that there is a fixed numerical or percentage population variance small enough to be
considered de minimis and to satisfy without question the [population equality] standard”}.)
Whether a nondiscriminatory legislative policy justifies a deviation depends on case-specific
circumstances such as “the size of the deviations, the importance of the State’s interests, the
consistency with which the plan as a whole reflects those interests, and the availability of
alternatives that might substantially vindicate those interests yet approximate population equality
more closely.” (See Karcher, supra, 462 U.S. at pp. 740-741.)

In strict compliance with these standards, the Commission’s congressional district maps
achieved a total deviation of +/- 1 person. Specifically, 20 of the 53 congressional districts
achieved the ideal population of 702,905 persons. Twelve of the 53 districts achieved a
population of 702,906 persons, or one person more than the ideal. Twenty-one of the 53 districts
achieved a population of 702,904 persons, or one person less than the ideal.

b. State Legislative and Board of Equalization Districts

_ With respect to population equality in state districts, the U.S. Supreme Court has afforded
states “[sJomewhat more flexibility” than what is permitted in Congressional redistricting.
(Reynolds, supra, 377 U.S. at p. 578.) Unlike the population-equality requirement for
congressional districts, which is based on Article I, section 2 of the U.S Constitution, the
population-equality requirement for state legislative districts is derived from the Equal Protection
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. (See id. at p. 568.)

“[A]s a general matter, . . . an apportionment plan with a maximum population deviation
under 10% falls within [a] category of minor deviations” insufficient to “make out a prima facie
case of invidious discrimination under the Fourteenth Amendment.” (Brown v. Thompson (1983)
462 U.S. 835, 842, quoting Gaffhey v. Cummings (1973) 412 U.S. 735, 745.) Yet drawing state
legislative districts that fall within a 10% maximum deviation does not provide a “safe harbor”
from any constitutional challenge. (See Larios v. Cox (N.D.Ga. 2004) 300 F.Supp.2d 1320
(Larios), affd. (2004) 542 U.S. 947 [affirming district court decision holding that state
redistricting plan with total deviation under 10% nonetheless violated population equality
requirement].)

Because there is no safe harbor, any degree of population deviation among state
legislative districts must be supported by consistently applied and legitimate state interests. (See
Reynolds, supra, 377 U.S. at p. 579 [“So long as the divergences from a strict population are
based on legitimate considerations incident to the effectuation of a rational state policy, some
deviations from the equal-population principle are constitutionally permissible with respect to
the apportionment of seats in either or both of the two houses of a bicameral state legislature.”].)
A state must justify deviations as “further[ing] legitimate state interests such as making districts
compact and contiguous, respecting political subdivisions, maintaining the cores of prior
districts, and avoiding incumbent pairings.” (Larios, supra, 300 F.Supp.2d at pp. 1337-1338.)
Moreover, a state must apply the justifications for deviation in a nondiscriminatory and :
consistent manner. (See id. at pp. 1341-1342 {holding that a redistricting scheme was “baldly
unconstitutional” where the “deviations were created to protect incumbents in a wholly
inconsistent and discriminatory way”’].) :
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The state may, of course, adopt more stringent population equality requirements than
those permitted by the California constitution. (See, e.g., Kelo v. City of New London, Conn.
(2005) 545 U.S. 469, 489.) As discussed in Legislature v. Reinecke (1973) 10 Cal.3d 396
(Reinecke), the special masters responsible for the 1970s redistricting decided that legislative
districts should be “reasonably equal” in population, which they construed to mean:

districts should be within 1 percent of the ideal except in unusual circumstances,
and in no event should a deviation greater than 2 percent be permitted. Although a
greater percentage variation has been permitted in the reapportionment plans of
other states[,] the populations of districts in such states were relatively small.
Leglslatlve districts in California are large, so that even a 1 percent or 2 percent
variance in population affects a large number of persons.

(Id. at p. 411.) The California Supreme Court in Reinecke ackriowledged that some objectors
had criticized the masters for “adopt[ing] too rigorous standards of population equality” (id. at
p. 402), but the Court ultimately adopted the masters’ plans,

Article XXI of the California Constitution was first enacted in 1980. As originally
enacted, it mirrored the special masters’ standard from the 1970s and required that “the
population of all districts of a particular type shall be reasonably equal.” (Wilson v. Eu (1992) 1
Cal.4th 707, 753 (Wilson), italics added.) The Attorney General had interpreted that language “as
incorporating the more restrictive population requirements contained in [Reinecke] that the
‘population of senate and assembly districts should be within 1 percent of the ideal except in
unusual circumstances, and in no event should a deviation greater than 2 percent be permitted.””
(Ibid., quoting Reinecke, supra, 10 Cal.3d at p. 411.) Accordingly, the special masters in the
1990s expressly complied with that stricter deviation limit, while acknowledging that they had
selected a maximum deviation that may have been even more stringent than the California
Constitution required. (Wilson, supra, 1 Cal.4th at p. 753.) The California Supreme Court
approved the masters’ plans without explicitly ruling on the maximum deviation permitted under
the California Constitution. (See id. at p. 719.)

Proposition 11 and Proposition 20 amended the population-equality language in
California’s Constitution to state that “Senatorial, Assembly, and State Board of Equalization
districts shall have reasonably equal population with other districts for the same office, except
where deviation is required to comply with the federal Voting Rights Act or allowable by law.”
(Cal. Const., art. XXI, § (2), subd. (d}(1), amended by initiative, Gen. Elec. (Nov. 3, 2010),
italics added.)

No court has interpreted the population-equality language in Propositions 11 or 20.
Accordingly, no court has decided whether, or how, the addition of the phrase “except where
deviation is required to comply with the federal Voting Rights Act or allowable by law” to
“reasonably equal population,” may alter the total deviation allowed under the California
Constitution.

In light of the greater flexibility for population deviation in state legislative districts, but

mindful of the uncertainty with respect to California’s own constitutional standard, the
Commission decided that its maps should strive for a total population deviation of zero; the
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Commission would allow no more than a 2.0% total deviation except where further deviation
would be required to comply with the federal Voting Rights Act or allowable by law.

Ultimately the maps were drawn to successfully maintain the population size of each
district within +/- 1.0% of the ideal.

The ideal size of an Assembly district is 465,674 persons. Fifty-nine of the 80 Assembly
districts achieved a deviation within 0.75% of the ideal, and the remaining 21 Assembly districts
deviate less than 1.0% from the ideal. The Commission’s Assembly districts achieved an overall
average deviation of within 0.506% of the ideal.

The ideal size of a Senate district in California is 931,349. Twenty-nine of the 40 Senate
districts have a deviation from the ideal of less than 0.50%, and the remaining 11 Senate districts
deviate less than 1.0% from the ideal. Senate districts achieved an overall average deviation from
the ideal of 0.449%.

The ideal size of a Board of Equalization district is 9,313,489. The Commission’s four
Board of Equalization districts achieved a deviation of within 1.0% of the ideal, with a range of
-1.0% to +0.812% deviation from the ideal, and an average deviation of 0.630%.

it Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment

The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
provides that “no state shall . . . deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of
the laws.” (U.S. Const., 14th Amend., § 1.) As interpreted by the U.S. Supreme Court, the Equal
Protection Clause prohibits a state from using race as the sole or predominant factor in
constructing districts, unless doing so satisfies the Court’s “strict scrutiny” standard because it is
necessary to achieve a compelling state interest. (See, e.g., Bush v. Vera (1996) 517 U.S. 952,

958-959 (Vera) (plur. opn. of O’Connor, J., joined by Rehnquist, C.J., and Kennedy, J.).)

However, the Equal Protection Clause does not preclude any consideration of race in
redistricting. Indeed, the U.S. Supreme Court has acknowledged that “[r]edistricting legislatures
will . . . almost always be aware of racial demographics.” (Miller v. Johnson (1995) 515 U.S.
900, 916 (Miller).) As long as race is not the sole or predominant factor used to draw a particular
district in a particular way, then a court will analyze a Fourteenth Amendment challenge to a
district using a deferential “rational basis” review. (See Vera, supra, 517 U.S. at pp. 958—959
(plur. opn. of O’Connor, J., joined by Rehnquist, C.J., and Kennedy, J.); see generally
Nordlinger v. Hahn (1992) 505 U.S. 1, 11 [“In general, the Equal Protection Clause is satisfied
so long as there is a plausible policy reason for the classification, the legislative facts on which
the classification is apparently based rationally may have been considered by the governmental
decisionmaker, and the relationship of the classification to its goal is not so attenuated as to
render the distinction arbitrary or irrational.”], citations omitted.)

In other words, “[s]trict scrutiny does not apply merely because redistricting is performed
with consciousness of race.” (Vera, supra, 517 U.S. at pp. 958—959.) “Nor does [strict scrutiny]
apply to all cases of intentional creation of majority-minority districts,” as required by the Voting
Rights Act, discussed infra at pp. 13—16. (Ibid.) Instead, strict scrutiny applies only where race is

11

Appen. 650



the sole or “predominant factor motivating the legislature’s [redistricting} decision.” (Ibid.) A
" court evaluates whether race was the predominant factor motivating a redistricting decision by
deciding whether “the legislature subordinated traditional race-neutral districting principles,
including but not limited to compactness, contiguity, and respect for political subdivisions or
communities defined by actual shared interests, to racial considerations.” (Miller, supra, 515
U.S. atp. 916.)

Courts have on occasion considered the shape of the challenged district in determining
whether the redistricting body subordinated traditional principles to racial considerations. (Shaw
v. Reno (1993) 509 U.S. 630, 647 [“We believe that reapportionment is one area in which
appearances do matter. A reapportionment plan that includes in one district individuals who
belong to the same race, but who are otherwise widely separated by geographical and political
boundaries, and who may have little in common with one another but the color of their skin,
bears an uncomfortablé resemblance to political apartheid.”].) Although shape is neither
necessary nor sufficient to establish a constitutional violation, an oddly shaped district “may be
persuasive circumstantial evidence that race for its own sake, and not other districting principles,
was the legislature’s dominant and controlling rationale in drawing its district lines.” (Miller,
supra, 515 U.S. at p. 913; see also Bush, supra, 517 U.S. at p. 962 [holding that strict scrutiny
applied where “the State substantially neglected traditional districting criteria such as
compactness, it was committed from the outset to creating majority-minority districts, and it
manipulated district lines to exploit unprecedently detailed racial data”].)

The U.S. Supreme Court has reserved ruling explicitly on the question of whether a
state’s compliance with Sections 2 or 5 of the Voting Rights Act may serve as a “compelling
governmental interest” that would justify drawing districts based predominantly on race. (E.g.,
Bush, supra, 517 U.S. at p. 977 [“As we have done in each of our previous cases . . . we assume
without deciding that compliance with the [Voting Rights Act] can be a compelling state
interest.”].) Nevertheless, a majority of the current U.S. Supreme Court Justices have written or
joined in separate opinions indicating that compliance with Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act
would likely be a compelling state interest.!

Note that even if compliance with the Voting Rights Act is found to be a compelling
governmental interest for purposes of strict scrutiny, the proposed district must still be “narrowly
tailored” to achieve compliance with the Voting Rights Act. Consequently, if the redistricting
body has a “strong basis in evidence” for concluding that the “creation of a majority-minority
district is reasonably necessary to comply with § 2, and the districting that is based on race

1 (League of United Latin American Citizens v. Perry (2006) 548 U.S. 399, 518 (LULAC) [“I would hold that
compliance with § 5 of the Voting Rights Act can be [a compelling state] interest.”] (conc. & dis. opn. of Scalia,
J., joined by Thomas and Alito, JJ., and Roberts, C.1.); id. at p. 47, fn. 12 [“Justice BREYER has authorized me
to state that he agrees with Justice SCALIA that compliance with § 5 of the Voting Rights Act is also a
compelling state interest.] (conc. and dis. opn. of Stevens, J., joined by Breyer, J.); see also id. at p. 475 [noting
that a “State must justify its [race-predominant] districting decision by establishing that it was narrowly tailored
to serve a compelling state interest, such as compliance with § 2 of the Voting Rights Act”] (conc. & dis. opn.
of Stevens, J., joined by Breyer, J.); Vera, supra, 517 U.S. at p. 1033 [adopting the “perfectly obvious
assumption that a State has a compelling interest in comply with § 2 of the Voting Rights Act”] (dis. opn. of
Stevens, I., joined by Ginsburg and Breyer, 11.).)
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substantially addresses the § 2 violation, it satisfies strict scrutiny.” (Vera, supra, 517 U.S. at
p. 977, citations omitted.)

In light of these principles, the Commission’s map-drawing process relied on race-
neutral, traditional redistricting criteria as its primary focus in crafting district lines, even in areas
where the Voting Rights Act required the creation of a majority-minority district. While the
Commission was aware of and sensitive to the Census data and demographics of the areas under
review—in particular with respect to areas in which the Voting Rights Act arguably may have
required the drawing of a majority-minority district—race was never the sole or predominant
criterion used to draw any of the district lines. The Commission made a substantial effort to
focus on the shared interests and community relationships that belonged together for fair and
effective representation of all of the people of the state of California when drawing district lines.

2, Criterion Two: The Federal Voting Rights Act

The Commission’s second criterion in order of priority is that “[d]istricts shall comply
with the federal Voting Rights Act. (Cal. Const., art. XX, § 2, subd. (d)(2).) Compliance with
the federal Voting Rights Act has two relevant components: Section 2 and Section 5.

In addition, the Voters First Act requires that at least one of the legal counsel hired by the
Commission has experience and expertise in implementation and enforcement of the federal
Voting Rights Act. (Gov. Code, § 8253(a)(5).) Accordingly, the Commission retained the law
firm of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP to serve as its Voting Rights Act counsel and to help
ensure compliance with Section 2 and Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.

i. Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act

Congress enacted Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act in an effort to combat minority vote
dilution. Section 2 provides that no “standard, practice, or procedure shall be imposed or
applied . . . in a manner which results in a denial or abridgement of the right . . . to vote on
account of race or color” or membership in a language minority group. (42 U.S.C. §§ 1973(a),
1973b(£)(2).)

a, Legal Standard

“A violation [of Section 2] is established if, based on the totality of circumstances, it is
shown that the political processes . . . are not equally open to participation by members of a class
of citizens protected by subsection (a) of this section in that its members have less opportunity
than other members of the electorate to participate in the political process and to elect
representatives of their choice.” (42 U.S.C. § 1973(b).)

In 1982, Congress clarified that Section 2 plaintiffs need not prove that “a contested
electoral mechanism was intentionally adopted or maintained by state officials for a
discriminatory purpose.” (Thornburg v. Gingles (1986) 478 U.S. 30, 35 (Gingles).) Rather, a
“violation [can] be proved by showing discriminatory effect alone.” (Ibid.) Accordingly, a
Section 2 violation occurs where “a contested electoral practice or structure results in members
of a protected group having less opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate
in the political process and to elect representatives of their choice.” (/d. at p. 63.) Importantly,
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the U.S. Supreme Court has invoked Section 2 to strike down legislative redistricting plans that
result in minority vote dilution as defined by Section 2. (See LULAC, supra, 548 U.S. at
pp. 423-443.)

] A single-member redistricting scheme can run afoul of Section 2 either through
“cracking” or “packing” minority voters. “Cracking” occurs when a redistricting plan fragments
“a minority group that is large enough to constitute the majority in a single-member district . . .
among various districts so that it is a majority in none.” (Voinovich v. Quilter (1993) 507 U.S.
146, 153 (Voinovich).) “If the majority in each district votes as a bloc against the minority]-
preferred] candidate, the fragmented minority group will be unable to muster sufficient votes in
any district to carry its candidate to victory.” (Ibid.; see also LULAC, supra, 548 U.S. at
pp. 427443 [redistricting program violated Section 2 by reducing Latino citizen voting-age
population from 54.7% to 46% in challenged district].)

“Packing,” on the other hand, occurs when a redistricting plan results in excessive
concentration of minority voters within a district, thereby depriving minority voters of influence
in surrounding districts. (Voinovich, supra, 507 U.S. at p. 153; see, e.g., Bone Shirt v. Hazeltine
(8th Cir, 2006) 461 F.3d 1011, 1016~1019 [finding a Section 2 violation where Native
Americans comprised eighty-six percent of the voting-age population in a district].)

The Supreme Court has established a number of elements that a plaintiff must prove to
establish that a redistricting plan violates Section 2. Initially, a Section 2 plaintiff must satisfy the
three so-called “Gingles preconditions” articulated by the Court in Thornburg v. Gingles. (See
Growe v. Emison (1993) 507 U.S. 25, 37-42.) The Gingles preconditions are as follows:

“First, the minority group must be able to demonstrate that it is sufficiently large
and geographically compact to constitute a majority in a single-member district.”

“Second, the minority group must be able to show that it is politically cohesive.”
“Third, the minority must be able to demonstrate that the white majority votes
sufficiently as a bloc to enable it . . . usually to defeat the minority’s preferred
candidate.”

(Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at pp. 50-51.)2

With respect to the first Gingles precondition—a sufficiently large and geographically
compact minority group—a minority group is sufficiently large only where “the minority

The “majority” does not actually have to be white (as opposed to some other racial group), or even comprised of
a single racial group, in order to satisfy the third Gingles precondition. (See Gomez v. City of Watsonville (Sth
Cir. 1988) 863 F.2d 1407, 1417 [“Although the court did not separately find that Anglo bloc voting occurs, it is
clear that the non-Hispanic majority in Watsonville usually votes sufficiently as a bloc to defeat the minority
votes plus any crossover votes.”]; Meek v. Metropolitan Dade County, Fla. (S.D. Fla. 1992) 805 F.Supp. 967,
976 & fn.14 [“In order to prove the third prong in Gingles, Black Plaintiffs must be able to demonstrate that the
Non-Black majority votes sufficiently as a bloc . . . . Non-Blacks refer to Hispanics and Non-Hispanic
Whites.”], affd. in part & revd. in part on other grounds (11th Cir. 1993) 985 F.2d 1471.)
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population in the potential election district is greater than 50 percent.” (Bartlett v. Strickland
(2009) 129 S.Ct. 1231, 1246 (Bartletr) (plur. opn. of Kennedy, J., joined by Roberts, C.J. and
Alito, J.).) Although the Supreme Court has not expressly defined the proper measure of
“minority population,” the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has endorsed the use of citizen voting
age population (“CVAP”) statistics, rather than total population or voting-age population
statistics, to satisfy the first Gingles precondition. (Romero v. City of Pomona (9th Cir. 1989)
883 F.2d 1418, 1426 [“The district court was correct in holding that eligible minority voter
population, rather than total minority population, is the appropriate measure of geographical
compactness.”], abrogated on other grounds, Townsend v. Holman Consulting Corp. (9th Cir.
1990) 914 F.2d 1136, 1141 [en banc]; see also LULAC, supra, 548 U.S. at p. 429 [observing, in
dicta, that CVAP “fits the language of § 2 because only eligible voters affect a group’s
opportunity to elect candidates™).)3

In addition, proof that the minority population in a hypothetical election district is large
enough to form a “cross-over” district does not satisfy the first Gingles precondition. (See
Bartlett, supra, 129 S.Ct. at pp. 1242-1243.) A district in which minority voters make up less
than a majority, but can elect a candidate of the minority group’s choice where white voters
“cross over” to support the minority’s preferred candidate is referred to as a “cross-over district.”

- (Ibid.) Notably, the fact that influence or cross-over districts cannot be used as a basis for
asserting a Section 2 violation does not mean that these district types are prohibited. To the
contrary, the Supreme Court has acknowledged that state legislative bodies may legitimately
consider the use of cross-over districts to enhance or protect minority voting interests. (See id. at
p. 1248 [“Our holding that § 2 does not require crossover districts does not consider the
permissibility of such districts as a matter of legislative choice or discretion. Assuming a
majority-minority district with a substantial minority population, a legislative determination,
based on proper factors, to create two crossover districts may serve to diminish the significance
and influence of race by encouraging minority and majority voters to work together toward a
common goal. The option to draw such districts gives legislatures a choice that can lead to less
racial isolation, not more.”}.)

Further, the Gingles “compactness” inquiry focuses on the compactness of the minority
population, not the shape of the district itself. (LULAC, supra, 548 U.S. at p. 433.) “[Wlhile no
precise rule has emerged governing [Gingles] compactness, the inquiry should take into account

The decennial Census does not collect or report actual data to establish citizenship. However, the Census
Bureau’s American Community Survey (“ACS”) provides a rolling estimate of citizen voting age population or
CVAP in a given geographic area over a 5-year period. The U.S. Bureau of the Census has issued disclaimers
cautioning users about the inhérent unreliability of this data, and explains that it cannot be used as an estimate
of a specific population at a specific point in time. Nevertheless, because of the requirements of the Voting
Rights Act, the Commission needed to use the most readily available and commonly used data in order to make
its determinations about whether the Voting Rights Act required the drawing of certain districts. The
Commission’s mapping consultant used CVAP data from California’s Statewide Database (which is based on
the ACS CVAP data, but adjusted for census block estimates) to provide estimates to the Commission and its
counsel of CVAP in any given area. While this CVAP data is not an exact number, the Commission, with expert
guidance from its mapping consultant, exercised its judgment and relied on the CVAP data from the Statewide
Database as the best available estimate of CVAP in a given area (the Commission also considered other
population data reported in the 2010 Census, including Voting-Age Population and Total Population).
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traditional districting principles such as maintaining communities of interest and traditional
boundaries.” (Ibid., citations omitted.) A district that “reaches out to grab small and apparently
isolated minority communities” is not reasonably compact. (Vera, supra, 517 U.S. at p. 979.)
Nonetheless, a minority population may be “geographically compact™ for Gingles purposes even
if it is not strictly contiguous. That is, two non-contiguous minority populations “in reasonably
close proximity” could form a “geographically compact” minority group if they “share similar
interests” with each other. (LULAC, supra, 548 U.S. at p. 435.)*

The second and third Gingles preconditions are often referred to collectively as “racially
polarized voting” and are considered together. Courts first assess whether a politically cohesive
minority group exists, i.e., “a significant number of minority group members usually vote for the
same candidates.” (Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at p. 56.) Then, courts looks for legally significant
majority bloc voting, i.., a pattern in which the majority’s “bloc vote . . . normally will defeat
the combined strength of minority support plus [majority] ‘crossover votes.”” (Id. at p. 55.) This
analysis typically requires expert testimony. (See, e.g., id. at pp. 53—74 [considering expert
testimony regarding minority group’s lack of success in past elections].)

A plaintiff who establishes all three Gingles preconditions has not yet established that a
challenged district violates Section 2. Instead, once the Gingles preconditions have been shown,
a court must then consider whether, “based on the ‘totality of the circumstances,’” minorities have
been denied an ‘equal opportunity’ to ‘participate in the political process and to elect
representatives of their choice.”” (dbrams v. Johnson (1997) 521 U.S. 74, 90, quoting 42 U.S.C.
§ 1973(b).)°

4 “Because Gingles advances a functional evaluation of whether the minority population is large enough to form a
district in the first instance, the Circuits have been flexible in assessing the showing made for this
precondition.” (Sanchez v. City of Colorado (10th Cir. 1996) 97 F.3d 1303, 1311; see Houston v. Lafayette
County, Miss. (5th Cir. 1995) 56 F.3d 606, 611.)

5 Courts look to the following non-exhaustive list of factors (the so-called “Senate Report Factors,” based on the
Senate Report accompanying the 1982 amendments to Section 2) to determine whether, based on the totality of
circumstances, a Section 2 violation exists:

(1) “[W]hether the number of districts in which the minority group forms an effective majority is roughly
proportional to its share of the population in the relevant area.” (LULAC, supra, 548 U.S. at p. 426.) “[TThe
proper geographic scope for assessing proportionality [is] statewide.” (/d. at p. 437.)

(2) “[The extent of any history of official discrimination in the state or political subdivision that touched the
right of the members of the minority group to register, to vote, or otherwise participate in the democratic
process.” (Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at pp. 36-37, quoting Sen.Rep. No. 97-417, 2d Sess. (1982), reprinted in
1982 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News, pp. 206-207.)

(3) “[T]he extent to which voting in the elections of the state or political subdivision is racially polarized.” (Id.
atp. 37.)

(4) “[T]he extent to which the state or political subdivision has used unusually large election districts, majority
vote requirements, anti-single shot provisions, or other voting practices or procedures that may enhance the
opportunity for discrimination against the minority group.” (/bid.)

(5) “[I]f there is a candidate slating process, whether the members of the minority group have been denied
access to the process.” (/bid.)

(6) “[TThe extent to which members of the minority group in the state or political subdivision bear the effects of
discrimination in such areas as education, employment and health, which hinder their ability to participate
effectively in the political process.” (Jbid.)
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b.

The Commission’s Compliance with Section 2 of the »

Voting Rights Act

With the legal framework of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act in mind, the Commission
worked to identify areas of the state where, at least potentially, a geographically compact
concentration of a single minority group could form a majority (50% or greater CVAP) in a
Congressional, Senate, or Assembly district. In each of those areas, the Commission discussed
with legal counsel whether Section 2 required the drawing of a majority-minority district, To
assist counsel in forming its legal judgment about potential Section 2 required districts, the
Commission hired Dr. Matt Barreto (Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of
Washington) to help evaluate the evidence about racially polarized voting in counties where the
Commission- had identified significant minority concentrations.

Areas Other than Los Angeles County,

The Commission’s counsel worked with Dr. Barreto to evaluate evidence of racially
polarized voting in Fresno, Kings, Orange, San Diego, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties.
After evaluating that evidence, counsel reported to the Commission that there was strong
evidence of racially polarized voting with respect to Latinos and non-Latinos in Fresno, Orange,
San Diego, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. In the judgment of the Commission’s
Voting Rights Act counsel, there were sufficient indicia that the Gingles preconditions had been

satisfied with respect to certain geographically compact Latino populations within those

counties, and there was sufficient evidence concerning the totality of the circumstances, that
there would likely be a Section 2 violation if majority-minority districts were not drawn. Counsel
further reported that the available evidence regarding racially polarized voting in Kings County

elections was inconclusive.

Based on this advice, which the Commission evaluated in detail and then accepted, the
Commission chose to draw the following majority-Latino districts, employing both racial/ethnic
data and traditional redistricting criteria to the extent practicable:

Type | No. Area LCVAP %
AD 31 Fresno 50.81%
AD 69 Orange 52.60%
AD 80 San Diego 50.76%

(7) “[Wlhether political campaigns have been characterized by overt or subtle racial appeals.” (Ibid.)
(8) “[T]he extent to which members of the minority group have been elected to pubhc office in the

jurisdiction.” (/bid.)

(9) “[Wlhether there is a significant lack of responsiveness on the part of elected officials to the particularized
needs of the members of the minority group.” (/bid.)
(10) “[W]hether the policy underlying the state or political subdivision’s use of such voting qualification,
prerequisite to voting, or standard, practice or procedure is tenuous.” (1bid.)
(11) The extent to which there is evidence of “the lingering effects of past discrimination.” (Id at p. 48, fn.15.)
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Type | No. Area LCVAP %
AD 52 San Bernardino 50.56%
AD {47  |SanBemardino | 52.32%
SD 20 San Bemnardino 51.39%
CD 35 San Bernardino 51.94%

Los Angeles County

The Commission paid particular attention to Section 2 issues within Los Angeles County,
which, with approximately 9.8 million people, is California’s most populous county and among
its most racially and ethnically diverse regions. The Commission held several meetings in the
Los Angeles area and heard input from hundreds of people. Many groups and individuals also
submitted maps, written reports, and written commentary about how district lines should be
drawn. The Commission evaluated the application of the legal framework discussed above to
several minority populations, including Latinos, African Americans and Asian Americans. Each

population is discussed in turn.

Latinos in Los Angeles County

The Commission was advised by counsel that if the Commission did not draw several
Latino-majority districts in Los Angeles County, Latinos might potentially have a viable claim
that the Commission’s maps violate Section 2. The Commission evaluated counsel’s advice
thoroughty, and took it into account when drawing the Los Angeles area districts, as discussed

below.

The Latino CVAP population, as a whole, in Los Angeles County numbers

approximately 1.8 million. Regarding the first Gingles precondition, the Commission’s counsel
advised that there are a number of areas in Los Angeles County where Latinos comprise a
sufficiently large and geographically compact group such that they could constitute a majority in

a single-member district.

The Commission’s counsel, working with Dr. Barreto, also advised the Commission that
there was strong evidence that polarized voting exists in Los Angeles County between Latinos
and non-Latinos. In particular, the Commission received a summary from Dr. Barreto covering
more than a dozen studies reflecting election analyses covering a multi-year period which
concluded that there is a significant body of evidence that Latinos vote in a politically cohesive
manner for their preferred candidates, while non-Latinos vote in significant numbers for different
candidates. The evidence is especially strong at the level of primary elections and where there

are contested seats (as opposed to elections involving long-term incumbents).

~ Based in part on the public testimony and on submissions by individuals and groups, the
Commission’s counsel also advised that there was sufficient evidence that the “totality ofthe
circumstances” weighed in favor of a Section 2 claim in Los Angeles on behalf of Latinos, and
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that the Commission could avoid potential liability under Section 2 by drawing several majority-
Latino districts. Among other things, the Commission considered (a) the testimony of Arturo
Vargas, Executive Director of NALEO, dated June 28, 2011, which addressed barriers to Latino
participation and representation in California, including educational and income disparities, vote
dilution, gerrymandering, and voter intimidation, and (b) the expert witness report of Albert M.
Camarillo, professor of history at Stanford University, which provided abundant support for the
conclusion that a history of discrimination exists against Latinos in California and Los Angeles
in particular. The Commission was not presented with any contradictory evidence on these
points.

Accordingly, the Commission’s counsel advised that in light of the requirements of
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act and the available evidence, the Commlssmn should create
several maJonty-Latmo districts in Los Angeles County.

The Commission focused its efforts on trying to group cities, neighborhoods, and
communities together based on shared interests and commonalities, including social, economic,
cultural, and geographic factors. The Commission obtained this information by evaluating public
input and available Census data, and by considering their own personal knowledge of the area.
As a result of this process several majority-Latino districts were drawn in the Los Angeles area,
and the Commission concluded that it had met its obligation to comply with Section 2 of the
Voting Rights Act concerning the Latino population. These districts included Assembly Districts
39, 48, 51, 53, 57, 58, 59, and 63; Senate Districts 24, 32, and 33; and Congressional Districts
29, 32, 34, 38, 40, and 44. Detailed descriptions and information about these districts are
included with the discussion of other districts later in this report, and in the accompanying data,
appendices, and maps. :

African Americans in Los Angeles County

The Commission also considered whether Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act required the
creation of majority-minority districts for African Americans in Los Angeles County. A
preliminary analysis showed that African Americans could form a majority CVAP in a
reasonably compact geographic area in at least one Assembly district and one Congressional
district. Consequently, the Commission sought information from its counsel and its racially
polarized voting consultant about the application of the remaining Gingles preconditions and the
totality of the circumstances requirement.

Evidence summarized by Dr. Barreto demonstrated that there was racially polarized
voting between Latinos and African Americans in portions of Los Angeles where these
communities are adjacent. Dr. Barreto did not conduct further studies to determine whether there
was polarized voting between African Americans and other populations, based in part on the
strong input from voices in the communities where African Americans reside, as discussed
below.

- Many public speakers and organized groups provided substantial testimony about the
history of African American participation in politics in Los Angeles. According to this input,

African Americans have enjoyed substantial electoral success by forming coalitions with a
variety of groups over a period of many years. For example, the African American Redistricting
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Collaborative (“AARC”) observed that African Americans have enjoyed substantial electoral
success in South Los Angeles by forming coalitions with other groups. (See Report on AARC’s
Redistricting Proposal (May 26, 2011) pp. 2-3, & fn.6.) Indeed, African American-preferred
candidates have been elected in four Assembly districts, two California Senate districts, and
three congressional districts in South Los Angeles. (Ibid.) These candidates have succeeded even
despite the fact that African Americans make up less than 30% of the total voting population in
some districts. (Ibid.) In short, African Americans in Los Angeles County have enjoyed a history
of “electoral effectiveness” despite the lack of majority-Black districts. (/d. at p. 3.)

The May 26, 2011, submission of the Inland Empire African American Redistricting
Coalition made similar points. Likewise, the Black Farmers and Agriculturalist Association
observed that “[nJone of the [seats in the State Senate and Congress that are currently held by
African Americans] exceeded 30% Black population when drawn in 2001. . . . Black people have
persistently won seats in jurisdictions with less than 20% Black populations.” (William Boyer,
Testimony for California Citizens Redistricting Commission (May 24, 2011) p. 4, italics added.)

There was also a concern raised in public input that concentrating a large percentage of
African Americans in a single majority district would actually be detrimental to the ability of
African Americans to fairly participate in the electoral process. Some members of the public
suggested that the intentional creation of such a majority-Black district could give rise to a
violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act based on intentional discrimination, or to a
“packing” claim.

Based on this substantial input and the dearth of public input to the contrary, the
Commission’s counsel advised the Commission that a court considering the totality of
circumstances could likely conclude that Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act did not require the
creation of a majority-Black district in Los Angeles County. Consequently, the Commission did
not create a majority-African American district. The Commission did, however, rely on public
testimony and submissions to create districts that took into account significant African American
population concentrations, but also relied heavily on non-racial redistricting criteria, which
maintained the integrity of cities, local neighborhoods, and local communities of interest and
linked together populations with common social and economic interests.

Asian Americans in Los Angeles County

The Commission identified one area of Los Angeles County in which Asian Americans
could form a geographically compact majority of the citizen voting age population at the
Assembly district level. The Commission heard significant public testimony evidencing a hlstory
of racial tension in the area and a lack of political power among the local Asian American
community.

For example, according to the submission of the Coalition of Asian Pacific Americans for
Fair Redistricting (“CAPAFR”), multiple cities in this area have faced enforcement actions from
the U.S. Department of Justice (“DOJ”) for failing to comply with Section 203 of the Voting
Rights Act. (See CAPAFR’s Statewide Plan for California Assembly Districts and Proposed
Regional Plan for California Senate District (May 23, 2011) at Tab 2, pp. 7-8.) With respect to
the San Gabriel Valley area of Los Angeles in particular, the CAPAFR submission explained
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that Asian Americans in the San Gabriel Valley have faced barriers to political participation;
local jurisdictions’ failures to provide language assistance mandated by Section 203 necessitated
enforcement actions by the DOJ against the city of Rosemead in 2005 and the city of Walnut in
2007, each of which resulted in a consent decree. (/d. at Tab 2, p. 8.)

In addition, the Commission’s counsel directed Dr. Barreto to evaluate evidence of
racially polarized voting in the San Gabriel Valley area of Los Angeles County. Based on the
evidence evaluated by Dr. Barreto concerning the existence of racially polarized voting with
respect to Asian Americans, the Commission’s counsel advised that there were sufficient indicia
that all three Gingles preconditions had been satisfied as to a geographically compact Asian
American population in this area, and in consideration of the totality of the circumstances
factors, a court could likely find a Section 2 violation if a majority-minority Assembly district
were not drawn. The Commission evaluated and considered this advice and also relied on
community-of-interest testimony and public input to develop a district with a majority-Asian
American population, i.e., Assembly District No. 49.

ii. Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act

Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act requires California to obtain pre-clearance of its
newly drawn congressional, Assembly, Senate, and Board of Equalization redistricting plans
from either the Attorney General of the United States or the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia before those plans can go into effect. (42 U.S.C. § 1973¢.)

Unlike Section 2, Section 5 applies only to changes made in certain counties; specifically,
those which imposed a test or device as a prerequisite to voting and in which fewer than half of
the residents of voting age were registered to vote, or voted in the presidential elections of 1964,
1968, or 1972. (See 42 U.S.C. § 1973b(b); Wilson, supra, 1 Cal.4th at p. 746.) Pursuant to this
formula, Section 5 applies to Kings, Merced, Monterey, and Yuba Counties (the “Covered
Counties™), and California must submit any statewide voting-related change that affects these
counties for pre-clearance to the DOJ or to a federal district court in Washington, D.C. (See, e.g.,
Lopez v. Monterey County (1999) 525 U.S. 266, 287.)

A redistricting scheme that is enacted with the “purpose” of diminishing the ability of
racial or language minority groups to elect their preferred candidate violates Section 5. (42
U.S.C. § 1973¢(b) [“Any voting qualification or prerequisite to voting or standard, practice or
procedure with respect to voting that has the purpose of . . . diminishing the ability of any
citizens of the United States on account of race or color, or [membership in a language minority]
to elect their preferred candidates of choice denies or abridges the right to vote within the -
meaning of . . . this section.”].) Congress has broadly defined the “term ‘purpose’ . . . [to] include
any discriminatory purpose.” (Id. at § 1973c(c).) Upon receiving a redistricting plan for pre-
clearance, the DOJ conducts a holistic review of the proposed changes to the Covered Counties
and the process used to adopt these changes to determine whether any direct or circumstantial
evidence of a discriminatory purpose exists. (See Department of Justice Guidance Concerning
Redistricting Under Section S of the Voting Rights Act (Feb. 9, 2011) 76 Fed. Reg. 7,471 (“DOJ
Guidance™).)
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Even where a redistricting scheme was not enacted with a discriminatory purpose, it will
run afoul of Section 5 if it has the “effect” of diminishing the ability of racial or language
minority groups to elect their preferred candidate. (42 U.S.C. § 1973c(b) [“Any voting
qualification or prerequisite to voting or standard, practice or procedure with respect to voting
that . . . will have the effect of diminishing the ability of any citizens of the United States on
account of race or color, or [membership in a language minority] to elect their preferred
candidates of choice denies or abridges the right to vote within the meaning of . . . this
section.”].) A redistricting scheme “has the ‘effect’ of denying or abridging the right to vote if it
leads to a retrogression in the position of racial or language minorities with respect to their
effective exercise of the electoral franchise.” (Riley v. Kennedy (2008) 553 U.S. 406, 412,
internal quotations and alterations omitted.) In determining whether a submitted change is
retrogressive, the DOJ will compare the submitted change to the last legally enforceable
redistricting plan in force or effect. (See id. at p. 421.)

The most recent United States Supreme Court case addressing Section 5 adopted a
holistic method for evaluating retrogression. (See Georgia v. Asheroft (2003) 539 U.S. 461,
479-485 (Ashcrofi).) In doing so, the Court formulated a list of factors to guide the analysis of
state-wide redistricting plans, including the number of majority-minority districts appearing in
the plan; the number of influence or coalition districts appearing in the plan; the ability of
minority groups to elect candidates of choice pursuant to the plan; the minority groups’ ability to .
influence the political process pursuant to the plan; the political party preferences of minority
groups; voter registration rates of minority groups; the ability of representatives of minority
communities to obtain leadership positions once elected; whether the representatives elected by
minority groups at all levels support the proposed redistricting plan; the merits of alternative
proposed redistricting plans; Census data from the time the benchmark plan was created; current
Census data; and testimony from individual intervenors. (Ibid)

In 2006, Congress amended the language of Section 5 in part because it believed that the
Ashcroft decision had “misconstrued Congress’ original intent in enacting the Voting Rights Act
of 1965.” (Fannie Lou Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta Scott King Voting Rights Act
Reauthorization and Amendments Act 0f 2006 (2006) Pub. L. No. 109-246 § 2(b)(6).)
Accordingly, Congress refocused the retrogression analysis on “protect{ing] the ability of [racial
or language minorities] to elect their preferred candidates of choice.” (See 42 U.S.C.

§ 1973c(d).) Because the U.S. Supreme Court has not yet construed Section 5 retrogression in
light of the 2006 amendment, there is still some uncertainty regarding whether and to what extent
the Georgia v. Ashcroft factors remain probative in evaluating retrogression. (See ibid.) There is
also uncertainty about the standards to be applied in evaluating electoral changes covered by
Section 5 and the appropriate interpretation of the 2006 amendments. (See, e.g., Persily, The
Promise and Pitfalls of the Voting Rights Act (2007) 117 Yale L.J. 174, 234-245.)

In light of Section 5, and plausible interpretations of the 2006 Amendments on the
retrogression standard, the Commission drew districts that maintained minority voting strength to
the extent possible and did not diminish the ability of any minority group to elect their preferred
candidates, while also maintaining consistency with the public input concerning appropriate
groupings of cities, counties, local neighborhoods, and local communities of interest. The
Commission paid close attention to racial and ethnic minority demographics within districts
containing all or part of the Covered Counties. In the Commission’s view, in consultation with
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its Voting Rights Act counsel, the districts that contain all or part of the Covered Counties are
non-retrogressive and do not diminish the ability of protected groups to elect the candidates of
their choice.

The districts that include Covered Counties and were therefore subject to the provisions
of Section 5 were: Assembly Districts 3 (Yuba), 21 (Merced), 29 (Monterey), 30 (Monterey),
and 32 (Kings); Senate Districts 4 (Yuba), 12 (Merced, Monterey), 14 (Kings), and 17
(Monterey); Congressional Districts 3 (Yuba), 16 (Merced), 20 (Monterey), and 21 (Kings); and
Board of Equalization Districts 1 (Kings, Merced, Yuba) and 2 (Monterey).

3. Criterion Three: Geographic Contiguity

The Commission’s third criterion is that “[d]istricts shall be geographically contiguous.”
(Cal. Const. art, XX1, § 2, subd. (d)(3).)

The California Supreme Court has endorsed a “functional” approach to contiguity as it
appeared in prior iterations of the Constitution. (See Wilson, supra, 1 Cal.4th at p. 725
[approving the special masters® “concept of functional contiguity and compactness”}.) Although
there is no judicial decision interpreting the term “contiguous” under Propositions 11 or 20, the
Commission has relied on commonly accepted interpretations of contiguity that focus on
ensuring that areas within a district are connected to each other.

All of the Commission’s districts are geographically contiguous and comply with the
Voters First Act. Historically, several islands that lie off the California coastline (e.g., Santa -
Catalina Island, the Farallon Islands, and the Channel Islands) have formed portions of
California counties—these islands traditionally have been maintained in congressional,
legislative, or Board of Equalization districts that contain all or part of such counties. The islands
satisfy contiguity requirements by being contiguous by water travel. In similar areas, such as the
city of Coronado in San Diego County, the Commission employed a functional approach to
contiguity, relying on forms of water travel, such as regularly scheduled ferryboats, to maintain
contiguity within a district.

4. Criterion Four: Geographic Integrity

The Commission’s fourth criterion provides: “[t]he geographic integrity of any city,
county, city and county, local neighborhood, or local community of interest shall be respected in
a manner that minimizes their division to the extent possible without violating the requirements
of any of the preceding subdivisions.” (Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd. (d)(4).) The Commission
relied on Census geographic data to determine the boundaries of cities, counties, and the city and
county of San Francisco. In addition, the Commission relied on appropriate municipal data such
as planning department boundaries or neighborhood council boundaries to help determine the
boundaries of neighborhoods in major cities such as Los Angeles, San Diego, and San Francisco.

A local “community of interest” is defined under the Constitution as “a contiguous
population which shares common social and economic interests that should be included within a
single district for purposes of its effective and fair representation. Examples of such shared
interests are those common to an urban area, a rural area, an industrial area, or an agricultural
area, and those common to areas in which the people share similar living standards, use the same
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transportation facilities, have similar work opportunities, or have access to the same media of
communication relevant to the election process.” (Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd. (d)(4).)

Section 2(d)(4) also clarifies that “[c]Jommunities of interest shall not include
relationships with political parties, incumbents or political candidates.” (See Cal. Const., art.
XXI, § 2, subd. (d)(4); accord id., § 2, subd. (e) [“Districts shall not be drawn for the purpose of
favoring or discriminating against an incumbent, political candidate, or political party.”].)

As discussed above, the Commission’s map-drawing process included extensive public
hearings and other opportunities for public input. The Commission took this input into account
and its maps minimized the division of counties, cities, local neighborhoods, and local
communities of interest to the extent possible. The Commission accomplished the goal of
minimizing fragmentation of geographic areas by using a district-by-district approach in which
the Commission deliberated over the best approach to minimize the splitting of cities, counties,
neighborhoods, and local communities of interest. When those same-level criteria were in
conflict and could not be simultaneously satisfied, the Commission chose the confi guratlon that
best reflected the shared interests of the community.

5. Criterion Five: Geographic Compacitness

The Commission’s fifth criterion in order of priority states that “[t]o the extent
practicable, and where this does not conflict with the criteria above, districts shall be drawn to
encourage geographical compactness such that nearby areas of population are.not bypassed for
more distant population.” (Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd. (d)(5).) While compactness is not
mathematically or geographically defined under the Act, at a minimunm, it indicates that nearby
areas of population should not be bypassed for more distant population, to the extent practicable
and unless required by a higher-ordered criterion.

The Commission’s districts are geographically compact under the definition of
compactness within the Act, both to the extent practicable and in light of higher-ranked other
criteria such as compliance with the United States Constitution, the federal Voting Rights Act,
geographic contiguity, and maintaining the geographic integrity of cities, countles, local
neighborhoods, and local communities of interest.

6. Criterion Six: Nesting

The Commission’s first draft maps issued on June 10, 2011, reflected an attempt to
achieve nearly full compliance with the nesting criterion. (See Cal. Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd.
(d)(6).) Almost all Senate districts were made up of two whole Assembly Districts, and each
Board of Equalization District was made up of ten whole Senate districts. However, the
Commission determined that its June 10, 2011 draft maps might not achieve full compliance
with the Voting Rights Act through nesting and that many nested districts exacerbated the
division of counties and cities. Accordingly, the Commission determined that in most instances it
was not practicable, in light of higher-ordered criteria, to achieve strict compliance with the
nesting criterion.

The Commission’s final maps attempted to nest two whole Assembly districts within a
single Senate district, where practicable, and ten whole Senate districts within a single Board of
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Equalization District, where practicable. In most instances, however, the Commission achieved
only partial nesting in order to comply with higher-ranked criteria, such as minimizing the
division of cities and counties within Senate and Board of Equalization districts. Nevertheless,
the Commission achieved significant partial nesting, or “blended” Senate districts made up of
two Assembly districts with substantial portions put together in one Senate district. This allowed
the Commission to best comply with the higher-ranked criteria and repair unavoidable splits that
occurred in the Assembly districts.

Specifically, three of the Commission’s Senate districts were between 65% and 69.9%
nested. Fifteen of the Senate districts were between 70% and 79% nested. Ten of the Senate
districts were between 80% and 89.9% nested. Nine of the Senate districts were between 90%
and 99.9% nested. And three of the Senate districts were 100% nested.

7 No Consideration of Incumbent Status

Article XXI states that the “place of residence of any incumbent or political candidate
shall not be considered in the creation of a map. Districts shall not be drawn for the purpose of
favoring or discriminating against an incumbent, political candidate, or political party.” (Cal.
Const., art. XXI, § 2, subd. (e).)

In strict compliance with this requirement, the Commission gave no consideration to
incumbent status, partisan registration, or residences of candidates or incumbents when drawing
districts. )

8. Numbering of Districts

Article IV, section 2 of the California Constitution provides that California’s 40 Senators
are elected to four-year terms, half of which begin every two years. (Cal. Const., art. IV, § 2,
subd. (a).) Under this system, 20 of California’s Senate seats are up for election every two years.
The next Senate election—in 2012—will apply to all of the odd-numbered Senate districts, while
even-numbered Senate districts are up for election in 2014.

Because all of the odd-numbered Senate district seats will be up for election in 2012, the
Commission took note of the following practical issue: following the release of the new maps,
some Californians who had voted in Senate elections in 2008 and would have been eligible to
vote again in 2012, because they had been in an odd-numbered district, might have to wait until
2014 to vote, because they would subsequently be in an even-numbered district after the
decennial redistricting. This issue is commonly known as “deferral.” Conversely, other
Californians who had voted in Senate elections in 2010 and would have been eligible to vote
again in 2014, because they had been in an even-numbered district, might be able to vote two
years earlier in 2012, because they would subsequently be in an odd-numbered district. This is
commonly known as “acceleration.”

Consequently, in light of these issues, the Commission chose a numbering altemative for
Senate districts that best maintained continuity in terms of the placement of voters in odd and
even districts. In other words, if a voter was in an odd-numbered Senate district during the last
decade, the Commission chose the numbering alternative that maximized the likelihood that this
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same voter would remain in an odd-numbered Senate district for the next decade, thereby
minimizing deferral. : :

For each Senate district that it drew, the Commission determined the percentage of the
population in that district that had been in an odd-numbered district during the last decade. The
Commission selected the 20 Senate districts with the highest percentage of voters who had been
in odd-numbered districts during the last decade. These 20 districts were selected as the odd-
numbered districts. The remaining 20 districts became the even-numbered districts.

Next, the Commission took the 20 odd-numbered districts and started with the
northernmost district along the Oregon Border. This was given the number SD 1. The
Commission then moved south, based on the northernmost point in each remaining odd-
numbered district, and numbered each district consecutively: SD 3,5, 7, 9, etc.

Finally, the Commission took the northernmost even-numbered district along the Oregon
border and gave it the number SD 2. The Commission then moved south, based on the
northernmost point in each remaining even-numbered district, and numbered each district
consecutively: SD 2, 4, 6, 8, etc.

The Commission did seriously consider alternative numbering systems for Senate
districts, such as a simple north-to-south consecutive numbering scheme, but made the
determination that an approach that minimized deferrals would result in the most fair and
effective representation for voters throughout the state.

II. DETAILS ABOUT THE DISTRICTS

Set forth below is a discussion of each of the statewide maps for Assembly, Senate,
Board of Equalization, and California’s congressional delegation. We begin with an everview of
the regional issues and include a discussion of the major issues and decisions made for each
district.

Details about each district are provided in the data Appendices attached to this report. In
addition, interactive maps with street-level detail are available on the Statewide Database
website or by downloading Equivalency, Shape or .kmz files that work with the free Google
Earth program. Links for both are available at hitp://www.wedrawthelines.ca.gov. The official
version of the final maps and accompanying data have been delivered to the Secretary of State.

A. Regional Overview

California is the most populous state in the nation and the third largest by landmass. It is
a state of great geographic and ethnic diversity, and appreciation of this diversity was one of the
key selection criteria for Commissioners. This state is home to both the highest and lowest points
in the Continental United States—Mt. Whitney and Death Valley—as well as sunny beaches,
wind-whipped coasts, redwood forests, rugged mountains, high and low deserts, internationally

renowned metropolitan centers, and an agricultural heartland that feeds the nation and the world.

With its reputation as a land of opportunity, the state has attracted a steady stream of immigrants
and now boasts a polyglot of languages and ethnicities. Since the Gold Rush, California has
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exceeded the population growth rate of the country. In 2010, for the first time, even though
immigration to the state continues, people born in California now exceed the number of people .
who have migrated here to live.

2010 was the first year where California’s population growth matched the national
average of 10%, but the growth has been far from even throughout the state. Coastal areas grew
more slowly than inland areas. For example, Los Angeles County grew at only a 3% rate, leading
to arelative loss of electoral districts. In addition to the geographic shift of districts, there were
significant differences in the growth of the different racial groups residing in California. 2009
marked the first year where no racial group had a majority. According to the 2010 Census, the
Asian American population grew at the fastest rate of 31%. Latinos as a group had the largest
increase in the number of people, and with a growth rate of 28% are expected to eventually
become the single largest ethnic group in the state. In contrast, African Americans had the lowest
increase at 2%.

The Commission had to consider all of these demographic shifts in the decennial process
of redistricting. To realize its mission of creating fair representation for Californians, the
Commission also considered natural topography, ecological zones, and industrial/economic
interests that define communities, as well as transportation corridors that either link or serve as
barriers to access.

For Northern California and the mountainous Sierra foothills regions, the Commission
responded to public testimony asking us to separate more sparsely populated, rural regions from
densely populated, urban areas. The 19 counties north of Sacramento span approximately a third
of California’s land, yet make up fewer than 5% of its residents, for a population density of 35
persons/square mile. In comparison, San Francisco has a population density of over 17,000
persons/square mile.

The San Francisco Bay Area is characterized by the topography of its Bay, which creates
natural water boundaries, a peninsula, and inland areas that shaped the districts there, In general,
the Commission avoided crossing bridges unless absolutely necessary to achieve population

equality.

For the San Joaquin Valley and Central Coast regions, the Commission responded to
public testimony asking us to respect the mountain range in between the two regions, with only
one exception (the Senate district drawn to comply with the Section 5 benchmarks for Merced
and Monterey Counties, which connected inland Merced County with the eastern part of
Monterey County and San Benito County). The Tehachapi Mountains in the south also separate
the Central Valley from Los Angeles County, and the Commission was able to honor this major

boundary between regions. There was conflicting testimony about separating the communities of
" the Central Valley floor with that of the foothills and Sierras to the east, so the Commission
further struck a balance maintaining the separations and connections between the Valley floor
and these communities. Issues of water use, agriculture and urban economies, transportation
routes, and environmental concerns framed much of the public testimony.

Southern California’s six counties boast over half of the state’s residents in the southern
quarter of California. The Inland Empire region experienced one of the highest rates of
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population growth within the state, including Riverside County, which increased by 41% and is
home to two of the newest cities in the state, Eastvale and Jurupa Valley. This was a marked
contrast with the Los Angeles metropolitan area which grew more slowly. However, Los
Angeles County is still the state’s largest county and continues to be home to a tremendous
diversity of Californians, where:

e The Asian American population grew from 1,137,500 to 1,345,149 for an increase of
18.3%

e The African American population declined from 930,957 to 856,874, a reduction of
-8% .

e The Hispanic Population increased from 4,242,213 to 4,687,889, an increase of more
than 10% :

As discussed above, this area presented several specific issues under Section 2 of the
Voting Rights Act.

B. The Assembly Districts

The 80 Assembly districts have an ideal population of 465,674, and in consideration of
population equality, the Commission chose to limit the population deviation range to +/-1.0%
(reflecting a total population deviation of 2.0%). With these districts, the Commission was able
to respect many local communities of interest and group similar communities; however, it was
more difficult to keep denscly populated counties, cities, neighborhoods, and larger communities
of interest whole due to the district size and correspondingly smaller number allowable in the
population deviation percentage. A total of ten counties and 35 cities smaller than an Assembly
district were split. The highest positive deviation was 0.999% and the lowest negative deviation
was -0.982%, with an average deviation of 0.506%.

AD 1 consists of the whole counties of Siskiyou, Modoc, Shasta, Lassen, Plumas, Sierra,
Nevada, eastern Butte and eastern Placer counties. This district includes the north mountain
watershed, northeastern desert and the North Lake Tahoe basin. This district is characterized by
agriculture, timber, mountain tourism and country living and also includes several Native
American communities. Butte County was split to achieve population equality, and the
mountainous portion of Placer County is included.

AD 2 consists of the north coast, including the whole counties of Del Norte, Humboldt,
Trinity, Mendocino and northern Sonoma County to achieve population equality, which are
separated from inland areas by the coastal mountain range. This district is characterized by
fishing/marine, wine industry and coastal tourism interests and includes several Native American
communities. The largest city in the district, the Sonoma County seat of Santa Rosa, was split to
achieve population equality and in an attempt to keep part of it within the north coastal district,
with which it has many economic interests. '

AD 3 consists of the whole counties of Tehama, Glenn, Yuba, Sutter, northern Colusa,
and western Butte counties. This district includes a Covered County (Yuba) and complies with
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* the Section 5 requirements. The district is characterized by inland agriculture crops such as rice
and almonds and includes a large Sikh community, as well as Hmong farming communities.
Colusa and Butte counties were split to achieve population equality and to group similar
agricultural interests. The Yuba City-Marysville area, which sits on the Yuba-Sutter border, is
kept whole.

AD 4 includes the whole counties of Lake and Napa, all of Yolo County except West
Sacramento, southern Colusa County, and small portions of Sonoma County, including the city
of Rohnert Park and the city of Dixon in Solano County to achieve population equality. Its
primary shared economic interest is agriculture, both valley agricultural bases, such as wheat,
corn, tomatoes, alfalfa and various tree crops, and the wine-growing regions of Napa, Lake, and
Sonoma counties. It is unified north and south through the I-5 transportation corridor. Public
testimony also expressed close working relationships between several cities located in the district

“such as between Woodland and Davis, and Davis and Dixon.

AD § includes the whole counties of Madera, Mariposa, Mono, Tuolumne, Calaveras,
Alpine, Amador, western El Dorado County and a small portion of Placer County. This is a
foothill district that keeps together communities from South Lake Tahoe through the foothills
and Sierra Nevada Mountains including the El Dorado National Forest, Stanislaus National
Forest, Mt. Whitney, and Mammoth Lakes. It reflects shared interests reflected in public
testimony around issues such as weather, watershed, fire and recreation united around the
transportation corridor of Highway 49 which runs north and south along the Sierra foothills. El
Dorado County is split above Folsom Lake to distinguish the communities in the foothills from
the greater Sacramento area.

AD 6 consists of the foothill suburbs of Sacramento including parts of Sacramento, El
Dorado, and Placer Counties. It includes the communities that surround Folsom Lake with its
shared recreational interests around the Folsom Dam.

AD 7 includes the main part of the city of Sacramento and all of West Sacramento in
Yolo County and parts of Sacramento County, including the Sacramento International Airport.
Its primary economic and social community of interest is urban Sacramento, and includes
communities that are tied to both the private and government employment sectors.

AD 8 includes the undivided cities of Rancho Cordova and Citrus Heights as well as the
eastern portion of Sacramento County. The district has common social and economic interests
shared by residents of smaller cities and suburbs, as well as regional development.

AD 9 consists of the southern part of Sacramento County including the city of Elk Grove.
It extends into San Joaquin County to include the city of Lodi which public testimony identified
as having a community of interest with the city of Galt in Sacramento County. This district also
joins a community of interest made up of Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders with shared
economic and social ties based on income status, housing, language, and immigration status,
including a large Hmong immigrant community.

AD 10 consists of the entire county of Marin and extends north to include communities in
southern Sonoma County including part of Santa Rosa to achieve population equality. It keeps
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whole the sister cities of Petaluma, Cotati, and Sebastopol. This district is characterized by
suburban and rural areas including a significant dairy industry.

AD 11 includes key Solano County suburban cities along the I-80 transportation corridor
such as Vacaville and Fairfield. Portions of Sacramento County are included, as are smaller delta
communities in south Solano County, with their counterparts in northern Contra Costa County.
Contra Costa’s anchor cities include Antioch, which shares a community of interest with
Brentwood, Oakley and Discovery Bay. Pittsburg is split to achieve population equality along
Highway 4, keeping the less urban portion of the city in this district.

AD 12 includes the eastern section of Stanislaus County and the southern and eastern
portions of San Joaquin County. Eastern Stanislaus County includes the remainder of the city of
Modesto split which was not included in the Merced County Section 5 district (AD 21). The
district also includes the additional Stanislaus County communities east of Highway 99 (Salida,
Riverbank, and Turlock) as well as southern San Joaquin County cities (Manteca, Lathrop, and
Ripon) and a majority of eastern San Joaquin County (Lockeford, Linden, and Farmington). This
district shares commonalities of smaller urban cities with agricultural and open areas, as well as
serving as gateway transportation routes to the Foothills and Sierras via State Routes 4 and 120.

AD 13 includes the majority of San Joaquin County. This district consists of the cities of
Stockton and Tracy and a non-contiguous, one-person split of the city of Lodi. This district
maintains the integrity of San Joaquin County while minimizing city splits without crossing the
mountains to the west or into the. foothill districts to the east. San Joaquin County’s two largest
cities, Stockton and Tracy, are in this district, as are several smaller cities that share common
interests in agriculture. This district also keeps the link between the Stockton Port and the deep
water channel with the deltas to the west as a main water fransportation route. '

AD 14 consists of southern Solano County’s urban areas of Vallejo and Benicia, along
with the northern Contra Costa County cities connected via the Carquinez and Benicia-Martinez
bridges. This district contains the industrial part of Pittsburg, along with Bay Point, Concord, Mt.
Diablo State Park, and surrounding environs to the county line.

AD 15 includes coastal, western Contra Costa County’s anchor city of Richmond along
with smaller towns of San Pablo and El Cerrito. The district continues south on the 1-80 corridor
to pick up Berkeley, Emeryville, and some of northern Oakland including Piedmont. As with
many East Bay districts, these communities are connected to regional park interests—including
Tilden and the Point Pinole Regional shoreline.

AD 16 includes the Contra Costa County “Lamorinda” cities of Lafayette, Moraga, and
Orinda on the Highway 24 corridor, east of the Berkeley/Oakland hills. It continues southeast in
Alameda County along the 680 corridor encompassing Danville, San Ramon, and the Tri-Valley
area of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore. The district extends fully east and south to the
Alameda County line.

AD 17 consists of the eastern half of the city and county of San Francisco. This district
includes the core neighborhoods containing the Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender (“LGBT”™)
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community, as well as several lower-income, immigrant and working-class neighborhoods, such
~ as Chinatown, Excelsior, Visitacion Valley, and Bayview-Hunters Point.

AD 18 consists of bayside portions of Alameda County including the majority of the city
of Oakland, with the regional Port of Oakland and Oakland International Airport, the island of
Alameda, and San Leandro. In addition to containing highly urbanized neighborhoods, these
communities are connected to regional park interests including Redwood and Chabot Parks.

AD 19 consists of the western half of the city and county of San Francisco, the Farallon
Islands, the cities of Daly City and Colma, and part of South San Francisco. It keeps intact a
mostly Filipino-American community in Daly City, Colma, Broadmoor, and part of South San
Francisco that shares cultural traditions and community centers, as well as similar socioeconomic
characteristics with other Asian Americans in western San Francisco, such as higher rates of
home ownership and limited English proficiency.

AD 20 includes the majority of the “Eden” area of Alameda County: Castro Valley and
smaller unincorporated communities such as Ashland, Cherryland, and San Lorenzo. Hayward
and Union City are in their entirety, along with the northernmost portion of Fremont. As with
many East Bay districts, these communities are connected to regional park interests including
Sunol Wilderness and Ohlone Regional Wilderness. Alameda County is split to achieve
population equality.

AD 21 includes all of Merced County and the western portion of Stanislaus County, west
of Highway 99. Cities included within Stanislaus County are all of Patterson and Ceres, which
- include similar farmworker communities, and part of Modesto to meet the requirements for
Merced County under Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.S

AD 22 consists of a portion of South San Francisco and keeps most of northern San
Mateo County together, including the northern coast communities from Pacifica to Moss Beach
and the peninsula cities from Brisbane to Redwood City. The district shares common economic
interests linked to smaller cities and suburbs, as well as interests in coastal and environmental
preservation.

The boundaries of AD 21 were drawn partly to avoid retrogression in comparison to the benchmark district
containing Merced County. One issue that the Commission evaluated was the elimination of a north protruding
“finger” that had been created as a result of the 2001 redistricting and reached north to include a small portion
of the city of Stockton in San Joaquin County. The Commission did not find support in the public testimony or
its deliberations for including the “Stockton finger” in the Merced area district. However, there was a concern
that elimination of the Stockton finger resulted in a district that had a slight percentage decline in the total
Asian American population as compared to the benchmark district, from approximately 11% of the voting age
population (VAP) to approximately 6%. The Commission was unable to conclude that the reduction in Asian
American VAP would have an impact on the ability of Asian Americans in the Merced area to effectively
participate in the electoral process on a basis equal to other voters in the County. Legal counsel advised the
Commission that AD 21 complies with Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act and does not diminish the ability of
any racial or language minority to elect candidates of their choice.
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AD 23 contains the eastern section of Fresno County not included in AD 31, as well as a
small section of Tulare County to achieve population equity. In an effort to maintain compact
districts, AD 23 was built around the remainder of the split in the city of Fresno including the
northern parts of the city of Fresno and the eastern communities in Fresno County including
Clovis and those in the foothills and southern Sierra. This district allowed the remainder of
Fresno County to be intact in an eastern foothill and Sierra district. Also included in this district
are the national forests communities of Shaver Lake and Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Park and stops at the Inyo and Mono County lines. '

AD 24 captures southern San Mateo County, includes its coast, and pairs. it with northern
Santa Clara County. The district includes the community of interest around Stanford
University—Menlo Park, Palo Alto, East Palo Alto, Atherton, and Woodside—as well as the
sister cities of Mountain View and Sunnyvale and a small portion of Cupertino to achieve
population equality. Many of these communities are either home to high technology firms or to
their many employees. This district also includes many open space preserves and shared interests
in environmental protection with the coastal communities from Granada to the Ano Nuevo State
Reserve.

AD 25 contains portions of Alameda County and Santa Clara County. Included in the
district are the cities of Newark, Milpitas, and Santa Clara, as well as portions of Fremont and
San Jose, which were divided to satisfy population equality requirements for the district. The
district maintains a variety of cities and local communities of interests, including communities
linked by common social and economic interests in the areas of Fremont, Milpitas, and the
Berryessa neighborhood of San Jose. The district is also marked by common interests arising
from the high technology economy of the region.

AD 26 includes almost all of Tulare County and Inyo County whole, with cities along the
Highway 99 corridor of Visalia, Tulare and Pixley, as well as communities in eastern Tulare
County (Orange Cove, Orosi, Cutler, and Porterville). This district also includes a small section
of Northern Kern County for contiguity of the southern Sequoia National Forest communities
along Highway 178 around Lake Isabella. This district is a balance of smaller communities in the
San Joaquin Valley cities along Highway 99, such as Tulare and Visalia, along with those
communities east of Highway 99, moving into the foothills and Sierras. Also included in the
district are the less densely populated communities in Inyo County along US Route 395.

AD 27 contains about half of the Santa Clara County city of San Jose, including its
downtown neighborhoods. Because of its size, the city of San Jose is divided among multiple
Assembly districts in order to satisfy population equality requirements. The district maintains a
variety of local neighborhoods and local communities of interest, such as the Alum Rock
(Eastside) area and the Evergreen neighborhood, which were identified as significant areas for
Latino and Asian American communities linked by social and economic interests, lower-income
status, and recent immigration.

AD 28 contains portions of Santa Clara County, including the cities of Campbell, Los
Gatos, and Saratoga, as well as a number of unincorporated areas of the county. The district also
contains most of the city of Cupertino and a portion of the city of San Jose, which were divided
to satisfy population equality requirements. The district includes urban areas, suburban cities,
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and, in the western and southern areas of the district, a number of parks and open space
preserves.

AD 29 contains major portions of Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties, as well as a small
portion of Santa Clara County. The cities include Santa Cruz, Seaside, Monterey, Marina, Pacific
Grove, Scotts Valley, Capitola, and Carmel-by-the-Sea. A small portion of San Jose was
included in the district to achieve population equality. The district is one of two assembly
districts containing a portion of Monterey County, which is subject to Section 5 of the Voting
Rights Act. This district is in compliance with Section 5°s requirements. The district contains a
range of smaller cities and unincorporated areas, as well as several state and county parks. The
Monterey Bay coastline (part of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary) is fully contained
within the district.

AD 30 contains San Benito County, as well as portions of Monterey County, Santa Clara
County, and Santa Cruz County. Cities included in the district are Salinas, Watsonville, Gilroy,
Morgan Hill, Hollister, Soledad, Greenfield, King City, Gonzales, and San Juan Bautista. The
district contains a portion of Monterey County, which is subject to Section 5 of the Voting
Rights Act. This district is in compliance with Section 5°s requirements. The district contains
several small cities and communities that share common social and economic interests, including
core agricultural interests.

AD 31 includes the western portion of Fresno County and a portion of the city of Fresno.
Other cities included in this district are Sanger, Reedley, Orange Cove, Selma, Fowler, and the
western portion of Fresno County. Outside of the city of Fresno, this district maintains the
predominately agricultural areas in Fresno County along the Interstate 5 corridor and west of
U.S. Route 99. The only split is the city of Fresno, which was divided to achieve population
equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

AD 32 includes all of Kings County, which is subject to Section 5 of the Voting Rights
Act. This district complies with Section 5. The district also includes a portion of Kern County.
" The city of Bakersfield was split to comply with Section 5. The other communities in Kern
County are those in the western portion of the county along the I-5 corridor (Lost Hills and
Buttonwillow), northern Kern County along the Highway 99 corridor (Shafter and McFarland),
and south of Bakersfield including Arvin, Weedpatch, and Lamont, which have common
agricultural interests. This district’s boundaries are similar to the prior benchmark district. A
slight change was made to the portion of Kern County around the city of Bakersfield by circling
a portion of Bakersfield to the south and west to reach the city of Arvin.

AD 33 consists of the sparsely populated areas of San Bernardino County from the
northern boundary. The district includes the cities of Adelanto, Apple Valley, Barstow, Big Bear,
Hesperia, Needles, and unincorporated areas of Victorville, Crestline, Lake Arrowhead and
Running Springs. This district is characterized by the high desert communities of interest and
San Bernardino National Forest, which include communities of Crestline to Big Bear that share
the common lifestyle of the mountain forest area of the county and similar interests in wildlife
and emergency services concerns regarding wildfire danger.
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AD 34 includes the remainder of Kern County outside of AD 32. This includes the
northwestern section of the city of Bakersfield as well as the far western Kern County cities of
Taft and Maricopa as well as the southern County communities of Bear Valley Springs,
Tehachapi, and into the foothills with Ridgecrest and China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station.
This district keeps the integrity of the southernmost geographical boundary of the San Joaquin
Valley without crossing the coastal range to the west or the Tehachapi Mountains into Los
Angeles County to the South. These boundaries were important geographic barriers for
communities in the Valley floor and the foothills, as well as those along the western coast that
preferred to be placed in districts distinct from the Central Valley communities to the east.

AD 35 is anchored by the Monterey County line in the north and flows south with the
Pacific Ocean on the west and the coast mountain range on the east. It includes all of San Luis
Obispo County and parts of Santa Barbara County, including Vandenberg Air Force Base,
Mission Hills, and Lompoc to achieve population equality. It incorporates the cities of Paso
Robles, Atascadero, San Luis Obispo, Santa Maria, and Lompoc. It keeps the US-101
transportation corridor intact throughout the district.

AD 36 encompasses the Antelope Valley; the cities of Lancaster and Palmdale are most
prominent, connected along the 14 freeway. The district extends into Kern County to the north in
order to achieve population equality. Los Angeles County communities include Quartz Hill,

.Acton, Little Rock, Baker, Lake Los Angeles, and Wrightwood. Prominent communities in Kern
County include Rosamond, Mojave, Reefer City, North Edwards, Boron, and California City.
The Edwards Air Force Base is a major military installation and employment center in the
region. Natural habitats include the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve, Saddleback
Butte State Park, and Ritter Ranch. '

AD 37 includes parts of Santa Barbara and Ventura counties. It incorporates the cities of
Buellton and Solvang on the west and flows towards the southeast to capture the coast cities of
Goleta, Santa Barbara and Carpinteria. In Ventura County, it includes the cities of Ojai and San
Buenaventura as well as Santa Paula, Fillmore, and the community of Piru in the Santa Clara
Valley, which is a major agricultural area in the county. It also includes a split of Oxnard to
achieve population equality. Most of the northern portion of the district is covered by the Los
Padres National Forest (recreation, watershed and wilderness) which is part of the coastal
mountain range.

AD 38 includes the far northern portion of the San Fernando Valley and Santa Clarita
Valley. The district extends from the Simi Valley at the west to Castaic Lake and Agua Dulce to
the north. The major east-west thoroughfare is the Ronald Reagan Freeway (Highway 118); the
major north-south thoroughfare is the Golden State Freeway (I-5). Major cities and communities
include the city of Santa Clarita, and the communities of Twin Lakes, Porter Ranch, Val Verde,
Stevenson Ranch, Saugus, Valencia, Newhall, Elayon, Canyon Country, Humphreys, and Agua
Dulce. There is significant open space area in this district and the commercial clusters are
prominent in Santa Clarita as the regional hub as well as the Simi Valley.

AD 39 includes the entire city of San Fernando and the northeast portion of the San
Fernando Valley, within the city of Los Angeles. The Foothill Freeway (1-210) is a significant
transportation corridor to the region, as well as Foothill Boulevard. This district includes the
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communities of Sylmar, Kagel Canyon, Lake View Terrace, Stonehurst, Shadow Hills, Sun
Valley, Pacoima, Arleta, Sunland, Tujunga, and a portion of North Hollywood and the NoHo
Arts District. This district also includes areas of the Angeles National Forest, Hansen Flood
Control Basin, and the Whiteman Airport, '

AD 40 consists of the cities of Redlands, Highland, Loma Linda, and portions of San
Bernardino and Rancho Cucamonga to achieve population equality. The district is characterized
by similar communities of interest and common economic business relationships with
surrounding communities of the city of San Bernardino. The district shape results from
consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act district in central San Bernardino to the
southwest. Rancho Cucamonga shares a common bond with its county, but was split to achieve
population equality.

AD 41 includes the Los Angeles city of Pasadena as a hub for the adjacent cities and
communities of Altadena, South Pasadena, Monrovia, San Dimas, La Verne, and Claremont, and
the San Bernardino communities of Rancho Cucamonga, Upland, and San Antonio Heights.

Mt. Baldy is whole in this district. The I-210 Freeway passes through all portions of this district,
and provides a connection for these cities for commerce, entertainment, and recreation. The
district also connects foothill cities with common interest in the Angeles National Forest lands
and public users of the foothill and mountain areas. Highway 2 traverses the northern part of this
district. The cities of Monrovia and Rancho Cucamonga are split in this district to achieve
population equality.

AD 42 consists of the cities of the western Coachella Valley, including La Quinta, Indian
Wells, Rancho Mirage, Palm Desert, Palm Springs, and other Riverside County cities of
Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, San Jacinto, and a portion of Hemet. Hemet is the only city split
in this district to achieve population equality. The district crosses into San Bernardino County
and includes Twentynine Palms, and unincorporated areas of Yucca Valley, Morongo Valley,
Joshua Tree and Yucaipa. This district is densely populated at city centers, but more sparsely
populated in other areas. This district is characterized by the interests of the western Coachella
Valley, and includes tourism, a retirement community with needs for health care access, and
bedroom communities. This district also recognizes the agricultural ties of San Jacinto and
Hemet.

AD 43 is bounded on the east by the Los Angeles County foothill communities of La
Crescenta and La Canada, crosses Verdugo Hills west into Burbank and includes Glendale,
bounded on the west to include Griffith Park. Bob Hope Airport is in this district. The interests
represented in this district include the Angeles National Forest foothills with fire, watershed and
other environmental concerns. Additional shared interests include public fire, educational, and
safety services, use of the Bob Hope Airport, and recreational and environmental concerns. The
city of Los Angeles is split in this district to achieve population equality.

AD 44 incorporates approximately half of Ventura County and a small portion of Los
Angeles County. Southwest Oxnard is connected with El Rio, which shares common
agricultural, economic, shopping and transportation interests and includes a Mixteco indigenous
farmworker community. The district includes the cities of Port Hueneme, Camarillo, Thousand
Oaks, Moorpark, Oak Park and Westlake Village. It also includes the Port of Hueneme and the
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Point Mugu Naval Air Station. It maintains the US-101 corridor, which contains major shopping
areas as well as transportation through the district. There is one city split of Oxnard to achieve
population equality.

AD 45 includes the western portion of the San Fernando Valley within the city of Los
Angeles. Prominent communities include Bell Canyon (which is located in Ventura County, but
is only accessible through the Valley), Chatsworth, West Hills, Hidden Hills, Calabasas, Canoga
Park, Woodland Hills, the Warner Center, Canoga Park, Winnetka, Tarzana, Encino, Reseda, and
Northridge. Cal State University Northridge and Encino Hospital are major employers. This
district also includes many open-space areas such as Lake Balboa and the Sepulveda Basin
Recreation area. A significant portion of the southern boundary is distinguished by the
Mulholland Drive Scenic Corridor. :

AD 46 includes the eastern portion of the San Fernando Valley within the city of Los
Angeles. Prominent communities include North Hills, Panorama City, Van Nuys, Sherman Oaks,
Valley Village, Studio City, North Hollywood, Toluca Lake, Universal Studios, and the
Hollywood Hills. This district includes shared interests around the entertainment industry. There
is considerable open space south of Ventura Boulevard, leading towards the southern boundary
at Mulholland Drive, adjacent to the Beverly Glen, Coldwater Canyon and Laurel Canyon north-
south corridors. The Ventura Freeway (Highway 101) traverses the district east and west.

AD 47 consists of the San Bernardino County cities of Colton, Fontana, Grand Terrace,
Rialto, a portion of the city of San Bernardino, and unincorporated county areas such as Muscoy
and Bloomington. The city of San Bernardino is the only city split to achieve population equality
and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. This district contains communities:
with similar socioeconomic characteristics, shared school districts, police services, common
watershed, and a growing African American community.

AD 48 includes the Los Angeles County cities and communities of Azusa, Glendora,
Baldwin Park, Covina, West Covina, Charter Oak, and Irwindale. These are communities with
many blue-collar neighborhoods. Two main transportation corridors (I-210 and I-10 freeways)
connect the cities for commercial needs. There are also residents of these communities who
testified about their connection to the Angeles National Forest for recreation purposes. The
northern cities in this district have an interest in the fire, watershed and recreational concerns of
the foothills. The cities of El Monte, Industry, Monrovia and West Covina are split in this district
to achieve population equality and due an adjacent district drawn in consideration of Section 2 of
the Voting Rights Act.

AD 49 includes Los Angeles County cities and communities of Arcadia, San Marino, San
Gabriel, Temple City, Monterey Park, El Monte, South El Monte, Montebello, Rosemead, South
San Gabriel, Temple City, and Alhambra. E]l Monte airport is in this district. Some of the main
transportation corridors, which support commerce across the district, are the I-10 Freeway, Las
Tunas/Main, and Huntington Drive. The district shares commercial, cultural, educational
connections among the Asian American residents of these cities, as well as common concerns of
recent immigrant populations, including language access, social services, and protection from
financial predatory schemes. The cities of El Monte, Montebello, and South El Monte are split in
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this district to achieve population equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights
Act.

AD 50 includes the Los Angeles County cities and communities of Agoura Hills, Beverly
Hills, Hollywood, Malibu, Santa Monica, and West Hollywood. This district is characterized by
40 miles of Pacific coastline and the Santa Monica Mountains, which represent one of the largest
protected areas of the Mediterranean-type ecosystem. These mountains include the Leo Carrillo,
Malibu Creek and Topanga State Parks. They also include the Stone Canyon and Franklin
Canyon Reservoirs. This district also includes Santa Monica College, the Santa Monica
Municipal Airport, and the heavily commercial and residential Wilshire corridor. The city of Los
Angeles was split at various locations to achieve population equality.

AD 51 includes the historical community of East Los Angeles, a census designated place
which is kept whole, and the neighborhoods of Glassell Park, El Sereno, Echo Park, Eagle Rock,
Elysian Park, Mt. Washington, Atwater Village, and Silver Lake, which was split to achieve
population equality. Common social and economic interests, such as lower-income and middle-
income status, as well as housing and transportation interests link Echo Park, Elysian Park, and
El Sereno, to the Glassell Park and Eagle Rock areas.

AD 52 consists of the Pomona Valley, including an unincorporated part of Fontana,
located primarily in San Bernardino County. This district contains the city of Pomona, which is
part of Los Angeles County, but separated geographically by Kellogg Hill. This district is
characterized by common social activities in the community consisting of local children’s sports
organizations, hospital services, and common socioeconomic characteristics and was also drawn
in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

AD 53 includes downtown Los Angeles and a portion of Huntington Park, which is split
to achieve population equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. Also
included are designated neighborhoods of Boyle Heights, Koreatown, Pico Union and West
Lake. Many neighborhoods in this district include large populations of recent immigrants with
similar linguistic and social needs. In addition, the district includes anchor social and cultural
institutions such as LA Live and the Staples Center.

AD 54 includes the Los Angeles County communities of Century City, Culver City,
Westwood, Mar Vista, Palms, Baldwin Hills, Windsor Hills, Ladera Heights, View Park,
Crenshaw, Leimert Park, Mid City, and West Los Angeles. This district is prominently
characterized by a very high residential density, the campus of UCLA in Westwood, the
Veterans Hospital and Administration complex, West Los Angeles Community College, and the
PXP oil fields. Several historically significant African American neighbothoods, and several
prominent Jewish communities, such as Cheviot Hills, Rancho Park, Beverlywood, and South
Robertson are also included. This district is ethnically and socioeconomically diverse. The city
of Inglewood and Los Angeles were split to achieve population equality. The Kenneth Hahn
State Recreation Area as well as the Baldwin Hills State Park and Scenic Overlook are also
included within this district.

AD 55 includes the northern portion of Orange County, eastern Los Angeles County and
southern San Bernardino County known as the Four Corners Area. Communities in this district
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include Brea, Chino Hills, La Habra, Placentia, Yorba Linda, Rowland Heights and Walnut, and
portions of the cities of Industry and West Covina to achieve population equality. This district
includes common social and economic interests of Asian American communities in Diamond
Bar, Walnut, Chino Hills, and Rowland Heights, where each share common areas of worship and
entertainment centers. The Four Corners area shares a transportation policy committee and a
wildlife conservation association.

AD 56 consists of Imperial County and the Riverside County cities in the eastern
Coachella Valley, including Desert Hot Springs, Cathedral City, Coachella, Indio, Blythe and
unincorporated areas of Riverside County including Mecca, Thermal and Palo Verde Valley.
This district is the low desert region of California and is characterized by the common
agricultural interests of east Coachella valley and Imperial County, and common interests
surround the Salton Sea as portions of it are located in both Riverside and Imperial Counties.

AD 57 contains communities along the Los Angeles County-Orange County border, It
includes Whittier, West Whittier, South Whittier, La Habra Heights, Hacienda Heights, Santa Fe
Springs, La Puente, Avocado Heights, and portions of the cities of Industry, Norwalk and South
El Monte, which were divided to achieve population equality. The district reflects shared
concerns about education, safety, and economic interests, along with transportation interests
among cities that share the 605 Freeway as a major corridor on the western boundary of the
district.

AD 58 consists of the Los Angeles County cities of Downey, Commerce, Pico Rivera,
Bell Gardens, Bellflower along the I-5 corridor running southeast to northeast and part of
Montebello and Norwalk along the same corridor. On the southern end of the district are the
cities of Artesia and Cerritos along the 605 and I-5 exchange: Montebello and Norwalk are split
to achieve population equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. The
northern portion of the district has a shared industrial and commetcial character and a long-
established Latino community. The southern portion of the district contains a vibrant Asian and
South-Asian community with many shared cultural and economic interests.

AD 59 includes the south and central portion of the city of Los Angeles. The district is
characterized by shared interests common to highly urbanized areas, including low-income
status, interests in affordable housing and economic development, and the growth of recent
immigrant communities. Prominent in this district is the University of Southern California, Los
Angeles County Natural History Museum, California Science Center, and the California State
African American Museum at Exposition Park. The district includes the Los Angeles Sports
Coliseum, Los Angeles Sports Arena and the communities of Florence-Graham and Walnut
Park.

AD 60 consists of the Riverside County communities of Corona, Norco, Eastvale,
Riverside and the newly designated city of Jurupa Valley. The city of Riverside is split along the
river to achieve population equality and because of an adjacent majority-Latino district on the
San Bernardino County border that was drawn in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Right
Act. This district is characterized by common interests of the communities of western Riverside
County, animal-keeping interests of Jurupa Valley and Norco; and shared interests between
Eastvale, Norco, and Corona. Corona and Norco share a common school district. Eastvale and
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Norco share common watershed interests in the Santa Ana River and fire and public safety issues
common to both communities.

AD 61 consists of the Riverside County cities of Riverside, Moreno Valley, and Perris.
Other unincorporated areas of the district include Mead Valley, and March Air Reserve Base.
The city of Riverside is split at the river to achieve population equality, and because of an
adjacent majority-Latino district on the San Bernardino County border that was drawn in
consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Right Act. This district recognizes the geographic
separation of Moreno Valley at the Beaumont Pass. This district is characterized by common
interests of a joint powers agreement over March Air Reserve Base, common transportation
corridors, and multiple community college extensions in the district.

AD 62 includes the Los Angeles County communities of Inglewood, El Segundo,
Hawthorne, Lawndale, Lennox, Marina Del Rey, Playa Vista, Playa Del Rey, Westchester and
- Westmont. This district is characterized by a very high residential density. The district includes
the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), Loyola-Marymount University, the Bellona
wetlands, the Chevron Qil Fields, Hyperion Water Treatment Plant, and Dockweiler State Beach.
Cities and communities surrounding LAX work together in addressing jet noise mitigation issues
and managing airport traffic. Several communities along the flight path east have had long-
standing relationships with the Federal Administration Agency and the Los Angeles World
Airports to address such issues. The city of Gardena, Inglewood and Los Angeles were split to
achieve population equality.

AD 63 consists of the Los Angeles County cities of Maywood, Bell, Paramount,
Lakewood, Hawalian Gardens and a portion of Long Beach. Long Beach is split to achieve
population equality and because of an adjacent majority-Latino district that was drawn in
_ consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Right Act. This district is characterized by common
school districts, lower socioeconomic characteristics, and Interstate 710 transportation corridor.

AD 64 consists of several Los Angeles cities and communities, including the cities of
Compton and Carson. The district also includes the city of Los Angeles communities of Watts,
.Willowbrook, and Wilmington. This district includes Compton College, the Compton-Woodley
Airport, South Bay Pavilion, Cal State-Dominguez Hills, the King-Drew Medical Center and a
significant portion of the Alameda corridor. The district is characterized by shared interests
common to highly urbanized areas, including low-income status, interests in affordable housing
and economic development, and the growth of recent immigrant communities.

AD 65 includes the western portion of Orange County. Cities in this district include
Buena Park, Cypress, Fullerton, La Palma, Stanton, and portions of the cities of Garden Grove,
and Anaheim to achieve population equality. Common interests in this district include school
districts, city services, and the Korean Business Association. In this district, the Commission was
able to respect the Orange County border with Los Angeles.

AD 66 includes the Los Angeles County South Bay cities and communities of Gardena,
Hermosa Beach, Lomita, Manhattan Beach, Redondo Beach, Torrance, West Carson, Rancho

Palos Verdes, Rolling Hills, Palos Verdes Estates, and Rolling Hills Estates. This district is
characterized by having some of the most prominent beaches in Southern California, relatively
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“affluent communities, and several large historically Japanese American neighborhoods. The city
of Gardena and Los Angeles were split to achieve population equality. A major thoroughfare is
the Pacific Coast Highway (Highway 1). This area includes the South Coast Botanical Gardens
(L.A. County Arboretum).

AD 67 consists of the Riverside County cities of Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake, Murrieta,
Menifee, and a portion of Hemet. Hemet is the only city split in this district to achieve necessary
population equality. The district also includes other-unincorporated areas of Riverside County
including Wildomar, Lake Mathews, Good Hope, Nuevo, and Winchester, This district is
characterized by greater geographic distances among the few densely populated areas. The
district includes agricultural interests of the San Jacinto Valley, recreational interests of Lake
Mathews, Lake Elsinore and Diamond Valley Lake, and includes the major transportation
corridors of I-15 and 1-215.

AD 68 consists of the Orange County cities and communities of Villa Park, Tustin, North
Tustin, Lake Forest, and portions of Orange, Anaheim, and Irvine, which were split to achieve
population equality and to take into account an adjacent district drawn in consideration of
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. This district is characterized by common planned living
communities, common transportation corridors including toll roads, common interests over
former El Toro Marine Base, watershed, and the most rural areas of Orange County.

AD 69 includes the central portion of Orange County and includes portions of Santa Ana,
~ Anaheim, Garden Grove, and Orange which keeps a primarily Latino community whole. This
community shares similar socioeconomic characteristics including lower income, lower levels of
educational attainment, and lower levels of English proficiency. The district maintains a
majority-Latino population consistent with Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

AD 70 includes the Los Angeles County communities of the city of Long Beach, Signal
Hill, and the Los Angeles community of San Pedro. This district is characterized by the sea ports
of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Over 60% of all foreign goods shipped to the United State are
unloaded in these two ports. The large cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles weré necessarily
split to achieve population equality. The district includes Cal State-Long Beach, the Ken Malloy
Harbor Regional Park, Machado Lake, Los Angeles Harbor College, Tosco Oil Refinery, and the
southernmost portion of the Alameda corridor.

AD 71 consists of the eastern portion of San Diego County from the U.S.-Mexico border
to the southern portion of Riverside County, covering the cities and communities of east county,
along with the foothills and mountain regions that define the county border on the east. The
district is also characterized by agriculture, as well as open space, national and state parks, and
recreational activities.

AD 72 includes the western portion of Orange County. Cities in this district include Seal
- Beach, Los Alamitos, Fountain Valley, Westminster, and portions of Garden Grove, Huntington
Beach and Santa Ana to achieve population equality. This district is characterized by shared
school districts, social and economic interests of Little Saigon, and a common water district. The
Commission was able to respect the western Orange County boundary with Los Angeles in this
district. '
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AD 73 includes southern portions of Orange County. Cities in this district include Aliso
Viejo, Laguna Hills, Laguna Niguel, Mission Viejo, Rancho Santa Margarita, and the sister cities
of Dana Point, San Clemente, San Juan Capistrano. This district contains other recognized
communities including Coto De Caza, Las Flores and Ladera Ranch. This district is
characterized by geographic separation of the Santa Ana Mountains to the east and the beach
communities to the south. South Orange County cities share common socioeconomic interests,
regional land use planning, and water quality concerns. This district respects the Orange County
border with San Diego and the eastern Riverside County border.

AD 74 is a coastal Orange County district. Cities in this district include Costa Mesa,
Laguna Beach, Laguna Woods, Newport Beach, and portions of Huntington Beach and Irvine to
achieve population equality. Common interests in this district include common recreational and
environmental interests, transportation routes, and school districts.

AD 75 is in north central San Diego County and consists of rapidly growing established
communities along the I-15 Corridor, including the communities of Temecula and portions of
Murrieta in southern Riverside County. The district is geographically mixed with flatlands,
rolling hills, and small mountain ranges. The region is characterized by its agriculture, open
space, and mixed urban and rural communities, with a growing Latino-immigrant community.
The Commission received testimony from “inland” cities who share educational and public
safety services.

. AD 76 is in the north coastal region of San Diego County and includes Camp Pendleton
to the north. It also includes the San Onofre Nuclear Plant and established beach communities
along Highway 5, including the inland city of Vista. The district is characterized by its state-
managed coastal beaches, intense beach recreation, and sensitive environmental coastal estuaries.
It includes moderate- to high-income communities.

AD 77 is in central San Diego County and contains a large portion of the city of San
Diego, which is divided because of its size and to achieve population equality. San Pasqual
forms the northern corner of the district with Mission Trails Regional Park forming the southern
edge. The district is highly urbanized with regional parks and lakes, Miramar Marine Corps Air
Station, and Highways I-15, 52, and 56 that connect county-wide cities and communities. The
region shares an interest in summer wildfire prevention. The district is characterized by its
moderate- to high-income communities, with a diverse mix of ethnic communities, including a
significant number of Asian American and Pacific Islander communities.

AD 78 is in the southern coastal region of San Diego County from the city of Solana
Beach to the city of Imperial Beach and is a highly urbanized district that includes the central
hub of San Diego County’s commercial, business, industrial, naval and military operations, port
and airport operations, tourist attractions, recreational beaches, and Balboa Regional Park. The
district is characterized by its wide-range of income levels and diverse communities of interests.
The city of San Diego is split in this district to achieve population equality.

AD 79 is in the southern central portion of San Diego County from the neighborhood of

South Clairemont and Mission Trails Regional Park and Highway 8 on the north to nearly all of
the city of Chula Vista to the south. It is a highly urbanized district with established communities
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on the north and a rapidly growing city of Chula Vista to the south. The district is characterized
by its highly diverse ethnic communities, with low- to moderate-income levels. Although the
cities of Chula Vista, National City, and San Diego are split in this district to achieve population
equality and in consideration of an adjacent district drawn in consideration of Section 2 of the
Voting Rights Act, the Commission considered testimony in an effort to honor local
neighborhoods and communities to the extent possible.

AD 80 is in the most southern portion of San Diego County hugging the international
border with Mexico. It is a highly dense region with some of the oldest communities in the
central city of San Diego, including the neighborhoods of Sherman Heights, Logan Heights, and
Barrio Logan to the north to San Ysidro to the south. The district is characterized by its large,
concentrated Latino community and other immigrant ethnic groups located along Highway 5 and
Highway 805 and its intense international border-crossing activities and associated international
trade and commerce. The Commission received testimony from communities of Asian Pacific
Islander and African immigrants who share needs for social services, education, health services
and employment opportunities. The cities of Chula Vista, National City and San Diego are split
to achieve population equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

C. The Senate Districts »

Each of the 40 Senate districts has an ideal population of 931,349, and represents the
largest state legislative districts in the nation. In consideration of population equality, the
Commission chose to limit the population deviation to +/-1.0%. Per the California Constitution,
the Commission strived to nest two Assembly districts where practicable. However, higher-
ranking criteria made this difficult in practice. Compliance with the Voting Rights Act often
resulted in Assembly districts that could not be nested, and that in turn affected-adjacent districts,
creating ripple effects across the state. In addition, the Act’s fourth criterion, which required the
Commission to minimize the fragmentation of counties, cities, neighborhoods, and local |
communities of interest, resulted in many Senate districts that were “blended” or mostly nested,
as the Commission took advantage of opportunities to repair unavoidable splits that occurred in
the Assembly districts. A total of 11 counties and 20 cities with populations smaller than a
Senate district were split.

While the size of the Senate districts allowed the Commission to recognize broadly
shared interests, these interests did not always overlap exactly with the interests of smaller
communities recognized in the related Assembly districts. There are a number of cases where
there were a variety of different interests in the Senate districts, which contain close to a million
people. For example, there were several situations where more than two Assembly districts had
common interests or geographical characteristics that were common to a single Senate district. In
these cases, the Commission directed our line-drawing consultants to blend several Assembly
districts to better recognize geographical concerns and public testimony about communities of
interest. The highest positive deviation for a Senate district was 0.995% and the lowest negative
deviation was -0.991%, with an average deviation of 0.449%,

SD 1 is based on nesting AD 1 and AD 6 and includes the whole counties of Siskiyou,
"Shasta, Modoc, Lassen, Plumas, Sierra, Nevada, Alpine and the mountainous portions of Placer
- and El Dorado counties as well as a portion of Sacramento County, including Roseville, which
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was split and included to achieve population equality. It is connected in large part by Highway
395 north and south, and Highway 50 and Interstate 80 east and west. Its shared economic
interests include timber and recreation. This district blends other areas to keep the Lake Tahoe
basin and Truckee area whole while keeping Butte County intact in SD 4.

SD 2 is based on nesting AD 2 and AD 10 and includes the counties of the California
coast north of the Golden Gate Bridge. These include Del Norte, Humboldt, Mendocino, Sonoma
and Marin. Trinity and Lake Counties are also included. Sonoma County is split to achieve
population equality, with the county seat Santa Rosa remaining whole in this district with most
of its county. This district shares the Highway 101 transportation corridor. It also shares issues of
coastal environmental, economic and recreational interests, as well as interests around fishing,
timber and wine growing. '

SD 3 is based on nesting AD 4 and AD 11 and includes the counties of Yolo, Solano,
Napa, and portions of Sonoma County not included in SD 1. Yolo County is split with West
Sacramento included in SD 6 (Sacramento). The District also includes a portion of Contra Costa
County, including the cities of Martinez and Pleasant Hill, which were included to achieve
population equality and are connected through the Benicia-Martinez Bridge. This District is
united by the [-80 and I-5 transportation corridors. It includes shared interests concerning water
and Sacramento River Delta issues, the 1-80 corridor, and significant agricultural interests.

SD 4 is based on nesting AD 3 and AD 8 and includés the counties of Tehama, Butte,
Glenn, Colusa, Yuba, and Sutter. It also contains a portion of northeast Sacramento County,
including Roseville which was added to achieve population equality. The blending of Assembly
. districts in this Senate district allows the mostly agricultural and northern Central Valley
communities to be reunited in a district without crossing into the mountains to the east. This
district shares the 1-5 transportation corridor and reflects interests in a Central Valley district that
is primarily agricultural and rural. SD 4 also includes a Covered County (Yuba) and is in
compliance with the requirements of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.

SD 5 is based on nesting AD 12 and AD 13 and includes all of San Joaquin County and
portions of Stanislaus and Sacramento Counties. The split in Sacramento County is a result of the
southern city of Galt being included in this district, while the split in Stanislaus County reflects
most of the city of Modesto being added to achieve population equality, along with the whole
city of Riverbank and whole communities of Del Rio and Salida. The blending in this district
allows for the city of Lodi to be reunited with San Joaquin County along with its sister city of
Galt. Both of these cities share a common school district and other services between cities and
across counties. This district is, also a result of the partial-district nesting between the Section 5
Merced County AD 21 and the Monterey County AD 30 for Section 5 Senate districts to the
south. This district maintains the integrity of Valley floor communities and links Galt with Lodi,
and the remainder of Stanislaus County with southern San Joaquin County. '

SD 6 is based on nesting AD 7 and 8 and includes much of the County of Sacramento
including the cities of Sacramento and Elk Grove, and the Yolo County city of West Sacramento,
which lies directly across the Sacramento River from Sacramento. It includes the Sacramento
International Airport. This district blend allows for the reunification of the core of the city of
Sacramento and links it with communities to its south along the I-5 and Highway 99 corridors.
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Besides the shared economic interests based on the urban issues of Sacramento and state
government, it also keeps whole the Asian American and Pacific Islander communities located in
south Sacramento, Vineland and Elk Grove, which share social, cultural, and economic interests

- common to recent immigrant populations. Sacramento County is split as it exceeds the size of a
Senate district. -

SD 7 is based on nesting AD 14 and AD 16 and contains the majority of Contra Costa
County, including the Highway 4 and I-680 corridors. This district blend allows for the
reunification of communities along the Highway 4 corridor and joins them with the “LaMorinda”
(Lafayette, Moraga and Orinda), San Ramon Valley, and Tri-Valley communities. The northern
portion of the district joins many delta communities, while the central and southern portions link
" key Alameda & Contra Costa suburban communities with job centers. This district includes
many regional parks and wilderness areas, and respects the natural geography of the East Bay
Hills boundary.

SD 8 is based on nesting AD 23 and AD 5 to form a foothill district along the southern
portion of the San Joaquin Valley. The blend of Assembly districts in this area is a reflection of
the attempt to form a foothill district with the balance of the two Section 5 Senate districts to the
west of this district. This includes the whole counties of Amador, Calaveras, Inyo, Mono,
Mariposa, and Tuolumne, with portions of Fresno, Madera, Sacramento, Stanislaus, and Tulare
Counties. The city of Fresno in Fresno County and the city of Rancho Cordova in Sacramento
County are split to achieve population equality. This district maintains the integrity of a southern
foothill and mountain district to link the common interest issues of open space, water, the
distinctions between “hills” and the “flatlands”, and the less densely populated areas that share a
more rural and remote way of life. County splits are a result of (1) separating the Valley portion
of Madera County with the foothill area, and (2) including the San Joaquin Valley floor cities
and communities of Tulare and Visalia (Tulare County), Fresno and Clovis (Fresno County),
Turlock (Stanislaus County), and Rancho Cordova (Sacramento County) to achieve population
equality.

SD 9 is based on an almost perfect nesting of AD 15 and AD 18 and unites cities in
Contra Costa and Alameda counties along the 880 corridor, a major urban thoroughfare for
commuter traffic and for commercial freight through the Port of Oakland and Oakland
International Airport. Anchor communities include Richmond, Berkeley, Oakland, and San
Leandro. By nesting, this district reunites Oakland, connects regional park interests, and respects
the Bay Bridge boundary and that of the East Bay Hills.

SD 10 is based on nesting AD 20 and AD 25 and includes most of the “Eden” area in
Alameda County, as well as Castro Valley and smaller unincorporated communities immediately
adjacent. It also contains Hayward, and unites the Tri-Cities of Union City, Newark, and
Fremont, which are kept whole. This district includes a portion of northern Santa Clara County,
namely Santa Clara, Milpitas, and parts of San Jose, including the San Jose International Airport
to achieve population equality. The Berryessa neighborhood of San Jose is whole within this
district.

SD 11 is based on nesting AD 17 and 19 and includes all of the city and county of San
Francisco, Broadmoor, Colma, Daly City, as well as part of South San Francisco, keeping a
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largely suburban Filipino-American community whole in these cities that shares cultural
traditions and community centers, as well as similar socioeconomic characteristics with other
Asian Americans in western San Francisco, such as higher rates of home ownership and limited
English proficiency.

SD 12 is based on nesting AD 21 and AD 30 and includes the whole counties of Merced
and San Benito, parts of the counties of Fresno, Madera, Monterey, and Stanislaus, and a portion
of the city of Modesto in Stanislaus County to comply with Voting Rights Act Section 5
requirements for Merced and Monterey Counties. Although this is the one district that crosses
the coastal mountain range between the San Joaquin Valley and the west, this district is able to
maintain a predominately agricultural base on both sides of the mountains, thus linking the two
areas together in a common interest. Nesting Assembly districts within the San Joaquin Valley
was not possible because Merced and Monterey Counties were combined to meet the
requirements of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act. Many of the cities in this district run along
the main transportation routes of I-5 and Highway 99.

SD 13 is based on an almost complete nesting of AD 22 and AD 24 and consists of the
remainder of San Mateo County south of SD 11 and northern Santa Clara County, including the
sister cities of Mountain View and Sunnyvale. This district keeps the San Mateo coastline from
Pacifica to the Ano Nuevo State Reserve and peninsula cities from South San Francisco to
Sunnyvale together. South San Francisco is the only city split to achieve population equality.

SD 14 is based on nesting AD 31 and AD 32 and includes all of Kings County and parts
of Fresno, Kern, and Tulare Counties, as well as portions of the cities of Bakersfield and Fresno
to satisfy the Voting Rights Act Section 5 requirements for Kings County. Along I-5 and
Highway 99, this district contains the cities of Porterville, Hanford, Delano, Wasco, Corcoran,
Lemoore, Sanger, Reedley, Selma, and Dinuba. Because of the need to comply with the
requirements of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act for Kings County and the adjacent Section 5
Merced County Senate district to the north, this district was not able to be fully nested.

SD 15 is based on nesting AD 27 and AD 28 and contains a major portion of Santa Clara
County, and includes the cities of Campbell, Cupertino, Los Gatos, Saratoga, and most of the
city of San Jose, which was divided to satisfy population equality requirements. The district
includes the downtown area of San Jose, multiple neighborhoods and local communities of
interest, such as the Alum Rock and Evergreen neighborhoods, as well as smaller cities and
unincorporated areas of Santa Clara County. The southern area of the district contains several
county parks and open space preserves. Shared interests within the district revolve around
common demographic characteristics based on income and housing, as well as reliance on
technology-based economies. This district reunites the majority of San Jose with its downtown
area.

SD 16 is based on nesting AD 26 and AD 34 and includes portions of Kern, Tulare, and
San Bernardino Counties with the only city split being that of Bakersfield. Additional cities in
this district include Visalia, Tulare, Taft, Exeter, Ridgecrest, Needles, Barstow and Twentynine
Palms. Although this district covers a large geographic area, the vast majority of cities share a
commonality of having small populations in more remote areas. Because of two adjacent Section
5 districts to the north and because of the need to nest across the coastal range for SD 12, an odd
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number of Assembly districts in the San Joaquin Valley required an extension into San
Bernardino County to achieve population equality, and this district was not able to be fully
nested. The resulting Senate district links the Southern Central Valley with communities to the
south, across the mountain ranges.

SD 17 is based on nesting AD 29 and AD 35 and contains Santa Cruz and San Luis
Obispo Counties in their entirety, as well as portions of Monterey and Santa Clara Counties. The
cities include Santa Cruz, Watsonville, Gilroy, San Luis Obispo, Morgan Hill, Seaside, Paso
Robles, Atascadero, Monterey, and several more smaller cities. A small portion of San Jose was
included in this district to achieve population equality. The district is one of two Senate districts
containing part of Monterey County and was drawn in part to comply with Voting Rights Act
Section 5 requirements. The district links the western portion of Monterey County with areas to
the south in a primarily coastal district. Strongly shared interests within the district include
regional agricultural economies, coastal and open space preservation, and environmental
protection. The Monterey Bay coastline is fully contained within the district. Additionally the
southern portion of the district includes a major portion of the Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary, which extends to Cambria in San Luis Obispo County. Similar to the adjacent Section
5 district, it was not able to be fully nested due to the need to meet the Voting Rights Act
requirements.

SD 18 is based on nesting AD 39 and AD 46 and includes the city of San Fernando and
the northeast portion of the San Fernando Valley within the city of Los Angeles. This district
reunites Los Angeles neighborhoods such as Northridge and Granada Hills into an Eastern San
Fernando Valley district. Communities include Van Nuys, Granada Hills, Sylmar, Arleta,
Pacoima, North Hills, Northridge, Panorama City, Lakeview Terrace, Sherman Oaks, Valley
Glen, Valley Village, Studio Village, Sun Valley, Toluca Lake, North Hollywood, and Universal
City. Major transportation cotridors include the Ventura Freeway (S-101), Hollywood Freeway
(8-170), San Diego Freeway (I-405), Golden Gate Freeway (I-5) and Foothill Freeway (1-210),
as well as Ventura Boulevard, the main east-west commercial strip. Resources include the
Hansen Dam Flood Control Basin, Whiteman Airport, Van Nuys Airport, and the Los Angeles
Valley College. The southern boundary aligns closely with the Mulholland Scenic Corridor.

SD 19 is based on nesting AD 37 and AD 44 and incorporates Santa Barbara County and
a portion of Ventura County. It extends from Santa Maria in the northwest along the 101 corridor
and captures Buellton, Solvang, Goleta, Santa Barbara, San Buenaventura, the Santa Clara
Valley (Santa Paula, Fillmore, Piru) and Oxnard, Port Hueneme and Camarillo on the
southeastern border. It maintains the US-101 transportation corridor throughout the district, as
well as the agricultural nexus between the Santa Clara Valley, Oxnard plains, and the Santa
Maria area. Due to the resultant odd number of Assembly districts from SD 12, this district’s
blend reunites the western portion of Ventura County with much of the rest of the county below
the Conejo Grade.

SD 20 is the perfect nesting of two Section 2 Assembly districts, AD 47 and AD 52, and
consists of the cities of Colton, Fontana, Grand Terrace, Rialto, a portion of San Bernardino and
unincorporated areas such as Muscoy and Bloomington in San Bernardino County and Pomona
Valley, which includes the city of Pomona in Los Angeles County which is geographically
separated from the rest of the county at Kellogg Hill. The city of San Bernardino is the only city
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split, which was done to achieve population equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the
Voting Rights Act.

SD 21 is based on nesting AD 33 and AD 36 and includes the Antelope Valley and part
of the high desert in northern Los Angeles County, extending eastward into San Bernardino
County to include the Apple Valley. Major cities in the region include Lancaster, Palmdale,
Victorville, Hesperia, and the northeast region of the city of Santa Clarita, which was split to
achieve population equality in the region. Other significant population centers include Canyon
Country, Saugus, Quartz Hill, Acton, Little Rock, Baker, Lake Los Angeles, Adelanto, and
Mountain View Acres. The region is tied by transportation links north-south by the Antelope
Valley Freeway (Hwy. 14), as well as east-west by the Pear Blossom Highway (Hwy. 138).
Significant open space areas include the Castaic Lake State Recreation area, Pyramid Lake,
Antelope Valley Poppy Reserve, Ritter Ranch Park, Big Rock Wash Wildlife Sanctuary, Alpine
Butte, Saddleback Butte State Park, El Mirage Off-Vehicle Recreation area, and portions of the
Angeles National Forest. This district reunites the majority of the Santa Clarita Valley with that
of the Lancaster Valley and Victor Valley communities, forming a largely transitional and high
desert Senate district.

SD 22 is based on nesting AD 48 and AD 49 and contains the Los Angeles County cities
of Arcadia, San Gabriel, Temple City, Alhambra, Rosemead, Monterey Park, El Monte, and
South El Monte, Covina, West Covina, and La Puente. These cities have common economic
status with a range from working class to higher income in each city, and comparable housing
stock. This district nests communities along the 10 Freeway and reunites El Monte and South El
Monte, which were split to draw AD 49 to keep local communities of interest together and in
consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. The cities of Industry and West Covina are
split in this district to achieve population equality.

SD 23 is based on nesting AD 40 and AD 42 and consists of portions of San Bernardino
and Riverside counties, and a small portion of Los Angeles County to keep the border
community of Wrightwood intact. The district also includes Rancho Cucamonga, Phelan, the Big
Bear mountain communities, most of the San Bernardino Valley in San Bernardino County, with
the Beaumont/Banning area to Cabazon, south to the San Jacinto Valley, plus the whole of
Murrieta in Riverside County to achieve population equality. The shape of this district was
largely determined by the adjacent district drawn in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act, which shares part of the city of San Bernardino. Due to the high desert SD 21 to the
north, this district was not able to be fully nested. The blend in this district maintains the
contiguity of the eastern San Bernardino National Forest and its communities to the south tied by
Interstate 10 and Interstate 215.

SD 24 is based on nesting AD 51 and AD 53 and includes the Los Angeles
neighborhoods of Silver Lake, Glassell Park, Echo Park and then moving south and east, Thai
Town, Koreatown and Pico Union. Chinatown is kept whole as is Boyle Heights and East Los
Angeles at its southern boundary. Like parts of the Assembly district that were blended into this
district, SD 24 has concentrations of new immigrants in the Pico Union and Koreatown portions
of the district.
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SD 25 is based on nesting AD 41 and AD 43 and connects the Los Angeles County
foothills from La Crescenta on the west to San Antonio Heights on the east with the Angeles
National Forest. The 1-210 corridor connects these cities for commerce and entertainment. It
includes the whole citics and communities of Glendale, Altadena, South Pasadena, Sierra Madre,
Monrovia, Duarte, Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Claremont, Upland and most of Burbank to
achieve population equality. The district includes the Bob Hope Airport and the communities of
interest surrounding and using Griffith Park. This district links Pasadena to communities such as
Burbank, La Canada-Flintridge, and La Crescenta-Montrose, and keeps the foothill city of
Glendora intact. The district also maintains the close relationship of Pasadena and Altadena,
including their school district, as well as the relation of adjacent cities to Pasadena as a hub for
entertainment, business, and professional services.

SD 26 is based on nesting AD 50 and AD 66 and consists of Los Angeles County coastal
communities from Santa Monica to the South Bay Peninsula of Rancho Palos Verdes, and
includes portions of West LA. This district includes the whole cities and communities of Santa
Monica, Beverly Hills, West Hollywood, Century City, El Segundo, Torrance, Hermosa Beach,
Lomita, Manhattan Beach, Marina Del Rey, Palos Verdes Estates, Palos Verdes Peninsula,
Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates; and the Los Angeles
. communities of Miracle Mile, Hancock Park, Mid-Wilshire, Hollywood, Hollywood Hills, and
West Los Angeles. This district is characterized by having a relatively affluent socioeconomic
urbanized area, as well as vast open space regions and some of the major beaches of Southern
California. It includes the LAX Airport, Bellona Creek Wetlands, and a grouping of beach cities
with inland affluent adjacent communities. The cities of Torrance and Los Angeles were split to
maintain a primarily coastal district and to achieve population equality.

SD 27 is based on nesting AD 38 and AD 45 and incorporates and maintains the eastern
portion of Ventura County, which includes the cities of Simi Valley, Moorpark, Thousand Oaks,
Agoura Hills, and Westlake Village. It also includes the coastal area extending from Leo Carrillo
State Beach to Malibu and on to Topanga Canyon. Additionally, it captures the communities of
Calabasas, West Hills and a portion of Santa Clarita in Los Angeles County. It maintains the
coastal mountain range and watershed. This district reunites the cities in Eastern Ventura County
above the Conejo Grade and combines them with communities in the greater Santa Monica
Mountain area and the western San Fernando Valley along the Highway 101 and 118 corridors.
The cities of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles were split to achieve population equality.

SD 28 is based on nesting AD 56 and AD 67 and consists of the entire eastern portion of
Riverside County and portions of west Riverside County along the southern border. This district
includes the cities of Temecula, Rancho Mirage, Palm Springs, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, La
Quinta, Indio, Indian Wells, Desert Hot Springs, Coachella, Cathedral City, Canyon Lake, and
Blythe. This district was blended to keep Coachella Valley whole and respect the nesting of other
Assembly districts in Riverside County.

SD 29 is based on nesting AD 55 and AD 65 and includes the northern portion of Orange
County, eastern Los Angeles County, and southern San Bernardino County, including much of
the Four Corners area that shares economic interests and transportation concerns around the
Pomona Freeway. This district includes the whole cities and communities of Brea, Chino Hills,
Cypress, Diamond Bar, Fullerton, La Habra, Placentia, Yorba Linda, Rowland Heights, Stanton,
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and Walnut, as well as portions of the cities of Industry, West Covina, Buena Park and Anaheim -
to achieve population equality. Many of the northern Orange County cities share services and are
tied to its other county neighbors by Chino Hill State Park. This district is characterized by
common social and economic interests of Asian Pacific Islander communities of Diamond Bar,
Chino Hills, and Walnut where each share common areas of worship, and entertainment centers.
The Four Comers area shares a transportation policy committee, and a common wildlife
conservation association.

SD 30 is based on nesting AD 54 and AD 59 and includes the Los Angeles County cities
and communities of Culver City, Century City, Ladera Heights, Baldwin Hills, Blair Hills, Mar
Vista, Palms, Mid City, Crenshaw, Lafayette Park, View Park-Windsor Hills, Leimert Park,
Westmont, South Park, Exposition Park, a portion of Hancock Park, downtown Los Angeles, and
South Central Los Angeles. This district is characterized by a very high residential density, the
campus of the University of Southern California, many historic African American
neighborhoods, and relatively high ethnic diversity and socioeconomic variation. The cities of
Inglewood and Los Angeles were split to achieve population equality. This district was blended
to allow for a coastal Senate district to the west and was influenced by several majority-minority
districts drawn to the east. The district also includes the Exposition light rail transit line.

SD 31 is the perfect nesting of AD 60 and AD 61 and keeps the city of Riverside intact
with the communities of Corona, Moreno Valley, Norco, Eastvale, Jurupa Valley, Riverside, and
Perris. This district maintains the community of interest around the March Air Reserve Base as
well as the shared animal-keeping interests in Norco and Corona. This district recognizes the
geographic separation of Moreno Valley at the Beaumont Pass. This district is characterized by
common interests of a joint powers agreement over March Air Reserve Base, common
transportation corridors, and multiple community colleges have their extensions in the district.
Corona and Norco share a common school district. Eastvale and Norco share common watershed
interests in the Santa Ana River and common fire and public safety issues.

SD 32 is based on nesting AD 57 and AD 58 and includes the Los Angeles County cities
and communities of Pico Rivera, Downey, Norwalk, Santa Fe Springs, La Habra Heights, Bell
Flower, Montebello, West Whittier, South Whittier, Whittier, La Mirada, and Hawaiian Gardens,
as well as the Orange County city of Buena Park, which is included for population equality. The
district reflects shared economic interests, school districts, and public safety issues. The district
also contains a strong community of interest that includes Cerritos, Artesia, and a portion of
Buena Park, and has a large Asian, Indian, and Pacific Islander community that shares common
linguistic, cultural and economic interests. In this district, the city of Lakewood is split to achieve
population equality. '

SD 33 is based on nesting AD 63 and AD 70 and includes the Los Angeles County cities
and communities of Commerce, Cudahy, Bell, Bell Garden, Lynwood, Maywoeod, Signal Hill,
Paramount, South Gate, Vernon, Walnut Park, Huntington Park, and most of Long Beach with
portions of the cities of Lakewood and Los Angeles to achieve population equality. To the north
this district includes part of the group of Southeast cities of Los Angeles County: Vernon,
Huntington Park, Bell, South Gate, Cudahy, Lynwood, and Paramount. These Southeast cities
are grouped together because of their socioeconomic commonalities and because many
unincorporated areas share similar civic and economic issues. Many of the residents in this
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region are first-generation immigrants with similar linguistic and educational characteristics.
This district is characterized by high residential density and many historic neighborhoods, heavy
industry, and common environmental problems linked to transportation corridors. The majority
of Long Beach is kept with its port, Long Beach City College, and downtown Long Beach.

SD 34 is based on nesting AD 69 and AD 72 and includes western Orange County and a
portion of eastern Los Angeles County. Cities in this district include Seal Beach, Los Alamitos,
Fountain Valley, Westminster, Garden Grove, Santa Ana, and portions of the cities of Anaheim,
Huntington Beach, Orange and Long Beach to achieve population equality. This district also
includes other distinct communities of Rossmoor, Sunset Beach and Midway City. This district
includes several different communities, pairing a primarily north coastal Orange County area
with Little Saigon and most of the community in Santa Ana and central Anaheim that share
similar socioeconomic characteristics.

SD 35 is based on nesting AD 62 and AD 64 and includes the Los Angeles County
communities of Carson, Compton, West Compton, Gardena, Harbor City, Hawthorne,
Inglewood, Lawndale, Lennox, West Carson, Watts, Willowbrook, and Wilmington. This district
is characterized by a very high residential density, the Port of Los Angeles and the 110 Freeway
which runs north-south through the entire district. Traffic and pollution concerns related to the
Port are significant interests within the district. San Pedro and Harbor City are with the Port. The
cities of Inglewood, Long Beach, Los Angeles and Torrance were split to achieve population
equality.

SD 36 is based on an almost complete nesting of AD 73 and AD 76 and consists of the
southern coastal region of Orange County from Laguna Niguel to the established coastal beach
communities along San Diego County’s Interstate 5, including Camp Pendleton and San Onofre
Nuclear Plant. Cities in this district include Rancho Santa Margarita, Mission Viejo, Laguna
Hills, Laguna Niguel, Aliso Viejo, Dana Point, San Juan Capistrano, San Clemente, Oceanside,
Vista, Carlsbad, and Encinitas. The district is characterized by its state-managed coastal beaches,
intense beach recreation, and sensitive environmental coastal estuaries. It includes similar
socioeconomic communities. ’

SD 37 is based on an almost complete nesting of AD 68 and AD 74 and includes the
central and southern portions of Orange County. This district unites Irvine and links it with cities
and communities with similar socioeconomic characteristics, including Villa Park, Tustin, North
Tustin, Lake Forest, Laguna Woods, Laguna Beach, Newport Beach, Costa Mesa, and portions
of the cities of Orange, Anaheim and Huntington Beach, which are divided to achieve population
equality. This district is characterized by common planned-living communities, common
transportation corridors including toll roads, common interests over the former El Toro Marine
Base, and watersheds to the east. This district further respects the shared interests of the coastal
cities.

SD 38 is based on nesting AD 71 and AD 75 and consists of the northeastern portion of
San Diego County. It includes agriculture lands, and open space national and state park
recreational activities. This district was drawn to create a central-eastern San Diego County
district that separates San Diego County from Riverside County, the coast from inland areas, and
mountainous areas from the border district. It includes cities and eommunities along the
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urbanized Highway I-15 corridor to the less urbanized and rural communities along the foothills
and mountain ranges to the east. The district is characterized by low-, moderate-, and high-
income levels. The city of San Diego is divided because it exceeds the size of a Senate district.

. SD 39 is based on nesting AD 77 and AD 78 and consists of nearly the entire city of San
Diego, including the coastal areas of Del Mar to Coronado, as well as the core of San Diego. The
district is highly urbanized, with regional parks, lakes, and open space preserves, and contains
the central economic hub of San Diego County. The district is characterized by its government
center, commercial, business, high-tech research industries, three major universities, naval and
military operations, port and airport operations, tourist attractions, recreational beaches, and
environmentally sensitive coastal areas. It includes a highly diverse region of ethnic enclaves, a
large LGBT community, and a wide range of income levels.

SD 40 is based on nesting AD 79 and AD 80 and consists of a two-county district
stretching from all of Imperial County to lower San Diego County, along its shared international
border with Mexico. Its geography ranges from the far desert regions on the east, including the
Salton Sea basin, to the federally protected San Diego/Tijuana estuary on the Pacific Ocean. It
ranges from the sparsely populated region of Imperial County to the highly urbanized
communities in San Diego and connects educational, health, and social services delivery systems
to low-income communities along the southern edge of the district. The district is characterized
by its large concentration.of Latino border communities and its intense international border
crossing activities and associated international trade and commerce. The district also shares
interests in meeting the environmental needs of the Salton Sea and addressmg agricultural water
issues within the district.

D. The Board of Equalization Districts

The four Board of Equalization (“BOE”) districts have an ideal population of
9,313,489—a population larger than 42 of the other states in the union. In consideration of
population equality, the Commission chose to limit the population deviation to +/-1.0%. The
function of the BOE is to collect sales and use taxes and other fees that provide fiunding for
counties, cities, and special districts. Given this, the Commission recognized that the relevant
shared interests included business and economic interests; however, staff representatives from
the BOE testified that field operations are independent of the electoral districts, and that any
taxpayer can go to any field office for help. In addition, tax revenues are distributed to counties
independent of electoral districts.

The Commission’s BOE districts reflect a balancing of multiple requirements and
interests, including compliance with Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act and maintaining, to the
extent practicable, county, city, neighborhood, and community of interest boundaries. Given the
large district size and population deviation criteria the Commission applied for legislative
districts, the Commission was able to keep 57 of California’s 58 counties whole, and Los
Angeles County was necessarily divided because its population exceeds the size of a BOE
district. We also kept 478 of California’s 480 cities whole in addition to mostly nesting ten
Senate districts. The highest positive deviation was 0.812% and the lowest negative deviation
was -1.000%, with an average deviation of 0.630%,
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BOE 1 is based on nesting SD 1, SD 4, SD 5, SD 6, SD 8, SD 12, SD 14, SD 16, SD 18,
and SD 21 and consists of 28 whole inland counties from the Oregon border south, including
Yuba, Merced, and Kings Counties. It also includes portions of Los Angeles County, including
the Antelope, Santa Clarita, and East San Fernando Valleys, and most of San Bernardino County,
including Victor and Pomona Valleys, Big Bear Mountain and, other sparsely populated areas
that are included to achieve population equality. Yuba, Merced, and Kings Counties are subject
to the requirements of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, and the district fully complies with
Section 5.

BOE 2 is based on nesting SD 2, SD 3,SD 7, SD 9, SD 10, SD 11, SD 13, SD 15, SD 17,
and SD 19, and is a coastal district composed of 23 whole counties from Del Norte to Santa
Barbara, including Monterey County. Monterey County is subject to the preclearance
requirements of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, and the district fully complies with
Section 5.

BOE 3 is based on nesting SD 19, SD 22, SD 24, SD 25, SD 26, SD 27, SD 30, SD 32,
SD 33, and SD 35 and consists of all of Ventura County, most of Los Angeles County, and
Chino Hills from San Bernardino County. The Commission was unable to include all of Los
Angeles County in this district, because the County’s population exceeds the ideal population for
a BOE district.

BOE 4 is based on nesting SD 23, SD 28, SD 29, SD 31, SD 34, SD 36, SD 37, SD 38,
SD 39, and SD 40, and is a Southern California district composed of Imperial, Orange,
Riverside, and San Diego counties and portions of San Bernardino County, including Fontana,
Rialto, Colton, Grand Terrace, Bloomington, the San Bernardino Valley, and Morongo Valley to
Twentynine Palms areas. San Bernardino County is divided in order to satisfy populatlon
equality requirements.

E. The Congressional Districts

The 53 congressional districts apportioned to the State of California have an ideal
population of 702,905, and the Commission adhered to federal constitutional mandates by
requiring a district population deviation of no more than +/- one person. This year marked the
first time in California’s history that the state has not been apportioned additional seats due to
population growth. These districts also posed some of the Commission’s biggest challenges, and,
because of strict population equality requirements, resulted in many more splits of counties,
cities, neighborhoods, and communities of interests than the other districts. A total of 11 counties
and 4] cities smaller than a congressional district were split. Because these districts elect
members of the U.S. House of Representatives, the Commission considered federal legislative
concerns as part of the lens for defining relevant shared interests, including issues that are subject
to federal regulation, such as environmental protection, air quality management, and
immigration. The Commission also considered issues subject to federal funding, including
education, transportation, and health care. The highest positive deviation was +1 person and the
lowest negative deviation was -1 person with an average deviation of 0.000%.

CD 1 is a largely rural mountain district consisting of the whole counties of Siskiyou,
Modoc, Shasta, Lassen, Tehama, Plumas, Butte, Sierra, and Nevada. It also includes a portion of
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Glenn County, which was split to achieve population equality. This district reflects a community
of interest featuring a rural mountain lifestyle, as well as watershed, timber and recreational
economic similarities. It is united by transportation corridors along I-5 and Highway 395.

CD 2 is formed by uniting the northern California coastal counties of Del Norte,
Humboldt, Mendocino and Marin, as well as portions of Sonoma County, which is split to
achieve population equality. It also includes Trinity County, which shares timber and

“recreational and watershed interests with the coastal counties. The coastal counties share
economic communities of interests including fishing, environmental concerns, timber and
recreational opportunities. They are also unified by the Highway 101 corridor.

CD 3 includes the whole counties of Sutter, Yuba and Colusa, and large parts of Yolo
(less West Sacramento), Solano, and Lake Counties. Its primary economic community of interest
is agriculture. Economically, it is also united by development along the I-80 corridor to the
southwest and the transportation corridor along I-5 to the north. Significant communities of
interest concerning the provision of public services exist between a number of cities within the
district. CD 3 also includes the Section 5 County of Yuba and complies with Section 5 of the
Voting Rights Act.

CD 4 includes the whole counties of Placer, Alpine, Nevada, Amador, Calaveras,
Mariposa, and Tuolumne. It also includes the foothill portions of El Dorado, Madera, and Fresno
counties. A small piece of Nevada County is included to keep the town of Truckee whole. This
district also includes the greater area around Lake Tahoe, which was especially important in the
congressional district in dealing with federal environmental issues affecting the lake. The
primary communities of interest revolve around the foothill nature of the district, along with
weather, fire, economic, environmental, and mountain recreation issues. Most of the district also
shares the State Route 49 transportation corridor.

CD 5 consists of Napa County and parts of Lake, Solano, Sonoma, and Contra Costa
counties. It reflects significant public testimony about uniting to the extent practicable the wine
growing regions of Lake, Napa and Sonoma counties, including warehousing and distribution.
The southern Solano County cities of Vallejo and Benicia were included to keep them associated
with those communities of the Bay Area with which they have similar economic and social
concerns rather than the agricultural focus of the more inland parts of Solano County. The Contra
Costa County cities of Hercules, Pinole and a majority of Martinez, which are connected via the
Carquinez and Benicia-Martinez bridges, were also included to achieve population equality.

CD 6 includes the entire city of Sacramento, as well as the Yolo County city of West
Sacramento, and parts of Sacramento County located along the I-80 corridor to the northeast.
West Sacramento is an integral part of the Sacramento Region, as home to the Port of
Sacramento and much of the Sacramento workforce, connected to Sacramento by three bridges
and waterfront development on opposite sides of the Sacramento River. This district includes an
Asian American and Pacific Islander community in south Sacramento with shared economic and
social ties based on income status, housing, language, and immigration status. The Sacramento
International Airport is also in this district.
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CD 7 includes most of the remainder of Sacramento County not included in CD 6. This
district is unified by its economic association with the city of Sacramento for jobs, as well as
shopping. Galt and the rural southwest portions of Sacramento are split to achieve population
equality and because of their connections with San Joaquin County.

CD 8 includes the counties of Mono and Inyo, and most of San Bernardino County,
including the cities of Adelanto, Apple Valley, Barstow, Hesperia, Big Bear City, Highland,
Needles, Twentynine Palms and unincorporated areas of Crestline, Lake Arrowhead, Running
Springs, Yucaipa, and Yucca Valley. A lower desert area is combined with a higher desert area
into Inyo. The district contains two national parks, Death Valley National Park and Mojave
National Preserve. '

CD 9 includes most of San Joaquin County and portions of Sacramento and Contra Costa

Counties. The city of Antioch in Contra Costa County is split in this district to achieve

" population equality. This district contains the San Joaquin County cities of Lathrop, Stockton,
Lodi, and unincorporated areas in the east and west of the County. The city of Galt in southern
Sacramento County is also included due to its ties to Lodi in San Joaquin County. The eastern
Contra Costa communities of Antioch, Oakley, Brentwood, and Discovery Bay are also a part of
this district to achieve population equality and to link the delta communities between Contra
Costa and San Joaquin County. This district maintains a large portion of the San Joaquin Valley
agricultural area, linked with industries associated with water transportation along the deltas
from San Joaquin County through the eastern Contra Costa communities along State Route 4.

CD 10 includes all of Stanislaus County and a portion of San Joaquin County. The cities
in San Joaquin County included in this district are Tracy, Manteca and Ripon. This district
connects the Valley communities of southern San Joaquin County with the entirety of Stanislaus
County with no city splits. This district shares both agricultural roots, including the northern
most counties in the San Joaquin Valley, as well as more recent trends in commuting activities to
the East Bay from the district’s larger cities (Tracy, Manteca and Modesto). Additional cities in
this district include Ripon, Escalon, Oakdale, Patterson, and Hughson.

CD 11 includes most of Contra Costa County, including the “Lamorinda” (Lafayette,
Moraga, and Orinda) area, Richmond and surrounding environs, Walnut Creek and comparable
suburban communities. This district connects local communities with regional park, wilderness,
and state park interests, along with some coastline and delta.

CD 12 includes most of the city and county of San Francisco, except the southwest
corner, south of the Sunset neighborhood. This district includes the core LGBT community, as
well as several lower-income, immigrant and working-class neighborhoods, such as Chinatown,
Excelsior, Visitacion Valley, and Bayview-Hunters Point.

CD 13 includes coastal urban East Bay communities, respecting the Bay Bridge and
natural geographic boundary of the East Bay hills. Berkeley, Oakland, Alameda, and San
Leandro are included in this district whole along with the Port of Qakland and Oakland
International Airportas major commuter, commercial, and environmental traffic corridors. This
district connects urban communities with regional park interests, along with maintaining
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connections among low-income communities of color (including immigrant communities) with
key service-provider networks and cultural resources in the East Bay flatlands.

CD 14 consists of the southwest corner of the city and county of San Francisco, the
Farallon Islands, and most of San Mateo County. Menlo Park and Redwood City are also split to
achieve population equality, but the lower socioeconomic city of East Palo Alto is kept whole
with most of Redwood City, which shares similar demographics.

CD 15 includes much of southern Alameda County starting with the “Eden” area of
Castro Valley and the surrounding unincorporated communities. The district unites Hayward,
Union City, and part of Fremont, along with the Tri-Valley areas of Dublin, Pleasanton &
Livermore. This area is rich in regional parks and wilderness areas and extends to the southern
and eastern county lines. :

CD 16 includes all of Merced County and portions of Madera and Fresno counties. The
city of Fresno is split in this district to achieve population equality and in light of the Section 5
benchmark for Merced County. The western valley portion of Madera County is included in this
district, as well as many of the Highway 99 communities from Merced County into the city of
Fresno, such as Livingston, Atwater, Chowchilla, and the city of Madera. Communities in this
district share the common links of agriculture, water, and air issues, along with the serving as the
main transportation routes connecting northern and southern California. This district complies
with Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.

CD 17 contains significant portions of Alameda County and Santa Clara County.
Included in the district are the Alameda County city of Newark and the Santa Clara County cities
of Cupertino, Milpitas, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. The district also contains portions of the
cities of Fremont and San Jose, which are divided to satisfy population equality requirements.
The district contains cities and local communities of interest marked by several shared interests,
including employment and business based on high technology economies and demographic
characteristics linked by income level, housing, and immigration status.

CD 18 contains portions of San Mateo County, Santa Clara County, and Santa Cruz
County. Cities and towns such as Campbell, Los Gatos, Mountain View, Palo Alto, and Saratoga
are maintained whole within the district; portions of the cities of Menlo Park, Redwood City, and
San Jose are also within the district and divided to achieve population equality requirements. The
district also contains an unpopulated area of the city of Santa Cruz. Areas within the district
share common social and economic characteristics based on income level and reliance on high
technology economies, as well as interests in open space and environmental concerns,

CD 19 contains part of Santa Clara County and includes Morgan Hill and San Martin, as
well as major portions of San Jose and Gilroy, which are divided to satisfy population equality
requirements and in light of the preclearance requirements of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act
in the adjacent district of CD 20. Shared interests within the district include commonalities based
on housing and income, as well as close ties to local technology-based economies. CD 19
contains the downtown area of the city of San Jose and maintains major neighborhoods and local
communities of interest such as the Alum Rock and Evergreen neighborhoods within the city.
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The eastern and southern portions of the district also contain significant open-space areas and
both state and county parks.

CD 20 contains Monterey County and San Benito County, as well as portions of Santa
Cruz County and Santa Clara County. The cities include Salinas, Santa Cruz, Watsonville,
Hollister Seaside, Monterey, Soledad, and several smaller cities. A small portion of the city of
Gilroy was included in this district to achieve population equality and meet requirements under
Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act. The city of Santa Cruz is maintained whole, except for an
unpopulated area that is contained in CD 18. The district is marked by several shared interests,
including reliance on agriculture-based economies, interests in open space and coastal
preservation, and regional environmental concerns. The Monterey Bay coastline (part of the
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary) is fully contained within the district.

CD 21 includes all of Kings County and portions of Kern, Tulare, and Fresno Counties.
The city of Bakersfield is split to achieve population equity and to meet Section 5 requirements
for Kings County. Cities along I-5 from Fresno County through Kern County are maintained
along with many communities east of Highway 99. Communities in this district share the
common links of agriculture, water and air issues along with containing a large portion of the
main transportation routes connecting northern and southern California. Kings County is subject
to the preclearance requirements of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, and the district fully
complies with Section 5.

CD 22 includes portions of Fresno and Tulare Counties. The only city split is that of
Fresno to achieve population equity. This district links the city of Fresno’s split with other
communities just east of the Highway 99 corridor including Clovis, Dinuba, Visalia, and the city
of Tulare. This district borders two Section 5 county districts (Merced and Kings) while
maintaining the local communities of interest along the Valley floor and respecting the
distinctions between the foothill communities to the east.

CD 23 includes portions of Kern, Tulare, and Los Angeles Counties. This district
connects the remaining southern section of the San Joaquin Valley around the Section 5 district
to the north, including the western portions of Kern County (the cities of Taft and Maricopa), the
city split in Bakersfield, the southern section of the foothill/ Sierras (including the Sequoia =
National Forest and communities such as California City, Three Rivers, Lake Isabella, and
Ridgecrest), and a small section of northern Los Angeles County to achieve population equity.
This district also includes the military installations of the China Lake Naval Air Base and
Edwards Air Force Base, which was important in the congressional district to those in these
communities. :

CD 24 includes all of San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara counties plus a portion of
Ventura County. It includes the cities of Paso Robles, Atascadero, San Luis Obispo, Santa Maria,
Lompoc, Goleta, Santa Barbara, and a small portion of the city of San Buenaventura, capturing
the Marina area along the coast. It maintains coastal communities of interest, especially along
Highway 1 and Highway 101, as well as the recreational and wilderness areas of the Los Padres
National Forest, which is part of the coastal mountain range. The city of San Buenaventura
(Ventura) is split to achieve population equality.
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CD 25 includes the Santa Clarita Valley, Palmdale, the eastern section of the city of
Lancaster, and portions of the high desert in Los Angeles County. Prominent communities
include the city of Santa Clarita, Stevenson Ranch, Saugus, Quartz Hill, Val Verde, Canyon

Country, Humphreys, Acton, Forest Park, Agua Dulce, Little Rock, and Lake Los Angeles. The .

district also includes the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve, Pyramid Lake, Castaic Lake
State Recreation area, Michael Antonovich Regional Park at Joughin Ranch, Saddleback Butte
State Park, and a portion of the Angeles National Forest.

CD 26 includes most of the Ventura County and incorporates the cities and communities
of Ojai, Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Moorpark, Camarillo, Thousand Oaks, Westlake Village, Oak
Park, portions of Simi Valley and San Buenaventura and all of the Santa Clara Valley (Santa
Paula, Fillmore and Piru). It maintains the major shopping and transportation services along
Highway 101 and Highway 23, as well as the agricultural communities of interest of the Santa
Clara Valley and the Oxnard Plains. It also includes Port Hueneme and the Point Mugu Naval
Air Station. The cities of San Buenaventura (Ventura) and Simi Valley are split to achieve -
population equality.

CD 27 includes the Los Angeles County cities and communities of Pasadena, Altadena,
Sierra Madre, Glendora, Claremont, and San Antonio Heights, which share the foothill concerns
of fire control, recreational access, and water issues. The district also includes cities that identify
themselves as related to Pasadena for cultural, educational, and commercial interests, such as
South Pasadena and San Marino. The cities and communities of San Gabriel, Temple City,
Alhambra, Monterey Park, Rosemead, and South San Gabriel share common economic, housing
stock, and public safety issues, as well as major east/west freeway and commercial arteries. The
cities of Glendora, Monrovia, Pasadena and Upland are split in this district to achieve population
equality and in light of the adjacent district that was drawn in consideration of Section 2 of the
Voting Right Act.

CD 28 includes the Los Angeles County cities and communities of La Crescenta, La
Canada, Burbank, Griffith Park, Hollywood Hills, and West Hollywood. The interests of the
district include many public parks such as Verdugo Mountain, La Tuna Canyon, Runyon Park,
and Griffith Park. Shared issues in this district include fire protection, watershed, entertainment
industry, and outdoor recreation. The city of Burbank is split in this district, but includes the Bob
Hope Airport. '

CD 29 includes the entire city of San Fernando and the eastern portion of the San
Fernando Valley within the city of Los Angeles. Prominent communities include North Hills,
Panorama City, Van Nuys, Arleta, Sylmar, Pacoima, Lake View Terrace, Sherman Oaks, Valley
Glen, Valley Village, Sun Valley, Studio City, North Hollywood, and the NoHo Arts District.
Significant institutions include the Van Nuys City Hall, Van Nuys Airport, Whiteman Airport,
Olive View Medical Center, and Los Angeles Valley College. The Golden State Freeway (I-5),
Foothill Freeway (I-210) and Ronald Reagan Freeway (S-118) are the major transportation
corridors. The northern portion of the district includes a part of the Angeles National Forest.

CD 30 includes the western portion of the San Fernando Valley within the city of Los

Angeles. Prominent communities include Bell Canyon (which is located in Ventura County, but
is only accessible through the Valley), West Hills, Hidden Hills, Chatsworth, Canoga Park,
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Wocodland Hills, the Warner Center, Canoga Park, Winnetka, Tarzana, Encino, Reseda,
Northridge, and Granada Hills. Cal. State-Northridge and Encino Hospital are major employers.
This district also includes many open-space areas such as Lake Balboa and the Sepulveda Basin
Recreation area. A significant portion of the southern boundary is aligned with the Mulholland
Drive Scenic Corridor.

CD 31 includes a portion of San Bernardino County, including the cities of Colton,
Fontana, Grand Terrace, Loma Linda, Redlands, Rialto, Rancho Cucamonga, Upland and San
Bernardino. The cities of Fontana, Rialto, Rancho Cucamonga and Upland are split to achieve
population equality and, in accordance to submitted public testimony, consistent with
communities of interest. The shape of the district is affected by an adjacent district (CD 35
(Pomona Valley)) that was drawn in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

CD 32 is anchored by the Los Angeles County cities of Covina and West Covina, with
adjacent cities of Azusa, Monrovia, Duarte, San Dimas, La Verne, El Monte, Baldwin Park,
Irwindale, La Puente, and the community of Avocado Heights. The district has a major
transportation corridor of the 10 Freeway which connects these cities for commerce and
recreation. The district has communities adjacent to the Angeles National Forest and many users
of the foothill recreational areas are residents of the cities south of the foothills. Many residents
of the district are immigrants who share employment, language access, educational and social
needs. The cities of Glendora, Industry and Monrovia are split in this district to achieve
population equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

CD 33 includes the Los Angeles County cities and communities of Agoura Hills, Malibu,
Santa Monica, Beverly Hills, El Segundo, Manhattan Beach, Redondo Beach, Palos Verdes
Estates, Palos Verdes Peninsuld, Rancho Palos Verdes, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates, and
the coastal portion of Torrance. Leading communities of the city of Los Angeles within the
district include Brentwood, Bel Air, Westwood, West Los Angeles, Greater Mid-Wilshire,
Miracle Mile, Hancock Park, Marina Del Rey, Venice Beach, Westchester, Harbor City, and the
northwest portion of San Pedro. This district encompasses prominent beaches in Southern
California and many affluent inland communities in the Los Angeles area. This district is
characterized by having a relatively affluent socioeconomic urbanized area, as well as a vast
suburban open space region. It also includes the Bellona Creek Wetlands and Dockweiler State
Beach. The cities of Torrance and Los Angeles were split to achieve population equality. The
region is connected north-south primarily by the Pacific Coast Highway.

CD 34 includes the core of downtown Los Angeles, the artist district adjoining
downtown, the neighborhoods of Pico Union, Westlake, Boyle Heights, Chinatown in its
entirety, and East Los Angeles, a census designated place, in its entirely. The district’s northern
area includes the Eagle Rock and Glassell Park, neighborhoods whose residents have increasing
work and transportation contacts with downtown Los Angeles. The district contains
neighborhoods with a shared Latino and immigrant history that spans many generations in Los
Angeles.

CD 35 consists of the Pomona Valley and parts of Fontana and Rialto, located primarily
in San Bernardino County. This district contains the city of Pomona which is part of Los Angeles
County, but separated geographically by Kellogg Hill. This district is characterized by common
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social activities in the community consisting of local children’s sports organizations, hospital
services, and common socioeconomic characteristics. The cities of Fontana and Rialto were split
to achieve population equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

CD 36 consists of the entire eastern portion of Riverside County and includes the cities of
Banning, Beaumont, Blythe, Calimesa, Cathedral City, Coachella, Desert Hot Springs, Hemet,
Indian Wells, Indio, La Quinta, Palm Desert, Palm Springs, Rancho Mirage, and San Jacinto.
This district is characterized by shared tourism interests, bedroom communities of Coachella
Valley, retiremient communities, Indian lands, entertainment/economic interests of casinos and
low desert geographic integrity is maintained for shared water interests. This district respects the
Riverside County border to the north and south.

CD 37 includes the Los Angeles County cities and neighborhoods of Culver City,
Century City, West Los Angeles, Cheviot Hills, Beverlywood, Rancho Park, Mar Vista, Palms,
Pico-Robertson, Blair Hills, Mid-City, West Adams, Ladera Heights, Leimert Park, View Park-
Windsor Hills, Baldwin Hills, View Park, and Hyde Park. This district is characterized by very
high residential density, the University of Southern California, West Los Angeles Community
College, the Kenneth Hahn State Recreation area, Exposition Park, including the Los Angeles
Coliseum and Sports Arena, Natural History Museum, California Science Center, and California
African American Museum, as well as many historic African American neighborhoods. The

_cities of Inglewood and Los Angeles were split to achieve population equality.

CD 38 includes the Los Angeles County cities and communities of South El Monte,
Cerritos, Artesia, Whittier, Norwalk, Pico Rivera, La Mirada, East La Mirado, Montebello, Santa
Fe Springs, La Palma, Hawaiian Gardens and divides the cities of Bellflower and Lakewood to
comply with Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act and to achieve population equality. These cities
share the major transportation corridors of the Interstate 5 and Interstate 605 freeways, with their
corresponding traffic and environmental concerns. The district is characterized by shared
commercial, economic, educational, and public safety issues among these cities. In this district,
South El Monte is whole. ’

CD 39 includes northern Orange County and portions of eastern Los Angeles County and
southern San Bernardino County. Cities and communities in this district include Brea, Chino
Hills, Diamond Bar, Fullerton, La Habra, La Habra Heights, Placentia, Yorba Linda, Rowland
Heights, Hacienda Heights, Walnut, and portions of cities of Chino, Industry, Buena Park and
Anaheim to achieve population equality. This district is characterized by common social and
economic interests of Asian Pacific Islander communities of Diamond Bar, Chino Hills, and
Walnut where each share common areas of worship, and entertainment centers. The
transportation corridor known as the Four Corners area shares a transportation policy committee,
and a common wildlife conservation association.

CD 40 consists of the Los Angeles County cities Downey, Paramount, Bell, Bell
Gardens, Cudahy, Maywood and Vernon. Portions of Bellflower and Los Angeles are split to
achieve population equality and in consideration of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. This
district encompasses a group of cities in Los Angeles commonly referred to as the Southeast or
Gateway cities, which share common socioeconomic characteristics. Many of the residents are
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low-income, first-generation immigrants whose children attend schools in the Los Angeles
Unified School District. '

CD 41 consists of a portion of Riverside County, including the communities of Jurupa
Valley, Riverside, and Moreno Valley. This district is characterized by the two most populous
cities in Riverside County, including Riverside and Moreno Valley and shared common interests
over former March Air Force Reserve Base, community college campus locations, and
transpiration interests. This district recognizes the geographic separation of Moreno Valley at the
Beaumont Pass. This district also respects the northern Riverside County border giving
consideration to the Voting Rights Act Section 2 district to the north in Pomona Valley.

CD 42 consists of a portion of Riverside County, including the cities and communities of
Eastvale, Canyon Lake, Corona, Lake Elsinore, Menifee, Murrieta, Norco and a portion of
Temecula. Temecula is split to achieve population equality in the district. This district is
characterized by common interests of the communities of western Riverside County, animal-
keeping interests of Jurupa Valley and Norco; and shared interests between Eastvale, Norco and
Corona. Corona and Norco share a common school district. Eastvale, Norco and Eastvale share
common watershed interests in the Santa Ana River and fire and public safety issues common to
both communities in the area of the Santa Ana River. This district also respects the shared
transportation corridor between the cities along Interstate Highway 15.

CD 43 includes the Los Angeles County cities and communities of Gardena, Hawthorne,
Inglewood, Westchester, Lawndale, Alondra Park, Lennox, Playa Vista, Playa Del Rey, Harbor
Gateway, Torrance, and West Carson. This district is characterized by very high residential
density and the transportation corridor of the Harbor Freeway (I-110), which runs north-south
through the entire district. The cities of Inglewood, Los Angeles and Torrance were split to
achieve population equality. Prominent features include the Los Angeles International Airport, as
well as institutions such as Loyola Marymount University, Centinela Hospital, and Los Angeles
Metropolitan Medical Center. ’

CD 44 includes the Los Angeles County cities and communities of Compton, Carson,
Lynwood, and South Gate. Prominent communities include Walnut Park, Rancho Dominguez,
East Rancho Dominguez, Watts, Willowbrook, Rosewood, Longwood, North Long Beach,
Hollydale, Lincoln Village, Hamilton, Sutter, Lindberg, Cherry Manor, Ramona Park, Davenport
Park, Douglas Junction, Avalon Village, Terminal Island, and San Pedro. Catalina Island is also
included in the district. The cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles were split to achieve
population equality.

CD 45 includes the central and southern portions of Orange County. Cities and
communities in this district include Villa Park, Tustin, North Tustin, Irvine, Lake Forest, Laguna
Woods, Laguna Hills, Rancho Santa Margarita, Coto De Caza, and portions of the cities of
Anaheim, Mission Viejo and Orange to achieve population equality. This district respects the
natural geographic divide of the Santa Ana Mountains to the east between Orange and Riverside
Counties. This district is characterized by the most rural areas of Orange County, planned
communities and common interests of former El Toro Marine Base.

60

Appen.

699



CD 46 includes western and central portions of Orange County. Cities in this district
include portions of Garden Grove, Santa Ana, Anaheim and Orange to achieve population
equality. This community shares similar socioeconomic characteristics of an immigrant
population, lower levels of educational attainment, and lower levels of English proficiency.

CD 47 includes the Los Angeles County cities of Long Beach, Signal Hills and the
Orange County cities and communities of Cypress, Garden Grove, Los Alamitos, Stanton,
Rossmoor, and Westminster. This district is characterized by the Port of Long Beach, one of the
world’s busiest seaports and the area’s largest employer. The cities of Buena Park, Garden
Grove, Lakewood, Long Beach and Westminster were split to achieve population equality.

CD 48 includes the coastal portion of Orange County. Cities and communities in this
district include Seal Beach, Sunset Beach, Fountain Valley, Midway City, Huntington Beach,
Costa Mesa, Newport Beach, Laguna Beach, Laguna Niguel, Aliso Viejo, and portions of the
cities of Garden Grove, Santa Ana and Westminster. Splits include a portion of Huntington
Beach to achieve population equality. This district is characterized by shared school districts,
state-managed coastal beaches, intense beach recreation, and sensitive environmental coastal
estuaries. It also includes the officially designated business area of Little Saigon.

CD 49 consists of the southern coastal region of Orange County from Laguna Niguel to
all of the established coastal beach communities along San Diego County Highway 5 to the
northern edge of the city of San Diego, and includes Camp Pendleton, and the San Onofre
Nuclear Plant. The district is characterized by its state-managed coastal beaches, intense beach
recreation, and sensitive environmental coastal estuaries. It includes moderate- to very high-
income communities. Cities and communities in this district include Las Flores, Dana Point, San
Juan Capistrano, San Clemente, Ladera Ranch, Oceanside, Vista, Carlsbad, Encinitas, Solana
Beach, Del Mar, and portions of Mission Viejo and San Diego to achieve population equality.
Other distinct communities include Marine Corps Base Pendleton and Rancho Santa Fe.

CD 50 consists of the northeastern portion of San Diego County and includes agriculture
lands, and open-space national and state park and recreational activities. It includes cities and
-communities along the urbanized Highway I-15 corridor, including the city of Temecula in
Riverside County, and the southern urbanized communities in south San Diego County, to the
less urbanized and rural communities along the foothills and mountain ranges to the east. The
district is characterized by low to moderate income levels. The cities of Temecula and El Cajon
are split to achieve population equality.

CD 51 consists of a two-county district stretching from all of Imperial County to the
southern edge of San Diego County, along the shared international border with Mexico. Its
geography ranges from the far desert regions on the east, including the Salton Sea basin, to the
San Diego/Tijuana watershed region on the Pacific Ocean. It ranges from the sparsely populated
region of Imperial County to the highly urbanized cities and communities in San Diego and
connects educational, health, and social services delivery systems to low-income communities
along the southern edge of the district. The district is characterized by its large concentration of
Latino border communities and major international border-crossing activities and associated
international trade and commerce. The district’s Imperial County portion also contains a core
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economic interest based on development as a regional water recreational and energy resource
center. The cities of San Diego and Chula Vista are split to achieve population equality.

CD 52 consists of nearly the entire city of San Diego. The district is highly urbanized
with regional parks, lakes, and open-space preserves and is the central social and economic hub
of San Diego County. The district is characterized by its government center, commercial,
business, high-tech research industries, three major universities, naval and military operations,
port and airport operations, tourist attractions, recreational beaches, and environmentally
sensitive coastal areas. It includes a highly diverse region of ethnic enclaves, a large LGBT
community, and a wide range of income levels.

CD 53 consists of portions of the eastern edge of city of San Diego, the cities of La Mesa,
El Cajon, Lemon Grove, and Chula Vista. The district is highly urbanized with regional parks,
lakes, and open-space preserves. It is characterized by its highly diverse communities of
interests, with large ethnic enclaves, a large LGBT community, a wide range of income levels,
and a mix of older established communities to the north and newly developed communities to the
south. The cities of El Cajon, Chula Vista, and San Diego are split to achieve population
equality.
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CRC Statewide Assembly Plan Overview

for more detailed maps, see http://www.wedrawthelines.ca.gov or http://swdb.berkeley.edu
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CRC Statewide Senate Plan Overview

for more detailed maps, see http://www.wedrawthelines.ca.gov or http://swdb.berkeley.edu
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- CRC Statewide Board of Equalization Plan Overview

for more detailed maps, see http://www.wedrawthelines.ca.gov or http://swdb.berkeley.edu
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CRC Statewide Congressional Plan Overview

Siskiyou : Modoc

for more detailed maps, see http://www.wedrawthelines.ca.gov or http://swdb.berkeley.edu
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Total Deviation %Total Deviation | Deviation Range | %Devlation Range Average %Average

Daviation Deviation
Assembly 9,224 1.981% 4,573 to 4,651 -0.982% to 0.999% 2,357 0.506%
ISenate 18,489 1.985% -9,226 to 9,263 -0.991% to 0.995% 4,185 0.449%
Congressional 2 0.000% -1to1 -0.014 to 0.014 0.66 0.000%
|BOE 168,718 1.812% -83,132 t0 75,586 | -1.000% to 0.812% 58,709 0.630%
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Assembly Districts

[Table T: Total 2011 PL33 Population and Deviation from Ideal
District Popul Deviatl % Deviation
466,514 840 0.18%
2 463,404 -2,270 -0.49%
468 98 3,309 0.71%
4 466,38 711 0.15%
5 483,04 2,625 -0.56%
468,939 3,265 0.70%
464,310 -1,364 -0.25%
0 463,773 -1,901 -0.41%
[o] 468,512 2838 0.61%
1 465,830 156 0.03%
11 466,986 1,312 0.28%
2 461,766 -3,908 -0.84%
461,77 3,002 -0.84%
4 466,84 1,174 0.25%
489,144 3,470 .75%
€ 465,945 271 .06%
7 467,50 27 .39%
B 469,665 991 -86%
9 467,767 93 0.45%
2 461,362 -4312 -0.93%
2 461,30 4373 -0.94%
22 462,734 2,840 -0.63%
2. 468,185 2,51 0.54%
24 464,599 -1,075 -0.23%
25 461,208 4,468 -0.86%
26 470,166 4,492 0.96%
27 464,103 -1,571 -0.34%
28 466,090 418 0.08%
29 465,870 196 0.04%
30 465,431 -243 -0.05%
3 468,265 591 0.56%
32 466,850 176 0.25%
469 268 614 0.78Y%
34 466,760 1,106 0.24Y
E 467 334 1,680 0.36Y
463,038 -2,636 -0.57%
7 466,200 526 0.11
469,883 4,209 0.90¢
S 466,422 74 0.169
40 462,470 -3,204 -0.68%
41 462,507 3,167 20.68%
42 462,952 - -2,722 -0.58%
43 468 40 2,732 0.58%
44 46227 -3,403 0.70%
45 487 766 2,092 0.45%
46 464,441 1,233 -0.26%
47 470,257 4,583 0.98%
4 461,34 -4,328 -0.93%
4 462,54 -3,129 -0.67%
50 470,04 4,374 0.94%
51 465,64 -31 -0.01%
52 465,67 4 0.00%
53 463,91 21,758 -0.38%
54 466 44 77 0.17%
55 461,69 -3,0978 -0.85%
56 465,30: -372 -0.08%
7 465,84 171 0.04%
468,25 2,584 0.55%
465, -506 -0.11%
6 470, 4,61 0.99%
P 470,325 465 1.00%
62 466,713 1,03 0.22%
6 461,153 -4 521 -0.97%
64 466,400 726 0.16%
65 461,510 -4 164 -0.89%
66 467,74 2,071 0.44%
67 462,76 -2,905 -0.62Y%
88 ,05 -2,621 -0.56Y%
69 465,31 357 -0.08%
70 468,514 2840 0.61%
7 462,584 -3,090 -0.66%
72 469, 4,259 0.91%
7 461,10 4,573 -0.98%
74 470,24 4,574 0.98%
7! 485,54 -126 -0.03%
7€ 468 .62 2,953 0.83%
77 364,066 1,608 -0.35%
78 461,885 -3,788 -0.81%
79 466,416 742 0.16%
80 464,602 -1,072 -0.23%
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Senate Districts

H 4
District Population Deviation % Deviation

[1] 935,336 3,987 0.43%
1) 928,077 -3,272 -0.35%
928,167 -3,182 -0.34%
4 37,962 6,613 .71%
5 39,163 7,814 .84%
06 936,301 4 952 .53%
07 924 708 -6,64 -0.71%
66 920,712 1,637 0.18%
109 940,60 9,252 0.99%
0 923,70 -7,642 -0.82%
1 930,853 406 -0.05%
2 3,222 1,873 0.20%
3 7,480 -3,869 -0.42%
14 5 376 4,027 0.43%
15 928,584 -2,765 -0.30%
16 922,12 -9,226 -0.99%
17 931,34 -8 0.00%
8 528,72 2,824 0.28%
9 928,850 -2,499 -0.27%
35935 ,586 0.49%
30,282 -1,067 -0.11%
29,298 -2,051 -0.22%
33,807 2458 0.26%
24 33,510 2,161 0.23%
25 926,935 4414 -0.47%
28 927,757 -3,592 -0.39%
27 5,656 4307 0.46%
28 0,072 -1,277 -0.14%
9 25,494 -5,855 -0.63%
0 22,496 -8,853 -0.95%
1. 340,56 1263 0.99%
2 33,40€ 057 0.22%
33 926,97 -4 377 -0.47%
34 27,89 3,451 -0.37%
35 34 61 ,266 35%

36 38,08 734 72

37 37,98 637 71
38 29,760 -1,589 -0.17%
39 928,044 -3,305 -0.35%
40 935,055 3,706 0.40%
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Congressional Districts

[rable 1: Total 2011 PL94 Po,

pulation and Deviation from ldeal

District Population Deviation % Deviation
01 702,905 0 _0.00%
02 702,905 0 0.00%
03 702,906 1 0.00%
04 702,906 1 0.00%
05 702,905 0 0.00%
06 702,905 0 0.00%
07 702,904 -1 0.00%
08 702,905 0 0.00%
09 702,904 -1 0.00%
10 702,905 [1] 0.00%
11 702,906 1 0.00%
12 702,905 0 0.00%
13 702,906 1 0.00%
14 702,905 0 0.00%
15 702,904 -1 0.00%
16 702,904 -1 0.00%
17 702,904 -1 0.00%
18 702,906 1 0.00%
19 702,904 -1 0.00%
20 702,906 1 0.00%
21 702,904 -1 0.00%
22 702,905 0 0.00%
23 702,904 -1 0.00%
24 702,904 -1 0.00%
25 702,904 -1 0.00%
26 702,905 0 0.00%
27 702,905 0 0.00%
28 702,904 -1 0.00%
29 702,905 0 0.00%
30 702,904 -1 0.00%
31 702,905 0 0.00%
32 702,905 0 0.00%
33 702,904 -1 0.00%
34 702,904 -1 0.00%
35 702,905 0 0.00%
36 702,905 0 0.00%
37 702,904 -1 0.00%
38 702,905 0 0.00%
39 702,905 [4] 0.00%
40 702,904 -1 0.00%
41 702,904 -1 0.00%
42 702,906 1 0.00%
43 702,904 -1 0.00%
44 702,904 -1 0.00%
45 702,906 1 0.00%
46 702,906 1 0.00%
47 702,905 0 0.00%
48 702,906 1 0.00%
49 702,906 1 0.00%
50 . 702,905 0 0.00%
51 702,906 1 0.00%
52 702,904 -1 0.00%
53 702,904 -1 0.00%
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Summary of County Splits, adjusted for countles Iarger than the 2011 ldeal dlstrict populatlon

# To!al Countles spllt

*58 counties total in the state, 41 counties < 465,674, 49 counties < 931,349 the ideal Senate
district; 57 counties > 8,313,489, the ideal Board of Equalization; and 44 counties < 702,905, the
ideal Congressional

Please note that zero population splits were not counted

Summary of City Spllts adjusted for cltles Iarger than the 2011 |deal dlstrlct populatlon

# Total Clt/es spld

“*480 total cities in 2011, 473 cities < 465,674 including the population of unincorpated county
islands and other wholly transected cities & CDPs, 477 cities < 931,349 the ideal Senate district; 480}
cities < 9,313,489, the ideal Board of Equalization ; 476 cities < 702,905, the ideal Congressional

Please note that zero population splits were not counted
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Plan Type: Assembly

County by District

Coun District POP %

108,544

Humboldt 134,623
Mendocino 87,841
Del Norte 28,610
Trini

© :
Yolo 04 152,105 75.7
Napa 04 136,484 100
Sonoma 04 71,913 14.9
Lake 04 64,665 100
Solano : 04 30,000 . 73

Colusa 04 11,218 52.4

Sacramento 137,075
» El Dorado » ‘ 61,742 *

25

- 1 Joaquint K 509 10,7183 i
Marin 10 252,409 100
i Sonoma 10 213,421 44.1
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Plan Type: Assembly

County by District
County District POP %
Stanislaus 12 308,945 60.1

San Joa g um 12 152,821 22.3

320,686
146,162

Contra Costa B T T 7 B T
Alameda 16 200,218 13.3 :

Santa Clara .24 338915 19.0
San Mateo 24 125 684 17.5

Tulare 26 436,179 936
Inyo 2 18,546 100
Kern

SantaClark

Santa Clara

Monterey 30 238,528 575

Santa Clara 30 105,591 59
Santa Cruz 30 66,043 25.2

‘San Bemto » 30 55,269 100
iTest 58265 50.3;

313,868 374
152,982 100
SEhRARTRE R 23

Los Angeleé 3 400 571A o 41
Kern 36 43,542 52
San Bernardin:

36 18,925 0.9

, Los Angeles / 3 . ‘ 342,611W7' 35
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County by District
County District POP %
38 127,266 15.5

40

SamBemardi
Riverside

337,071
125,881

R

Los Angeles

%ﬁﬁlw —
AT

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
AT el e e SR R 462545
470,048
SHes6d,

316,076

99
290,774
174,528
165845
468,258

R Y oS oL
Los Angeles 62 466,713 4.8
FiosAnke Ho e AT

) SR 3 g

Los Angeles | 64 466,400 8

i i

an Diego
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County by District

District

F)

San Diego
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report

Ci _ District  POP %

Santa Rosa )

Eureka : 02 27,191 100
Windsor 02 26,801 100
Arcata ’ 02 17,231 100
Ukiah 02 16,075 100
Fortuna 02 11,926 100
Healdsburg . 02 11,254 100
Cloverdale . 02 8,618 100
Crescent City 02 7,643 100
Fort Bragg 02 7,273 100
Willits 02 4,888 100
Rio Dell 02 3,368 100
Ferndale 02 1,371 100
Blue Lake 02 - 1,253 100
Point Arena ’ 02 449 100
Trinidad ) 02 367 100
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report

04

04
Woodland 04
Rohnert Park 04
American Canyon 04
Dixon 04
Clearlake 04
Winters 04
St. Helena 04
Calistoga . 04
Williams 04
Lakeport 04
Yountville 04

osgwlle ' — o Oé

Folsom 06
Rocklin 06
Lincoln 06
Loomis 06

Sénta Rosa

Petaluma 10 57.941 100
San Rafael 10 57,713 100
Novato 10 51,904 100

76,915

65,622
55,468
40,971
19,454
18,351
15,250
6,624
5,814
5,155
5,123
4753
2,933

18

118.788

72,203
56,974
42,819
6,430

100
100
100
100
100
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report

District  POP

City %
Mill Valley 10 13,803 100
San Anselmo 10 12,336 100
Larkspur 10 11,926 100
Sonoma 10 10,648 100
Corte Madera 10 9,253 100
Tiburon 10 8,962 100
Fairfax 10 7,441 100
Sebastopol 10 7,379 100
Cotati 10 7,265 100
Sausalito 10 7,061 100
Ross 10 2,415 - 100

- Belvedere 10

Modesto
Turlock
Manteca
Riverbank
Oakdale
Lathrop
Ripon
Waterford
Escalon
Hughson

Concord
Vallejo
Pittsburg
Martinez
Pleasant Hill
Benicia
Walinut Creek

2,068

3

RiEh
122,067
115,942
49,221
35,824
33,152
26,997
11,211
10,897

100
77.8
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City by District Report

Livermore
San Ramon
Pleasanton
Walnut Creek
Dublin
Danville
Lafayette
Orinda

San Leandro

Alameda’

e a" ST

San Mateo
Redwood City

South San Francisco
San Bruno

Pacifica

Foster City
Burlingame

San Carlos

Belmont

Millbrae
Hillsborough
Brisbane

District

POP

109,397

69,516
95

97,207
76,815
41,781
41,114
37,234
30,567
28,806
28,406
25,835
21,632
10,825
4,282

100
100
65.7
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
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- Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report
City District  POP %
Sunnyvale 24 140,081 100
Mountain View 24 74,066 100
Palo Alto 24 64,403 100
Menlo Park 24 32,026 100
Los Altos 24 28,976 100
East Palo Alto 24 28,155 100
Half Moon Bay 24 11,324 100
Los Altos Hills 24 7,922 100
Atherton 24 6,914 100
Woodside . 24 5,287 100
Cupertino 24 4,474 7.7
Portola Valle ] 24 4,353 100
S M

Visalia ' 26 124,442 100

Tulare 26 59,278 100
Porterville 26 54,165 100
Dinuba ’ 26 21,453 100
Lindsay 26 11,768 100
Farmersville 26 10,588 100
Exeter 26 10,334 100
Woodlake 26 7,279 100
Bishop 26 3,879 100

San Jose 28 291,039 30.8
Cupertino 28 53,828 92.3
Campbell ) 28 39,349 100
Saratoga 28 29,926 100
Los Gatos 28 29,413 100
Monte Sereno 28 3,341 100

150,441
Watsonville 30 51,199 100
Gilroy 30 48,821 100
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report

City , District POP %
Morgan Hitl 30 37,882 100
Hollister 30 34,928 100
Soledad 30 25,738 100
Greenfield 30 16,330 100
King City 30 12,874 100
Gonzales 30 8,187 100
San Juan Bautista 30 1,862 100

Gl b TR 4 Chd SRy < R

Bakersfield : 76,190

Hanford 32 53,967 100
Delano 32 53,041 100
Wasco 32 25,545 100
Corcoran ) 32 24,813 100
Lemoore o 32 24,531 100
Arvin 32 19,304 100
Shafter 32 16,988 100
Avenal 32 15,505 100
McFarland 32 12,707 100

iRE v, s % T v

T

ced!
Bakersfield 34 271,293 78.1
Ridgecrest 34 27,616 100
Tehachapi 34 14,414 100
Taft 34 9,327 100
Maricopa 34 1,154 100
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report
Ci District  POP %

Lancaster
Palmdate 152,750
14,120
37

Santa Clarita 176,320
Simi Valley . 38 124,237 100
Los Angeles 38 88,442 2.3
s 180

3 B0 A g 8

Rancho Cucamonga 40 145,014 87.7
San Bernardino ) ’ 40 142,735 68.0
Redlands 40 68,747 100
Highland 40 53,104 100

_Loma Linda 40 v 23,261 100

I 9 8 % Al ;
Yucaipa 42 - 51,367 100
Hemet 42 48,493 61.7
Palm Desert 42 48,445 100
Palm Springs 42 44,552 100
San Jacinto . 42 44,199 100
La Quinta 42 37,467 100
Beaumont 42 36,877 100
Banning 42 29,603 100
Twentynine Palms 42 25,048 100
Yucca Valley 42 20,700 100
Rancho Mirage 42 17,218 100
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report

City District  POP %
Calimesa 42 7,879 100
Indian Wells 2 4,958 100

- 3 FLLTN ;v
Oxnard 44 166,045 78.9
Thousand Oaks 44 126,683 100
Camarillo 44 65,201 100
Moorpark 44 34,421 -100
Port Hueneme 44 21,723 100

Westlake Village _ ‘ 44 §,270 100

“Hill : o :

idd : - > >0.
Los Angeles 46 464,441 12.2

== — A R 5 T AT

: : A 00
West Covina 75,643 71.3
Baldwin Park 48 75,390 100
Glendora . 48 50,073 100
Covina 48 47,796 100
Azusa 48 46,361 100
El Monte 48 43,043 37.9
Duarte 43 21,321 100
Irwindale 48 1,422 100
Bradbury . 48 1,048 100
Monrovia 48 259 0.7
Indust 48 0 0.0

Los Angeles 50 260,615 6.9
Santa Monica 50 89,736 100
West Hollywood 50 34,399 100
Beverly Hills 50 34,109 100
Agoura Hills 50 20,330 100
Malibu 50 12,645 100
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report

Ontario
Pomona
Chino
Montclair
OS;

Los Angeles

Culver City

Inglewood
SRino:Hil

Naus
Indio
Cathedral City
El Centro
Coachella
Calexico
Desert Hot Springs
Brawley
Blythe
Imperial
Calipatria
Holtville
Westmorland

Downey
Bellfiower
Pico Rivera
Montebello
Cerritos

Bell Gardens
Norwalk
Artesia

52
52
52
52

54
54

54

56
56
56
56
56

56 -

56
56
56
56
56
56

58

58
58
58
58
58
58
58

163,924
149,058
77,983

38,883
286

111,772
76,616
62,942
56,044
49,041
42,072

39,880
16,522

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100-
100
100

100
100
100
89.7
100
100
37.8
100
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report
City District pPoP %
Commerqe » 58 12,823 _ 1OQ

( Jop
Corona 60 152,374
Riverside 60 122,665

Los Angeles 62 132,027 35

Inglewood 62 109,387 99.7
Hawthorne 62 84,293 100
Lawndale 62 32,769 100
El Segundo 62 16,654 100
Gardena 62 15,200 25.8

i

fawaiian Gard S ! i 1941204 ; R
Los Angeles 64 185,498 4.9
Compton 64 96,455 100
Carson 64 91,714 100

64 32,180 7.0

A

Torrance 66 145,438 100
Redondo Beach 66 66,748 100
Gardena 66 43,629 74.2
Rancho Palos Verdes . 66 41,643 100
Los Angeles ) €6 39,729 1.0
Manhattan Beach 66 35,135 100
Lomita i 66 20,256 100
Hermosa Beach 66 19,506 100
Palos Verdes Estates 66 13,438 100
Rolling Hills Estates 66 8,067 100
Rolling Hills 66 1,860 100
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Plan Type: Assembly

City by District Report
Ci - __ Distict _POP %

anyon E 8
Orange 68 92.6
Lake Forest 68 77,264 100
Tustin 68 75,540 100
Anaheim 68 72,577 216
Irvine 68 72,114 34.0
Villa Park 68 5,812 100

O A 08 s
Long Beach 370,668 80.2
Los Angeles . 70 79,290 21
Signal Hill 70 11,016 100

Avalo _ ! 70 3,728 »1 00

Garden Grove 72 132,856 77.7

Huntington Beach 72 96,126 50.6
Westminster 72 89,701 100
Fountain Valley 72 55,313 100
Santa Ana 72 38,708 122
Seal Beach 72 24 168 100
Los Alamitos - 72 11,449 100

0

i 0:34
Ivine 74 140,261
Costa Mesa 74 109,960 100
Huntington Beach 74 93,866 49.4
Newport Beach 74 85,186 100
Laguna Beach 74 22,723 100
Laguna Woods 74 16,192 100

X ,aiw

Oceanside 76 167,086 100
Carlsbad 76 105,328 100
Vista 76 93,834 100
Encinitas 76 598,518 100
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City by District Report
Ci POP

oWa idreid o
San Diego 399,621 30.6
Imperial Beach 78 26,324 100
Coronado 78 18,912 100
Solana Beach 78 12,867 100
DelMar 78 4161 100 _

ke 55
San Diego 259,818
Chula Vista 80 165,123 63.6
National City 80 42,726 72.9
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Plan Type: Senate

County by District

346,143

Sonoma

Marin 02 252,409 100
Humboldt 02 134,623 100
Mendocino . 02 87,841 100
Lake 02 64,665 100
Del Norte 02 28,610 100

Trini 02 13,786 100
J

Sacramento 308,952

Butte . 04 220,000 100
Placer 04 129,114 37.1
Sutter 04 94,737 100
Yuba 04 72,155 100
Tehama 04 63,463 100
Glenn 04 28,122 100

Colusa 04 21,419 100

Fresno ‘ 08 520,23i 55.9

Stanislaus 08 144,972 28.2
Tuolumne 08 55,365 100
Calaveras 08 45,578 100
Sacramento 08 41,981 3.0
Amador 08 38,091 100
Madera 08 28,450 18.9
Inyo 08 18,546 100
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Plan Type: Senate

County by District

County District POP %
Mariposa 100
Mono 100

Tulare‘ _

ontra“€o
Alameda
Santa Clara

Merced ‘ T 12 255793 100

Monterey 12 224,785 54.2
Stanislaus 12 141,994 27.6
Fresno 12 132,966 143
Madera 12 122,415 81.1

San Be_nito 55,269

M

287,918

Fresno 14 271,253 29.8
Tulare 14 217,223 . 49.1
Kings 14 152,982 100

‘ / , S8

Kern 16 551,713 65.7

Tulare 16 220,911 50.0
149,499

69:637

bt , :
San Bemardino 786,333
Los Angeles 149,602

52
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Plan Type: Senate

County by District
District POP %,

| LosAngeles 30  9224% 94

Los Angeles

Orange

— 3 T g - e 866,44§ L

Los Angeles 34 61,445 0.6

7

i {Ord % R i
SSaniDies o e 28040 00
San Diego 40 760,527 24.6
Imperial 40 174,528 100
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

Cil District POP %|

Santa Rosa 02 167,815 100
San Rafael 02 57,713 100
Novato 02 51,904 100
Eureka 02 27,191 100
Windsor 02 26,801 100
Arcata 02 17,231 100
Ukiah 02 16,075 100
Clearlake 02 15,250 100
Mill Valley 02 13,903 100
San Anselmo 02 12,336 100
Fortuna 02 11,926 100
Larkspur 02 11,926 100
Healdsburg : 02 11,254 100
Corte Madera 02 9,253 100
Tiburon 02 8,962 100!
Cloverdale 02 8,618 100
Crescent City 02 7,643 100,
Fairfax 02 7,441 100
Sebastopol 02 7,379 100
Fort Bragg 02 7,273 100,
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

City District POP %
Sausalito 02 7,061 100
Willits 02 4,888 100
Lakeport 02 4,753 100
Rio Dell 02 3,368 100
Ross 02 2,415 100
Belvedere 02 2,068 100
Ferndale 02 1,371 100
Blue Lake 02 1,253 100]
Point Arena 02 449 100
Trinidad 02 367 100

Roseville
Chico
Citrus Heights
Yuba City
Rancho Cordova
Paradise
Oroville

Red Bluff
Marysville

Live Oak
Corning

Orland

Gridley

Willows

Colusa
Williams
Wheatland

86,187
83,301
64,925
45,030
26,218
15,546
14,076
12,072
8,392
7,663
7,291
6,584
6,166
5,971
5,123
3,456

100.0,
100
100
100

69.5
100
100
100
100
100
100,
100
100
100
100
100
100
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City by District Report

West Sacramento

Saﬁrament
Elk Grove

Clovis

Turlock

Oakdale

Rancho Cordova
Waterford
Mammoth Lakes
Tone

Hughson

Sonora

Jackson

Bishop

Angels

Sutter Creek
Plymouth

City District POP %|
Biggs 04 1,707 100,
Teha_ma 04 418

4
466,488

153,015

2

48,744
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

City

Fremont
Hayward
San Jose
Santa Clara
Union City
Milpitas
Newark

San Leandro

ma
Salinas
Merced
Madera
Ceres
Los Banos
Hollister
Atwater
Soledad
Modesto
Patterson
Chowchilla
Greenfield
Kerman
Coalinga
Livingston
King City
Kingsburg
Mendota
Newman
Gonzales
Firebaugh
Huron
Fowler
Gustine
Dos Palos
San Joaquin
San Ju

12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12

214,089
144,186
124,628
116,468
69,516
66,790
42,573
7,574

150,441
78,958
61,416
45,417
35,972
34,928
28,168
25,738
23,223
20,413
18,720
16,330
13,544
13,380
13,058
12,874
11,382
11,014
10,224

8,187
7,549
6,754
5,570
5,520
4,950
4,001
1,862

%

100!
13.2

100

100
100
100,
100,
100
100
100
100
100
100
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

Fresno ) 14 150,064 303
Bakersfield : 14 67,514 19.41
Porterville 14 54,165 100
Hanford 14 53,967 100
Delano 14 53,041 100
Wasco 14 25,545 100 '
Corcoran - 14 24,813 100
Lemoore 14 24,531 100
Sanger 14 24,270 "~ 100
Reedley 14 24,194 100,
Selma 14 23,219 100]
Dinuba : 14 21,453 100
Arvin 14 19,304 100
Shafter : 14 16,988 100
Avenal 14 15,505 100
Parlier 14 14,494 100,
McFarland 14 T 12,707 100
Lindsay 14 11,768 100
Farmersville 14 10,588 100
Orange Cove 14 9,078 100
Woodlake 14 7,279 . 100
R ; = . % -
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

City District POP %
Bakersfield 16 279,969 80.6
Visalia 16 - 124,442 100
Tulare 16 59,278 100
Ridgecrest 16 27,616 100
Twentynine Palms 16 25,048 100
Barstow 16 22,639 100
Yucca Valley 16 20,700 100
Tehachapi 16 14,414 100,
California City 16 14,120 100
Exeter 16 10,334 100
Taft 16 9,327 100
Needles 16 4,844 100
Maricopa 16 1,154 100

Los Angeles 18 890,303 23.5
San Fernando .18 23,645 100

Burbank 18 14,777 14.3

Appen. 764



Plan Type: Senate

City by District Réport

S0
Fontana
Ontario
Pomona
Rialto
Chino )
San Bernardino
Colton
Montclair
Grand Terrace

El Monte
Alhambra
West Covina
Baldwin Park
Monterey Park
Arcadia
Rosemead
Covina

Azusa

La Puente

San Gabriel
Temple City
South El Monte
Irwindale
Industi

3

20
20
20
20
20
20

196,069

163,924
149,058

99,171
77,983
67,189
52,154
36,664

12,040

113,475
83,089
75,643
75,390
60,269
56,364
53,764
47,796
46,361
39,816
39,718
35,558
20,116

1,422
205

71.3
100
100
100

93.6

Los Angeles 24 807,014 ,21'3
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

Los Angeles
Santa Monica
Torrance

Redondo Beach
Rancho Palos Verdes
Manhattan Beach
West Hollywood
Beverly Hills
Lomita

Hermosa Beach

El Segundo

Palos Verdes Estates
Rolling Hills Estates
Avalon

20

450,238

89,736
80,030
66,748
41,643
35,135
34,399
34,109
20,256
19,506
16,654
13,438

8,067

3,728

ol

103,466

100
100
100

‘Murrieta 28

Temecula 28 100,097 100
Indio 28 76,036 100,
Lake Elsinore 28 51,821 100
Cathedral City 28 51,200 100
Palm Desert 28 48,445 100
Palm Springs 28 44,552 100
Coachella 28 40,704 100
La Quinta 28 37,467 100
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

City District POP %
Wildomar 28 32,176 100,
Desert Hot Springs 28 . 25,938 100
Blythe 28 20,817 100
Rancho Mirage 28 17,218 100
Canyon Lake 28 10,561 100
Indian Wells 28 4,958 100

Los Angeles 820,266
Culver City 30 38,883 100
Inglewood 30 13,921

Downey 32 111,772

Norwalk 32 105,549 100)
Whittier 32 85,331 100
Bellflower 32 76,616 100
Pico Rivera 32 62,942 100]
Montebello 32 62,500 100
Buena Park 32 61,347 76.2
Lakewood 32 51,011 63.7
Cerritos 32 49,041 100
La Mirada 32 48,527 100
Artesia 32 16,522 100
Santa Fe Springs 32 16,223 100|
Hawaiian Gardens 32 14,254 100
Commerce 32 12,823 100
La Habra Heights 32 5,325 100
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

City District POP %

Santa Ana 34 324,528 100
Garden Grove 34 170,883 100
Huntington Beach 34 91,439 48.1
Westminster 34 89,701 100
Anaheim 34 67,938 20.2
Long Beach 34 61,445 13.3
Fountain Valley 34 55,313 100
Seal Beach 34 24,168 100
Los Alamitos 34 11,449 100
Oran 34 10,098 74

Oceanside 36 167,086

Carlsbad 36 105,328 100
Vista 36 93,834 100!
Mission Viejo 36 93,305 100,
San Clemente 36 63,522 100
Laguna Niguel . 36 62,979 100
Encinitas 36 59,518 100
Rancho Santa Margarita 36 - 47,853 100
Aliso Viejo 36 47,823 100
San Juan Capistrano 36 34,593 100
Dana Point 36 33,351 100
Laguna Hills ' 36 30,344 100

= = -
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Plan Type: Senate

City by District Report

Escondido 38 143,911 100;
El Cajon 38 99,478 100
San Marcos 38 83,781 100|
San Diego 38 63,063 4.8
La Mesa 38 57,065 100
Santee ' 38 53,413 100
Poway 38 47,811 100
Lemon Grove 38 25,320 100
=

San Diego 40 27.1
Chula Vista 40 243,916 100
National City 40 58,582 100
El Centro 40 42,598 100
Calexico 40 38,572 100)
Imperial Beach 40 26,324 100
Brawley 40 24,953 ~ 100
Imperial 40 14,758 100
Calipatria 40 7,705 100
Holtville 40 5,939 100
Westmorland 40 2,225 100
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

County by District

Coun District POP %

Santa Clara 1,781,642

Alameda 02 1,510,271 100
Contra Costa 02 1,049,025 100
San Francisco 02 805,235 100
San Mateo 02 718,451 100
Sonoma 02 483,878 100
Santa Barbara 02 423,895 100
Monterey 02 415,057 100
Solano 02 413,344 100
San Luis Obispo 02 269,637 100
Santa Cruz 02 262,382 100
Marin 02 252,409 100
Yolo 02 200,849 100
Napa 02 136,484 100
Humboldt . 02 134,623 100
Mendocino 02 87,841 100
Lake 02 64,665 100
Tehama 02 63,463  100]
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

County by District

County District POP %
San Benito 02 55,269 100
Del Norte 02 28,610 100
Glenn 02 28,122 100
Colusa 02 21,419 100
Trini 02 13,786 100
T — e

Saniego

3.095313 100

Orange 04 3,010,232 100
Riverside 04 2,189,641 100
San Bernardino 04 919,361 45.2
Imperial 04 174,528 100
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

City by District
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City by District

District POP %
01 27 ok 0
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

City by District

City

Sén Jose

District

01+

7
/i

San Francisco
Oakland
Fremont
Santa Rosa
Salinas
Hayward
Sunnyvale
Concord
Santa Clara
Vallejo
Berkeley
Fairfield

945,942
805,235
390,724
214,089
167,815
150,441
144,186
140,081
122,067
116,468
115,942
112,580
105,321
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

City by District

City District POP %
Richmond 02 103,701 100
Antioch 02 102,372 100
Daly City 02 101,123 100
Santa Maria 02 99,553 100
San Mateo 02 97,207 100
Vacaville 02 92,428 100
Santa Barbara 02 88,410 100!
San Leandro 02 84,950 100
Livermore 02 80,968 100
Napa 02 76,915 100
Redwood City 02 76,815 100
Mountain View 02 74,066 100
Alameda 02 73,812 100
San Ramon 02 72,148 100
Pleasanton 02 70,285 100
Union City 02 69,516 100
Milpitas 02 66,790 100
Davis 02 65,622 100
Palo Alto 02 64,403 100
Walnut Creek 02 64,173 100
South San Francisco 02 63,632 100
-Pittsburg 02 63,264 100
Santa Cruz 02 59,946 100
Cupertino 02 58,302 100
Petaluma 02 57,941 100
San Rafael 02 57,713 100
Woodland 02 55,468 100
Novato 02 51,904 100
Brentwood 02 51,481 100
Watsonville 02 51,199 100,
Gilroy 02 48,821 100
‘West Sacramento 02 48,744 100
Dublin 02 46,036 100
San Luis Obispo 02 45,119 100,
Newark 02 42,573 100
- Lompoc 02 42,434 100
Danville 02 42,039 100
San Bruno 02 41,114 100
Rohnert Park 02 40,971 100
Campbell 02 39,349 100
Morgan Hill 02 37,882 100
Pacifica 02 37,234 100
Martinez 02 35,824 100
Oakley 02 35,432 100
Hollister - 02 34,928 100
Pleasant Hill 02 33,152 100
Seaside 02 33,025 100
Menlo Park 02 32,026 100
Foster City 02 30,567 100,
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

City by District

City District POP %
Saratoga 02 29,926 100
Goleta 02 29,888 100,
El Paso de Robles (Paso Robles) 02 29,793 100
Los Gatos i 02 29,413 100
San Pablo 02 29,139 100
Los Altos 02 28,976 100
Burlingame 02 28,806 100
San Carlos 02 28,406 100,
Atascadero 02 28,310 100
East Palo Alto 02 28,155 100
Suisun City 02 28,111 100
Monterey 02 27,810 100
Eureka 02 27,191 100}
Benicia 02 26,997 100
Windsor 02 26,801 100
Belmont 02 25,835 100,
Soledad 02 25,738 100
Hercules 02 24,060 100
Lafayette 02 23,893 100
El Cerrito 02 23,549 100
Millbrae 02 21,532 100
Marina 02 19,718 100
American Canyon 02 19,454 100
Albany 02 18,539 100
Pinole 02 18,390 100
Dixon 02 18,351 100,
Orinda 02 17,643 100
Arroyo Grande 02 17,252 - 100
Arcata 02 17,231 100
Greenfield 02 16,330 100
Ukiah 02 16,075 100
Moraga 02 16,016 100
Clearlake 02 15,250 100
Pacific Grove 02 15,041 100
Red Bluff 02 14,076 100
Mill Valley 02 13,903 100
Grover Beach 02 13,156 100
Carpinteria 02 13,040 100
King City 02 12,874 100
San Anselmo 02 12,336 100|
Fortuna 02 11,926 100
Larkspur 02 11,926 100
Scotts Valley 02 11,580 100
Half Moon Bay 02 11,324 100
Healdsburg 02 11,254 100 .
Clayton 02 10,897 100
Hillsborough 02 10,825 100
Piedmont 02 10,667 100
Sonoma 02 10,648 100
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- Plan Type: Board of Equalization

City by District
City District POP %} -

Morro Bay 02 10,234 100
Emeryville 02 10,080 100
Capitola 02 9,918 100
" Corte Madera 02 9,253 100
Tiburon 02 8,962 100
Cloverdale 02 8,618 100
Gonzales 02 8,187 100,
Los Altos Hills 02 7,922 100
Corning 02 7,663 100
Pismo Beach 02 7,655 100
Crescent City 02 7,643 100
Fairfax 02 7,441 100
Sebastopol 02 7,379 100
Rio Vista 02 7,360 100
Orland 02 7,291 100
Fort Bragg 02 7,273 100
Cotati 02 7,265 100
. Guadalupe 02 7,080 100
Sausalito 02 7,061 100
Atherton 02 6,914 100
Winters 02 6,624 100
Willows 02 6,166 100
Colusa 02 5,971 100
St. Helena 02 5,814 100
Woodside 02 5,287 100
Solvang 02 5,245 100,
Calistoga 02 5,155 100
Williams 02 5,123 100
Willits 02 4,388 100
Buellton 02 4,828 100
Lakeport 02 4,753 100
Portola Valley 02 4,353 100,
Brisbane 02 4,282 100
Carmel-by-the-Sea 02 3,722 100
~ Rio Dell 02 3,368 100
Monte Sereno 02 3,341 100
Yountville 02 2,933 100
Ross 02 2,415 100
Belvedere 02 2,068 100
San Juan Bautista 02 1,862 100
Colma 02 1,792 100
Del Rey Oaks 02 1,624 100
Ferndale 02 1,371 100
Blue Lake 02 1,253 100
Point Arena 02 449 100
Tehama 02 418 100
Trinidad 02 367 100
Sand Ci 02 334 100
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City District POP %
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

City by District

yernon. ) E $ Aoaa : 3 A

San Diego 04 1,307,402 100
Anaheim 04 336,265 100
Santa Ana 04 324,528 100
Riverside 04 303,871 100
Chula Vista 04 243,916 100
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

City by District
City District POP %
Irvine 04 212,375 100
San Bernardino 04 199,591 95.1
Fontana 04 196,069 100
Moreno Valley 04 193,365 100,
Huntington Beach 04 189,992 100
Garden Grove 04 170,883 100
Oceanside 04 161,086 100
Corona 04 152,374 100
Escondido 04 143,911 100
Orange 04 136,416 100,
Fullerton 04 135,161 100
Costa Mesa 04 109,960 100
Carlsbad 04 105,328 100
Murrieta 04 103,466 100
Temecula 04 100,097 100
El Cajon 04 99,478 100
Rialto 04 99,171 100
Vista 04 93,834 100
Mission Viejo 04 93,305 100
Westminster 04 89,701 100
Newport Beach 04 85,186 100
San Marcos 04 83,781 100
Buena Park 04 80,530 100
Hemet 04 78,657 100
Menifee 04 77,519 100
Lake Forest 04 77,264 100
Indio 04 76,036 100
Tustin 04 75,540 100
Redlands 04 68,747 100
Perris 04 68,386 100,
Yorba Linda 04 64,234 100
San Clemente 04 63,522 100
Laguna Niguel 04 62,979 100
La Habra 04 60,239 100,
Encinitas 04 59,518 100
National City 04 58,582 100,
La Mesa 04 57,065 100
Fountain Valley 04 55,313 100
Santee 04 53,413 100
Highland 04 53,104 100
Colton 04 . 52,154 100
Lake Elsinore 04 51,821 100
Yucaipa 04 51,367 100
Cathedral City 04 51,200 100
Placentia 04 50,533 100
Palm Desert 04 48,445 100
Rancho Santa Margarita 04 47,853 100
Aliso Viejo 04 47,823 100
Poway 04 47,811 100
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Plan Type: Board of Equalization

City by District
City District POP %
Cypress 04 47,802 100
Palm Springs 04 44,552 100
San Jacinto 04 44,199 100
El Centro 04 42,598 100
Coachella 04 40,704 100
‘Brea 04 39,282 100
Calexico 04 38,572 100
_Stanton 04 38,186 100
La Quinta 04 37,467 100
Beaumont 04 36,877 100
San Juan Capistrano 04 34,593 100
Dana Point 04 33,351 100
Wildomar 04 32,176 100
Laguna Hills 04 30,344 100
Banning 04 29,603 100
Norco 04 27,063 100
Imperial Beach 04 26,324 100
Desert Hot Springs 04 25,938 100
Lemon Grove 04 25,320 100
Twentynine Palms 04 25,048 100
Brawley 04 24,953 100
Seal Beach 04 24,168 100
Loma Linda . 04 23,261 100,
Laguna Beach 04 22,723 100
Blythe 04 20,817 100
Yucca Valley 04 20,700 100
Coronado 04 18,912 100
Rancho Mirage 04 17,218 100
Laguna Woods 04 16,192 100
La Palma 04 15,568 100
Imperial 04 14,758 100
Solana Beach 04 12,867 100
Grand Terrace 04 12,040 100
Los Alamitos 04 11,449 100
Canyon Lake 04 10,561 100
Calimesa 04 7,879 100
Calipatria 04 7,705 100
Holtville 04 5,939 100
Villa Park 04 5,812 100
Indian Wells 04 4,958 100
Del Mar 04 4,161 100!
‘Westmorland 04 2,225 100
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Plan Type: Congressional

County by District

Coun District POP %)

Marin 252,409

Sonoma 02 185,636 38.4
Humboldt 02 134,623 100
Mendocino 02 87,841 100
Del Norte 02 28,610 100

Trini 02 13,786 100

=P

b 2 3 A o L o PRI
Placer 04 303,640 87.1
El Dorado 04 181,058 100
Tuolumne 04 55,365 100
Calaveras 04 45,578 100
Amador 04 38,091 100
Madera 04 28,450 18.9
Mariposa 04 18,251 100
Nevada 04 16,386 16.6
Fresno 04 14,912 1.6
Alpine

Sacramento 06 l 554,161 46.1
Yolo 48,744 .

San Bernardino 670,157
Inyo 18,546
Mono 14,202
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Plan Type: Congressional

County by District

San Mateo
San Francnsco

. Fresnb
Merced
Madera

Sant;cx Clara
San Mateo
Santa Cruz

Monterey
Santa Cruz
San Benito
Santa Cla.ra

Fresno
Tulare

Santa Barbara
San Luis Obispo
Ventura

Ventura
Los An
=

eles

Los Angele§ ‘

Ventura

District

514,453
188452

600,575

102,330

324 696
255,793
122,415

535,703
117,876
49327

415,057
213,055
55,269
19,525

R
389,393
313 512

423 895
269,637

9,372

8,270

70.9

4138
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Plan Type: Congressional

County by District

County

. District POP %

702,904
g _53%.4 -

e

Riverside 702,905 321

_ 36 X :
ETTRT ﬁ\\r",gg : = ﬁxﬁ%{ ‘70‘.,,, -

7R

Riverside 702,906 - 1
5 e

- e
Los Angeles 687,337
15,568

4 2t

Los Angeles 40 702,904 72

42

Los Angeles 44 702,004 72
W

i

Saﬁ iego

Riverside

Ade ),
A8
02,904

Im S
San Diego ! 52 7 22.7
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Plan Type: Congressional

City by District Report

Ci

Petaluma
San Rafael
Novato
Eureka
Windsor
Arcata

Ukiah

Mill Valley
San Anselmo
Fortuna
Larkspur
Healdsburg
Corte Madera
Tiburon
Cloverdale
Crescent City
Fairfax
Sebastopol
Fort Bragg
Sausalito

District

02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02
02

POP

57,939
57,713
51,904
27,191
26,801
17,231
16,075
13,903
12,336
11,926
11,926
11,254
9,253
8,962
8,618
7,643
7,441
7,379
7,273
7,061

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
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Plan Type: Congressional

City by District Report

Roseville
Rocklin
Lincoln
South Lake Tahoe
Truckee

Aubum
Placerville

Tone

Loomis

Sonora

Jackson

Angels

Sutter Creek
Plymouth

118,788
56,974
42,819
21,403
16,180
13,330
10,389
7918
6,430
4,903
4,651
3,836
2,501
1,005

City Distfict  POP %
Willits 02 4,888 100
Rio Dell 02 3,368 100
Ross 02 2,415 100
Belvedere 02 2,068 100
Ferndale 02 1,371 100
Blue Lake 02 1,253 100
Point Arena 02 449 100
Trinidad 02 367 100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
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City by District Report

Victorville
Hesperia
Apple Valley
Highland

Yucaipa

Adelanto
Twentynine Palms
Barstow

Yucca Valley
Mammoth Lakes
Big Bear Lake
Needles

Tracy
Turlock
Manteca
Ceres
Riverbank
QOakdale
Patterson
Ripon
Newman
Waterford
Escalon

08

08
08
08
08
08
08
08
08
08
08
08
08
08

115,903
90,173
69,135
53,104
51,367
31,765
25,048
22,639
20,700
8,234
5,019
4,844
3,879
0

02
201,165
82,922
68,549
67,096
45,417
22,678
20,675
20,413
14,297
10,224
8,456
7,132
6,640

10
100 -
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
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City by District Report

City

San Francisco
Daly City
San Mateo
South San Francisco
San Bruno

Pacifica

Redwood City
Foster City
Burlingame

San Carlos

East Palo Alto
Belmont

Millbrae

Half Moon Bay
Hillsborough

Menlo Park
Brisbane

Colma

District

14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14

102,330
101,123
97,207
63,632
41,114
37,234
35,684
30,567
28,806
28,406
28,155
25,835
21,532
11,324
10,825
5,825
4,282
1,792

100
100
100
100
100
46.5
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
18.2
100
100
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Plan Type: Congressional

City by District Report

Dos P_alos

Atk
San Jose
Mountain View
Palo Alto
Redwood City
Campbell
Saratoga
Los Gatos
Los Altos
Menlo Park
Scotts Valley
Los Altos Hills
Atherton
Woodside
Portola Valley
Monte Sereno

Salinas

Santa Cruz
Watsonville
Hollister
Seaside
Monterey
Soledad
Marina
Gilroy
Greenfield
Pacific Grove
King City
Capitola
Gonzales

18
18
18
18
18
18
18
18
18
18
18
18
18
18
18

20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20

218,397
74,066
64,403
41,131
39,349
29,926
29,413
28,976
26,201
11,580
7,922
6,914
5,287
4353
3,341

50,441
59,946
51,199
34,928
33,025
27,810
25,738
19,718
17,426
16,330
15,041
12,874
9,918
8,187

City District  POP %
Fresno 16 287,543 * 58.1
Merced 16 78,958 100
Madera 16 61,416 100
Los Banos 16 35972 100
Atwater 16 28,168 100
Chowchilla 16 18,720 100
Livingston 16 13,058 100
Gustine 16 5,520 100
4,950

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
357
100
100
100
100
100
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Plan Type: Congressional

'City by District Report

City District  POP %
Carmel-by-the-Sea 20 3,722 100
San Juan Bautista 20 1,862 100
Del Rey Oaks 20 1,624 100
Sand Cii ) 20 334 100

St

3 0

Fresno 22 207,122 419
Visalia 22 124,442 100
Clovis 22 95,631 100
Tulare 22 59,278 100
Reedley 22 24,194 100
Dinuba 22 21,453 100
Lindsay 22 11,768 100
Farmersville 22 10,588 100
Exeter ) 10334 100
Orange Cove 22 9,078 100
Woodlake 22 7,279 100
B ek T

Santa Maria 24 99,553 100
Santa Barbara 24 83410 100
San Luis Obispo - 24 45119 100
Lompoc 24 42,434 100
Goleta 24 29,888 100
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Plan Type: Congressional

City by District Report

City Distict  POP %
El Paso de Robles (Paso Robles) 24 29,793 100
Atascadero 24 28,310 100
Arroyo Grande 24 17,252 100
Grover Beach 24 13,156 100
Carpinteria 24 13,040 100
Morro Bay 24 10,234 100
San Buenaventura (Ventura) 24 7982 75
Pismo Beach 24 7,655 100
Guadalupe 24 7,080 100
Solvang 24 5,245 100

24 100

Thousand Oaks

San Buenaventura (Ventura)
Camarillo

Moorpark

Santa Paula

Port Hueneme

Fillmore

Simi Valley

Westlake Villag

Ojai -

Los Angeles

Glendale

Burbank

West Hollywood

La Caffada Flintridge

Pasadena
e

geles

26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26
26

4,828

197,899
126,683
98,451
65,201
34,421
29,321
21,723
15,002
10,004
8,270
7,461

345,129
191,719
79,614
34,399
20,246
11,031
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Plan Type: Congressional

City by District Report

Los Angeles 30 671463 177

Burbank 30 23,726 230
Hidden Hills 30 1,856 100

El Monte 2 113,475 100

West Covina 32 106,098 100
Baldwin Park 32 75,390 100
Covina 32 47,79 100
Azusa 32 46,361 100
LaPuente 32 39,816 100
San Dimas 32 33,371 100
Monrovia 32 32,970 90.1
La Vemne 32 31,063 100
Duarte 32 21,321 100
Glendora 32 14,648 293
Irwindale 32 1,422 100
Industy 32 198 90.4
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Plan Type: Congressional

City by District Report

City

District POP %
Indio 36 76,036 100
Cathedral City 36 51,200 100
Palm Desert 36 48445 100
Palm Springs 36 44552 100
San Jacinto 36 44,199 100
Coachella 36 40,704 100
La Quinta 36 37,467 100
Beaumont 36 36,877 100
Banning 36 29,603 100
Desert Hot Springs 36 25938 100
Blythe 36 20,817 100
Rancho Mirage 36 17,218 100
Calimesa 36 7,879 100
Indian Wells 36 4,958 100

Vo
Norwalk
Whittier
Pico Rivera
Montebello
Lakewood
Cerritos
La Mirada
Bellflower
South E]l Monte
Artesia
Santa Fe Springs
La Palma
Hawaiian Gardens

105,549 100
85,331 100
62,942 100
62,500 100
62,413 78.0
49,041 100
48,527 100
40,969 53.5
20,116 100
16,522 100
16,223 100
15,568 100

14,254 © 100
16

Los Angeles 157,774

Downey 40 11,772 100
Huntington Park 40 - 58,114 100
Paramount 40 54,098 100
‘Bell Gardens 40 42,072 100
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Plan Type: Congressional

City by District Report

T

Corona
Murrieta
Menifee
Lake Elsinore

.~ Wildomar

Norco
Temecula
Canyon Lake

Lds Angeles

Compton
South Gate
Carson
Long Beach
Lynwood

Vil

Santa Ana
Anaheim
Orange

_Garden Groye

152,374
103,466
71,519
51,821
32,176
27,063
19,710

10,561

166,230
96,455
94,396
91,714
83,417
69,772

284,820
280,057
80,132
47,901

City District  POP %
Bellflower 40 35,647 46.5
Bell 40 35477 100
Maywood 40 27,395 100
Cudahy 40 23,805 100
Commerce 40 12,823 100
Vernon 112 100

44
100
100
100
18.0

87.8
83.3
58.7
28.0
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Plan Type: Congressional

City by District Report

City District  POP %
jalo : : ;

Huntington Beach ) 438 189,992 100
*Costa Mesa 48 109,960 100
Newport Beach 48 85,186
Laguna Niguel 48 62,979
Fountain Valley 48 55,313

Aliso Vigjo 48 47,823

Santa Ana 48 39,708
Westminster 48 35,440

Seal Beach 48 24,168
Laguna Beach 48 22,723
Garden Grove 48 20,650

15

Escondido o , » ’ 50 l‘i43,91 1

San Marcos 50 83,781 100
Temecula ’ 50 80,387 803
Santee 50 53,413 100
El Cajon 50 52,052 523
San Diegq 50 0 0.0

A 0}? : : &y Y

San Diego 52 635,970 48.6
Poway 52 47,811 100
Coronado 52 18,912 100

T
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City District  POP %
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SD AD Population | % SD
86,644 . | 84.10%
48,692 . :]°15.90%
35,336 ] i
Senate District 02 02 & 10 837,817 90.27%
9.73%
|:65.36%
34.64%:
Senate District 04 03 & 08 697,761 74.39%
Other 240,201 2561%
Total 937,962
[ SenateDi 85.654 | 83.65%.
B 53,509 | 16.35%
ey 39,163
Senate District 06 07 & 08 750,677 80.17%
Other 185,624 19.83%
75.44%
24.56%
71.47%
28.53%
+2:1.99:00%"
. 1.00%"
Senate District 10 97.00%
3.00%
" |:100.00%
72.59%

Senate District 18

255783 | 27.41%
933,222
22422 | 9945%
1058 170.56%
927480 |
716,444 | 76.59%
218,932 | 2341%
935,376
50,008 - | 92.61%
576 | 7.39%
76.16%
23.84%
T473%
2527%

835,056

89.91%
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Senatg Dlstnct 20

Senate DistHeod

S Other
47 & 52

SD AD Population | % SD
Other 93,669 10.09%
Total 928,725

233 8

Tota

) = 84
B Sl Tolalg " 930,28 o
Senate District 22 48 & 49 830,864 89.41%
Other 98,434 10.59%

929,298

& ‘ 3;-3\ 4
Senate District 24 51 & 53 832,858 89.22%
Other 100,652 10.78%

Total

933,510
9:29

693,823

233,934

927,757

66.22%

615,858
Other 314,214 33.78%
Total 930,072

6063

ok 25:494 s e
Senate District 30 54 & 59 746,789 80.95%
Other 175,707 19.05%

100.00%

799,741

85.68%

14.32%

3 74.60%:

25.40%

5378%

6.72%

69:37%"

99.10%

Appen. 799



Population

% SD

8,419

0.90%

Eihals ey

76.52%

Senate District 40 79 & 80

711,498
Other 218.262 | 23.48%
Total 929,760

677,330

72.44%

257,725

27.56%
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922,690

9,355,321

3rd Board of Equalization District  [19, 22, 24 25 26 27, 30, 32 8,509,043 92.57%
Other 590,160 743% ]
Total 9,289,203 100.00%
A s dlizationipIsts 3 1249 93405
605
g5 2 ¥ | 0DID0YEE
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The Citizens Redistricting Commission’s final certified maps for 2011 are submitted in the following
electronic formats:

SHP
.DBF
.CDF
.KMZ

Each set of files {Assembly, Senate, Congress, and Board of Equalization) has been compressed into a
single zipped folder. This zipped folder has then been run through a hash generator using a SHA-1
algorithm to create a digital signature capable of confirming bit-level data accuracy. Files were
compressed using the native tool available through the Microsoft Windows 7 (Service Pack 1) operating
system. The SHA-1 digital signature was created using the freeware application WinHasher 1.0.

Hash Digest:
Assembly
crc_20110815_assembly_certified_statewide.zip

SHA-1: 323d2c56df6bf3ad6b3b4e58fd7c5d0338a476b8

Senate
crc_20110815_senate_certified_statewide.zip

SHA-1: 14cd4e126ddc5bdce946f67376574918f3082d6b

Congress
crc_20110815_congress_certified_statewide.zip

SHA-1: 1893c0695a42454a202f5b1ef433abff6b491db9
Board of Equalization

crc_20110815_boe_certified_statewide.zip

SHA-1: 3dd8d0f1325818b92429f987c03668ba036eceld
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