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From the Desk of:

CITY OF

MENLO| Council Member Peter Ohtaki
\ PARK /

June 27, 2011

Citizens Redistricting Commission
901 P Street, Suite 154-A
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Please do NOT split the City of Menlo Park into Two Congressional
Districts

Dear Redistricting Commission,

You may not be aware that the Commission’s first draft map splits the City of Menlo
Park into two Congressional districts. Part of Menlo Park 1s in the San Mateo County
district, while western Menlo Park along with Atherton, Woodside and Portola Valley are
in the northern Santa Clara County district.

I highly recommend the Commission switch Redwood City (population 76,815)
northward into the San Mateo County Congressional district, and move Menlo Park
and East Palo Alto (combined population 60,181) southward into the northern
Santa Clara County Congressional district, and split the unincorporated area
between Menlo Park and Redwood City to achieve numerical balance. The
demographics are identical (see table below).

Community of Interest: Stanford/Silicon Valley

As T testified before the Commission on May 23™, Menlo Park is part of northern Silicon
Valley with Atherton, Portola Valley, Woodside, Stanford, Los Altos, Palo Alto, and East
Palo Atto. These cities have the common elements: many residents either work for or
provide services to the technology companies in Silicon Valley, and many residents are
affiliated with Stanford University. Sand Hill Road in Menlo Park is home to most
venture capital firms that finance Silicon Valley companies, and our city is the new
headquarters for Facebook, for example.

The natural ties among these cities are formalized in several ways: East Palo Alto, Menlo
Park and Atherton share a joint fire department, the Menlo Park Fire Protection District;
the “Tri-Cities” of Menlo Park, Palo Alto and East Palo Alto jointly work on common
issues, such as transportation, land use, crime, and jobs, among other issues; and the San
Francisquito Creek JPA that includes East Palo Alto, Menlo Park and Palo Alto.

- oo Park, CA 94025
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From the Desk of:

CITY OF

MENLO| Council Member Peter Ohtaki
\ PARK /

Proposed Change: Please Exchange Menlo Park/East Palo Alto with Redwood City

I recommend including Redwood City in the San Mateo County Congressional district,
and switching all of the City of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto (combined population
60,181) southward into the northern Santa Clara County Congressional district. In order
to balance the population of the two districts, the Commission can split the
unincorporated San Mateo County area between Menlo Park and Redwood City. The
demographics are identical (see table below)

2010 Census Total Asian & African-
Population  White Latino Pac.Isl. Amer,

Menlo Park 32,026 22,494 5,902 3,611 1,551

East Palo Alto 28,155 8,104 18,147 3,175 4,704

Combined MP+EPA 60,181 30,598 24,049 6,786 6,255
50.8% 40.0% 11.3% 10.4%

Redwood City 76,815 46,255 29,810 9,011 2,531
60.2% 38.8% 11.7% 3.3%

Please consider this proposed change to the Congressional district border. Please do
NOT split Menlo Park into two! I know the Commission wants to keep small and mid-
size cities together. Thank you very much for serving on the Commission!

Peter Ohtaki
City Council Member
City of Menlo Park

-- Menlo Park, CA 94025
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From the Desk of:

CITY OF

MENLO| Councilwoman Kelly Fergusson
\PARK /

June 24, 2011

Citizens’ Redistricting Commission
901 P Street, Suite 154-A
Sacramento, CA 95814

Fax: 916-651-5711
Email: votersfirstact@crc.ca.gov

Regarding: June 10 draft Congressional Districts Flaws — Menlo Park Vicinity

Dear Citizens’ Redistricting Commissioners,

Thank you so much for volunteering to serve on the Citizens' Redistricting Commission.
Your service is greatly appreciated! Your task is not an easy one.

| want to bring to your attention problems with the draft US Congressional District lines
as they are currently drawn. While the State Assembly and Senate Districts appear fair,
the draft Congressional lines divide numerous communities of interest. | suggest
including more of the Emerald Hills / unincorporated Redwood City area with the
more northerly District, and grouping all of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto with
Atherton, Woodside, and Portola Valley with the more southerly District.

As you are well aware, city council members are non-partisan offices. | write to you
purely as a representative of the city (speaking as an individual councilmember), and as
a voice of related communities of interest.

First and foremost, the draft map splits Menlo Park. Over the past several decades, the
City of Menlo Park has worked very hard to create “One Menlo Park.” We are a richly
diverse community. Separating arguably the wealthiest section of Menlo Park from the
rest of the city works against the interests of the city as a whole.

Next, the draft map splits the “Tri-Cities” community of Menlo Park, East Palo Alto, and
Palo Alto. These three cities have a long history of working collaboratively together on
issues of transportation, land use, coastal (bay) flood management, crime, youth
development, jobs, education, and ecosystem preservation. The mayors and city
managers of the three cities meet on a quarterly basis. Splitting the cities apart would
dilute our unified voice.

B o Pork Ca 94025



Another community of interest split by the draft map is the San Francisquito Creek JPA.
In 1998, Palo Alto, East Palo Alto and Menlo Park suffered from devastating flooding.
Since then, these three cities have worked intimately together with the upper watershed
communities of Portola Valley, Woodside, and Stanford on a joint approach to Army
Corps of Engineers federal projects to manage flooding and flood risk. Splitting our
voice in Congress on this critical issue is an extreme detriment.

A further community of interest split by the draft map is the Menlo Park Fire Protection
District (MPFPD). The MPFPD serves all of Menlo Park, East Palo Alto, the Menlo Oaks
and University Heights area of unincorporated Menlo Park, and Atherton. Citizens work
collaboratively within the MPFPD on emergency preparedness and disaster response,
including the CERT program. These efforts all have federal components in which the
residents’ voice would be weakened under the draft map.

The draft map also splits education-related communities of interest. It splits at least
three school districts, including the Menlo Park City School District, Sequoia Union High
School District, and San Mateo County Community College District. On education-
related matters, the voice of the residents and students of these communities will be
significantly diluted.

The draft map splits the majority of Menlo Park from the city’s most influential business.
Menlo Park is known globally as the “Venture Capital Capitol of the World.” It is
unconsciounable to separate Sand Hill Road from the majority of Menlo Park with this
draft Congressional District map.

Finally, traditional power centers in the region include the north part of San Mateo
County and the south part of Santa Clara County. The south part of San Mateo County
and the north part of Santa Clara County have traditionally teamed together to provide a
counter-balance to these strong centers of political power. The draft maps undo the
traditionally moderating influence / benefit of grouping Menlo Park and East Palo Alto
with the other south San Mateo County communities along with the northern Santa Clara
County communities. The maps as drafted concentrate Congressional power too much
in northern San Mateo County and the San Jose/Sunnyvale/Santa Clara area.

In order to rectify splitting the numerous communities of interest outlined above, |
suggest: including more of the Emerald Hills / unincorporated Redwood City area
with the more northerly District, and grouping all of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto
with Atherton, Woodside, and Portola Valley with the more southerly District.

| intend to work with mapping experts that have been tracking the redistricting process in
the coming days, and will provide you with more specific geographic suggestions shortly.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

Kelly usson, Ph.D., P.E.

Councilwoman, City of Menlo Park

. -0 Park, CA 94025
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WINEGROWERS

of napa counly

June 27, 2011

Citizens Redistricting Commission
1130 K Street, Suite 101
Sacremento, CA 2581

Dear Commission,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment again on the redistricting plans for
California. The Winegrowers of Napa County, a non-profit organization
comprising of a diverse group of the largest as well as smaller premium wineries,
previously commented to the commission on May 20, 2011. The intent of that
letter was to emphasize the importance of maintaining Lake, Mendocino, Napa
and Sonoma counties in one district. For the reasons explained below this letter
stresses the paramount importance of maintaining Napa County within a single
district.

Winegrowers of Napa County would like the Commission to consider and
understand that the social and economic reach of the wine industry touches every
corer of Napa County. For example, the grape-growing and warehousing that
occurs in American Canyon is intimately linked with each and every Napa Valley
American Viticultural Area (AVA). Segregating our Winegrowers members’
wineries and vineyards from their warehousing, offices and bottling lines would
create unnecessary political divides when the regional interests remain unified.

In addition, farming in the north coast winegrowing regions is vastly different
from the agriculture practices of the Central Valley. All of Napa County is part of
this unique north coast premium wine region and must stay unified in interests
and political districts.

In order to ensure that our elected official is responsive to the voters in our
community, it is essential that our district be comprised of voters with similar
interests. Therefore, we ask you to recognize the significant agricultural, social
and economic importance of keeping all of Napa County in one district.

Winegrowers #f Napa County

C JENTETETH]
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Testimony of Napa County Supervisor Diane Dillon
California Citizens Redistricting Commission
San Francisco, CA — Monday, June 27, 2011

o First, please note that our Board of Supervisors submitted a unanimous
resolution to this Commission in support of two basic premises (all five
members of the Board were present for that vote):

o (1) Keeping Napa County whole — as one county — for Congressional,
Assembly and Senate districts, and

o (2) Keeping Napa County with counties or parts of counties that share
a community of interest, i.e., that represent the premium wine growing
area of California (and the United States).

e Anne Steinhauer of the Napa Valley Vintners testified to this Commission
on June 8" about proposed Congressional districts. She was invited to return
with a map that would show a district containing the community of interest
of the premium wine industry and its consequences on neighboring districts.

e [ am here to present that map. It is attached to this testimony as the
“Wine/Coastal District.”

o It only affects three of your districts — the ones referred to as North Coast,
Yuba, and YOSON. All we have done is to re-arrange the boundaries in
those three districts and NO other districts will be affected by this solution.

e We know Yuba is a Section 5 County and that is a concern for the
Commission. According to redrawca.org, our proposed Yuba District
contains higher minority Voting Age Population than both Yuba’s current
Congressional District and the Commission’s draft Yuba District.

e The consequences of this reconfiguration are:

Napa County is wholly within one district;

Marin and Sonoma Counties are in a more compact district;

The premium wine producing community of interest is together;
The coastal community of interest and North-South configuration is
maintained;

Yolo County is split into 2 districts instead of 3;

o Yuba’s Section 5 status is preserved and strengthened;

o O O ©

O

Napa testi mony Page 1 of 2



Marin/Sonoma District
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Wine/Coastal District: Del Norte, Humboldt, Trinity, Mendocino, Lake,
Northeastern Sonoma, Napa, Western Solano
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Sacramento Valley/ Suburban Sacramento District: Yuba, Sutter, Glenn, Colusa,
Yolo {minus West Sacramento), Solano, western Sacramento
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Close-up of Solano split (Vacaville and
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Close-up of Sonoma County Split {Cities of Cloverdale and Healdsburg,
Alexander and Knights Valley into wine district)
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Congressional Districts - North Coast & Napa-Glenn-Yuba
John G Dickerson (Mendocino County) —#—_» _ '
June 27, 2011 1 g’”&””“’so

ONE PAGE SUMMARY
| write this as a 25-year resident of Mendocino County who has produced numerous economic analyses of our
region and been very active in our wine and tourism industry and various other civic efforts. | expect most
residents of the Sacramento Valley would have similar views from their perspective.

The first draft “North Coast Congressional District” and the “Yuba” District create severe problems:

e They split a very strong natural, economic, cultural and historical “community of interests” among Napa
and Lake Counties to the east and Mendocino and Sonomg Counties to the west.

e |t associates Lake and Napa Counties and the City of Santa Rosa with a region in the Sacramento Valley
with which they share very few regional interests.

Most Congressional and federal issues of importance specific to these areas are very different from those in the
Sacramento Valley. The proposed Districts would be a significant barrier to effective Congressional
representation; they violate “natural” communities of interests thereby diluting attention and understanding.

The “Wall”: A steep mountaln wall separates two very different natural, historical, cultural and economic regions
— the Sacramento Valley to the east, the North Coast ranges to the west. People living on both sides of this “Wall”
know it is a stark dividing line between two very different regions. This wall places Napa and Lake Counties and
the City of Santa Rosa in a very different region from Yolo, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba Counties. Further, the
proposed Yuba District has only one paved road that crosses this “Wall” — Hwy 20. No one uses this road to travel
between Santa Rosa on the western edge of the proposed District to Marysville, the seat of Yuba County on the
eastern edge. The “normal” route would take them through 3 other proposed Congressional Districts!

Wine Industry: The federally recognized North Coast winegrape growing region is Napa, Sonoma, Lake and
Mendocino counties. It contains haif the wineries in California. The wine and winegrape industry brings billions of
dollars into the region each year — the most of all private sector industries. In contrast the wine industry in Yolo,
Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba counties has littie relative economic impact.

Wine and Winegrape Industry Comparisons {2008 - 2010 data: see supporting material)

County Name Wineries-Vineyards Employees Total Wages Tons Grapes
Sonoma - Mendo 650 10,000 $400 million 260,000
Napa - Lake 500 11,000 $500 million 170,000
North Coast 1150 21,000  $900 million 430,000
5 Counties* 20 225 $9.5 million 48,650%*

* Yolo, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba counties
**17 counties (these 5 and 12 other Sacramento Valley and far northern counties)

This data does not include hundreds of small family operations nor significant wine industry support industries.

Job Commuters: As one example of how the two regions are not economically integrated the number of people
who commute to jobs “through the Wall” is vastly different from commuters within the Coastal mountain region.

Number of Daily Job Commuters who cross ...
The Lake/Napa border with Mendocino/Sonoma 8235
The Lake/Napa border with Glenn/Colusa/Yolo 193

john G Dickerson R Redwood Valiey, CA 95470



1 The “Wall” - Geography & Highway System

The “Western Wall” of the Sacramento Valley is a steep 200 mile ridge separating the Valley including Yolo,
Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba counties from their neighbors to the west. This Google Earth! picture is taken from
over the Delta looking north-northwest the western Sacramento Valley up to Mount Shasta on the horizon to the
right. This “Mountain Wall” runs that entire distance and is penetrated by only four roads of any significance.

This wall between two very different natural regions enforces a stark separation of communities. Yolo-Colusa-
Glenn-Sutter and most of Yuba counties are a part of the Sacramento Valley naturally, culturally, economically,
and historicaily. Napa-Lake along with Sonoma-Mendocino are naturally part of the Coast Range.

Five main roads and highways are used by commuters
between Lake-Napa and Mendocino-Sonoma {in blue on this
Google Earth image). There are two between Lake-Napa and
Glenn-Colusa-Yolo {red) both of which are long-winding
roads through mountain passes.

For every daily job commuter who travels through the red
passes over 40 travel through the biue.

The ONLY East-West Road inside the proposed Yuba
District is Highway 20 between Clear Lake and Williams.
It’s an hour mostly on twisting mountain road. In
contrast the 5 roads between Napa—Lake and Sonoma—
Mendocino average less than 10 miles.

No one {as a practical matter) would drive Highway 20
between Santa Rosa and the eastern part of Yuba
County. In fact the “normal route” would pass through
six other proposed Congressional Districts.

! All Google Earth pictures have elevation exaggeration set at 2.5 to 3.0.
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2 Wine Industry

Napa, Sonoma, and Mendocino Counties have been “joined at the hip” in the wine industry for 140 years. Lake
County developed its wine and grape industry in the past 50 years. The industries in these counties are highly
inter-twined in numerous ways. The wine industry is the main source of private sector income for the region in
terms of products sold in the rest of the state, nation, and world. Much of the commuting for jobs between
these counties occurs in the wine industry. There are numerous common federal issues of importance to this
industry in these four counties.

In contrast the wine industry is economically relatively insignificant in Yolo, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba
counties.

2.1 North Coast Viticultural Area

The Federal Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau {"TTB” - part of US Dept. of Commerce) regulates the US
wine industry. TTB determines what place name may be put on a wine label to communicate where the grapes
were grown that went into the wine. These are “American Viticultural Areas” (AVA — aka “appellation”). As stated
by TTB — “AVAs allow vintners to better describe the origin of their wines and to allow consumers to better

identify wines they may purchase”. Place names not approved by TTB are illegal. Laytonville
- * 4
AVA’s exist at several “levels” including regional AVAs that include parts of two mmn 0
or more counties. There are four such regional AVA's in California — Central | ]

Coast, South Coast, Sierra Foothills —and the North Coast.

The “official North Coast AVA” is identified in this map (not precise) by the pink-
purple border, Note that parts of Mendocino and Marin County are not
included. The smaller areas on the map within the North Coast are specific AVAs
such as “Napa Valley”, “Redwood Valley” or “Chalk Hill”. In addition to the
“County Viticultural Areas” here are 5 such “sub-appellations” in Lake County,
10 and a couple pending in Mendocino, 16 in Napa, and 13 in Sonoma.

The heavy red line is the western border of the proposed Congressional Districts
in this area in the first draft issued by the Commission. A smaller red line in the
southeast corner of Napa County is an area of that County that is included in a
third proposed District in the first draft — Yolo — Solano — Napa. It is shown on
this map because that little corner of Napa County would be severed from its far
more natural community to its north and west.

The proposed border splits the California North Coast wine region in half.

Outside Napa and Lake the only other legal sub-appellations in the proposed Napa - Glenn — Yuba Congressional
District are 2 in Yolo and 1 in Yuba.

The North Coast region produces superior grapes because of the interplay of cool moist air from the Pacific Ocean
and San Pablo Bay, the rugged mountainous terrain with deep valleys creating dozens of micro-climates, and the
particular soil types found in the region. This is a major reason the North Coast developed as a major wine
producing region — as well as its proximity to the San Francisco and East Bay markets and transportation facilities.

Yolo, Colusa, Glenn and Sutter counties are “trapped” behind the Coast range isolated from the climatically
moderating influences of the ocean and Bay and mountains. Most of the region can’t produce the same quality
winegrapes as the North Coast AVA. They are very significant agricultural counties but with very different
products ~ walnuts and almonds, rice, wheat, tomatoes, etc. These are not significant crops in the North Coast.

John G Dickerson --- Redwood Vallei, CA 95470



2.2 Establishments, Jobs, Wages

The wine and winegrape industries in the 4 principal North Coast counties are major contributors to their local
economies — in sharp contrast to those in Yolo, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba* counties. This summary table is
produced from data in County Business Patterns (2008 - Census Bureau - see page 7).

Employment — Payroll in Wineries - 2008

Paid employees for Annual
pay period including payroll
March 12 {(number} {$1,000)

Total
Establishments

Sonoma - Mendo 6,114 308,701 260
Napa - Lake 6,988 394,507 300
North Coast 13,102 703,208 560
5 Counties* 92 3,828 7

The California Employment Development Department (EDD} produces a considerable amount of economic

information for California counties. One such series of data is the California Regional Economics Employment
Series’. (See tables produced from this data for these counties beginning on page 8.) These are summary tables.

Wineries - 2009
Average
# Estab- Employ-

County Name lishments ment Total Wages
Sonoma - Mendo 278 6,803 309,744,293
Napa - Lake 291 7,692 424,466,746
North Coast 569 14,495 734,211,039
5 Counties* 7 155 6,920,375

Vineyards - 2009

Average
# Estab- Employ-

County Name lishments ment Total Wages
Sonoma - Mendo 378 3,628 91,077,024
Napa - Lake 208 3,022 96,018 201
North Coast 586 6,650 187,095,225
5 Counties* 13 71 2,662,061

* Yolo, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba counties

The wine & winegrape industries provide about $1 billion in yearly wages in the North Coast. They provide about
1/10" of 1% of that amount in the five Sacramento Valley counties. The wine and winegrape industries in the
four-county North Coast AVA are probably the main economic foundation for their region. They are relatively
insignificant in Yolo, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba counties.

? california Regional Economics Employment Series, California Employment Development Department, available at
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/?pageid=173
John G Dickerson *[ R Redwood Valley, CA 95470




2.3 Grape Crop Report

The California Department of Food and Agriculture in cooperation with the
USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service praduces an annual Grape
Crush Report.® They divide the State into 17 Grape Growing Regions, five of
which are involved in the First Congressional District and the new Napa-

Gienn-Yuba District.
District

Vo Q- PR O

Although Marin is inciuded with Sonoma County it produces a very modest

amount of wine grapes.

Tons of Grapes Grown - 2010

Grape District

1 - Mendocino

2 —Lake

3 — Sonoma (w/Marin)
4 — Napa

Total North Coast

9 -17 Counties in N Sac

Valley and far Northern
California

Countv-Counties

Mendocino

Lake

Sonoma & Marin

Napa

17 N. Cal. Counties including Yolo,

Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba

Winegrapes
65,844
32,138

191,981
138,631
428,595

48,659

The four North Coast Counties produce 9 times more wine grapes than do the 17 counties in District 9 which
includes Yolo, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba counties.

There is a brisk trade between vineyards - mostly in Mendocino and Lake — who sell grapes to the larger wineries
in Sonoma and Napa. This dynamic within the North Coast wine industry has existed since around the 1880’s.

3 California Grape Crush Report - 2010, CA. Dept. Food/Agriculture & USDA National Ag Statistics Service, 3/10/11 - available
at http://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics by State/California/Publications/Grape Crush/Final/
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3 Job Commuters to Neighboring Counties

This map shows the effects both of the “Walt” and of the far greater regional connections within the Napa-
Sonoma-Mendocino-Lake area in stark contrast with the lack of such connections between that area and the
Sacramento Vatley counties to their east.

Number of Daily Job Commuters who cross ...
The Lake/Napa border with Mendocino/Sonoma 8235
The Lake/Napa border with Glenn/Colusa/Yolo 193

This map shows the draft boundary (heavy black line) between
Mendocino and Sonoma in the proposed First Congressional
District and Napa and Lake in the District proposed to stretch
from Napa County to Glenn and Yuba Counties.

Tehama

Mendocino

The numbers and arrows are data obtained from “County 35.430

Commuting Patterns” on the website of the Bureau of Economic
Analysis.* It shows the number of people who live and work in
these counties, and the number who live in a county but
commute to a neighboring county to work.

The blue numbers and arrows are the number of commuters
who crossed the proposed boundary between these two
Districts. The red numbers and arrows are the number who
crossed the Napa-Lake border with Yolo-Colusa-Glenn which is
the boundary of the current First District.

For example — 15,570 people lived and worked in Lake County.
About 1004 people commuted west to Mendocino County to
work and 1420 drove to Sonoma County — a total of about 2424
people equal to 15% of the residents of Lake County who stayed
in Lake to work. In return a total of about 586 Mendocino and
Sonoma residents drove to Lake County for work.

in contrast, no one drove east from Lake to either Glenn or Colusa counties and only 55 drove to Yolo. No one
drove from Glenn or Colusa Counties to work in Lake; 29 drove from Yolo.

* http://www.bea.gov/regional/reis/jtw/default.cfm - Local Area iIncome/“Total Number of Workers Commuting

between Counties of Residence and Counties of Work — 2000”, Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce. The data is from 2000 — the 2010 data is not yet availabie from this

source.



4 Attachments

4.1 Wine Industry Economic Data

The wine and winegrape industries have a large number of very small businesses that often don’t get “captured”
by “normal” governmental information gathering systems. For example, in a recent analysis | produced for the
Mendocino County Winegrape and Wine Commission there were about 40 more small non-employee-reporting
wineries above the 40 or so that showed up in these “official” data sources. However, the “formal” sources do
report data obtained from the kinds of wineries and vineyards that produce the most jobs and wages.

4.2 County Business Patterns - US Census -
This table shows data for wineries in these counties as reported in US Census Bureau County Business Patterns”:

Paid employees for

pay period including First-quarter payroll Annual Total
March 12, 2008 ($1,000) payroll | .\ blishments
(number) (31,000}

Mendocino 826 7,938 36,771 26
Sonoma 5,288 65,663 271,930 234
6,114 73,601 308,701 260

Lake 118 1,478 7,166 10
Napa 6,870 89,842 387,341 290
6,088 91,320 394,507 300

North Coast 13,102 164,921 703,208 560
Yolo 92 852 3,828 6
Colusa na na na na
Glenn na na na na
Sutter na na na na
Yuba ha na na 1

92 852 3,828

Yolo County is divided in half in the first draft Congressional Districts — but most of the numbers reported above
are in the proposed Napa ~ Glenn ~ Yuba District. Even so clearly the five counties other than Napa and Lake have
extremely small wine industries — in sharp contrast to Napa and the other North Coast counties.

° Coupty Business Patterns ~ 2008 (most recent available), US Census Bureau, available at

http://www.census.gov/econ/cbp/index.html, (County Business Patterns “catches” the more formal "larger” wineries.
John G Dickerson » » Redwood Valley, CA 95470




4.3 Winery and Vineyard Employment - California Employment Development Dept.
The California Employment Development Department (EDD) produces this series for private sector employers
based on the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages produced by the Federal Bureau of Labor Statistics. As
is true with County Business Patterns (above) data for many small family or individual operations don’t’ get
"captured” by this system. However, the main economic activity of an industry is present in this data.

This table shows the number of employing vineyards, average number of employees over a year, and total wages
paid. Again — this does not “capture” data for non-employing vineyard operators; there are hundreds of small
vineyards operated by family members and occasional (non-reported) labor.

Employment Data for Winegrape Vineyards - 2009

Average
# Estab- Employ-
County Name lishments ment Total Wages

Mendocino 107 792 15,086,443
Sonoma 271 2,836 75,990,581
378 3,628 91,077,024

Lake 29 352 8,458,691
Napa 179 2,670 87,559,510
208 3,022 96,018,201

North Coast 586 6,650 187,095,225
Yolo 13 71 2,662,061
Colusa 5 S S
Glenn 0 0 0
Sutter 5 S S
Yuba S S S

13 71 2,662,061
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Employment Data for Wineries - 2009

Average
# Estab- Employ-

County Name lishments ment Total Wages
Mendocino 40 773 28,942,816
Sonoma 238 6,030 280,801,477
Sonoma - Mendo 278 6,803 309,744,293
take S S S
Napa 291 7,692 424,466,746
Napa - Lake 291 7,692 424,466,746
North Coast 569 14,495 734,211,039
Yolo 7 155 6,920,375
Colusa S S S
Glenn 0 0 0
Sutter 0 0 0
Yuba S S S

7 155 6,920,375

John G Dickerson '-0 Redwood Valley, CA 95470
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Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco

District 8
Oé ’ 2¥‘ {I, O
SCOTT WIENER
BE 5
June 27, 2011

California Citizens Redistricting Commission
901 P Street, Suite 154-A
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Commisstoners:

I am a member of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. [ represent District 8, which is comprised
of the Castro, Noe Valley, Glen Park, Diamond Heights, Twin Peaks, Buena Vista, Duboce Triangle,
Mission Dolores, and part of the Lower Haight. My district — the bulk of which was represented by
Supervisor Harvey Milk before his death — has the largest concentration of LGBT voters in San
Francisco.

I am writing about several redistricting issues that impact San Francisco generally and, more
specifically, my constituents and the LGBT community:

The San Francisco Senate District should receive an odd number so that eastern San Francisco,
including a significant portion of the LGBT community, does not lose Senate representation from
2012 through 2014. Most of my Supervisorial District is contained in the Third Senate District,
which includes eastern San Francisco. My constituents, and particularly my LGBT constituents, rely
on vigorous Senate representation to advance equal and fair treatment for our community and
economic fairness for LGBT families. In addition, two-thirds of my constituents are renters and rely
on our Senator to advocate for renter protections under state law.

If the proposed Senate District, which contains all of San Francisco, does not receive an odd number,
then as of December 2012, most of my constituents — and all of eastern San Francisco (e.g.,
Chinatown, the Mission, Bayview, Tenderloin) — will go through a two-year period during which no
Senator will have been elected by them. This will undermine the representation of my constituents
and eastern San Francisco generally.

The Eastern San Francisco Assembly District should be modified to include several LGBT-
heavy neighborhoods (Diamond Heights, Twin Peaks, Cole Valley, and Haight-Ashbury) that
the draft map removes from the Eastern San Francisco district (currently the 13™ Assembly
District). These neighborhoods have large LGBT populations and form a community of interest with
the Castro, Noe Valley, South of Market, Mission, and other neighborhoods with large LGBT
populations. Removal of these neighborhoods would dilute and divide the LGBT community’s
voting strength. The western boundary of this area should be restored to its traditional boundary —
Stanyan Street, Twin Peaks Boulevard, and O’Shaugnessy.

Page 1
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Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco

District 8

SCOTT WIENER

Since the Eastern San Francisco Assembly District was created in 1991, the LGBT community has
had electoral success in that district, precisely because its community of interest has been intact.
Before 1991, by contrast, the LGBT community had never been able to elect a state representative
from San Francisco. Removal of these LGBT-heavy neighborhoods would dilute the voting strength
of the LGBT community and would decrease LGBT representation. I urge you to restore these
neighborhoods to the eastern San Francisco district,

The northern section of San Francisco — Pacific Heights and the Marina — should be retained in
the Eastern district, and Laurel Heights should be added (west to Arguello). Northern San
Francisco has many commonalities with central and eastern San Francisco, including a high
percentage of renters, reliance on public transportation, and strong support for LGBT equality. It
makes sense for these neighborhoods, with so many common priorities, to be represented by a single
Assembly Member. Laurel Heights, as indicated by Equality California, is part of the LGBT
community of interest and should be included with other neighborhoods with large LGBT
populations. (See: http://www.eqca.org/atf/cf/%7B34f258b3-8482-4943-91¢cb-
08c4b0246a88%7D/CITYQOFSANFRANCISCO.PDF)

There are very few Assembly Districts in California with a significant concentration of LGBT people.
The Eastern San Francisco District is one of them. I request that you allow the LGBT community to
continue to be united in this unique and important district and that the district not be changed in such
a way as to undermine this community’s voting strength.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

St W:enan

Scott Wiener
Supervisor, District 8

Page 2
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PUBLIC COMMENT OF LGBT LEADERSHIP ORGANIZATIONS
REGARDING EASTERN SAN FRANCISCO ASSEMBLY DISTRICT
AND DILUTION OF LGBT VOTING STRENGTH

06 .2.%.11. ¢

June 27, 2011

Submitted by:
Equality California (eqca.org)

National Center for Lesbian Rights (nclrights.org)

San Francisco LGBT Community Center (sfcenter.org)
Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club (alicebtoklas.org)
Log Cabin Republicans of San Francisco (logcabin.org)

The abave grganizations, all committed to lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) civil
rights and poiitical representation, jointly submit this statement regarding the proposed
boundaries of the Eastern San Francisco Assembly District. The Eastern San Frandisco
Assembly District, currently the 13" Assembly District, is one of the mast critical districts in
California for the LGBY community.

The current tentative map greatly dilutes and divides the LGBT community of interest in San
Francisco by removing several heavily LGBT neighborhoods from the Eastern San Francisco
district and placing them in the Western San Francisco district, By doing so, the tentative
map undermines the ability of the LGBT community to be fully represented. We request
that the committee modify the map to add the following neighborhoods: Diamond
Heights, Glen Park, Twin Peaks, Cole Valley, Haight-Ashbury, Laurel Heights. Each of these
neighborhoods has a significant LGBT population. See the Equality California LGBT
community of interest map for Sen Francisco attached to the end of this comment.

We helieve this map offers a number of advantages. It moves the fewest number of voters,
creating consistency for thousands of San Franciscans. Furthermore, it preserves the basic
framewark for a district that made a breakthrough by electing an LGBT representative after
the Special Masters’ maps in 1991. This district allowed our community to unify and elect a
series of LGBT leaders. Fastern San Francisco has been a critical seat far the LGBT
community, and we hope it remains so.

As leaders in the LGBT community, our organizations work to advance our community’s civil
rights, which is why we have come together to submit this comment. Equality Californiais a
non-partisan statewide organization committed to electing pro-LGBT elected officials of all
parties and advancing pro-LGBT legislation and policy. The National Center for Leshian



Rights advocates for the LGBT community in the courts and the public policy arena. The San
Francisco LGBT Community Center provides critical services to LGBT people, provides space
for the LGBT community 1o organize, and acts as a hub for the community. The Alice B.
Toklas LGBT Democratic Club and Log Cahin Republicans of San Francisco are partisan
organizations seeking to advance the LGBT community within their respective political
parties and in the community. Together, these five crganizations represent a broad swath of
the LGBT community and span the political spectrum.

Eastern San Francisco

The map below shows the boundary of our proposed district. It essentially encompasses the
previous Fastern San Francisco district (the 13" Assembly District), but aiso adds the Laurel
Heights neighborhood, which has a high percentage of LGBT families.

City Citleg#of
San an%f.’fco

John Hclaren
Fart o




Redistricting Data: Eastern San Francisco

Below you will find demographic data for the proposed district. Furthermore, please refer to
the map produced by Eguality California (depicted at the end of this comment) showing the
LGBT Community of interest in San Francisco. As you can see, this map unites nearly all of

the community into a geographicaily compact district.

Population

Taota! Populalon: 466.799
4.247% variance from ideal population

!‘?Esa!r?:%pu'mmu Origrnal District
T 444 835

Universe: Total Population

Datasource: U.S. Census Bureau Decennial Census

Data Year: 2010
Data Level: Census Block

Total Population 466,799
Ideal | 465,675
Variance [ 0.24%

Original District | 444,835

Citizen Voting Age Population

10.:{5% Hispanic or Lasno

18. ?2%.| Asian

|0.?3°.-*a American Indian’ Alaska Native
8.8*3% Black or African Amerncan

1).38% Native Hawaii@anPacific Islander Along

60.45% While Alone
|9A48% Twa or More Races

Universe: Citizen Population 18 Years of Age or Dider
Datasource: Statewide Database at the University of Califernia

Berkeley
Data Year: 2010
Data Level: Census Block

QOur District 13 | Original
o i District
Hispanic or Latino Citizen Voting Age Population 10.35% 10.51%
35442 34,224
Asian 18.72% 18.60%
64,144 60,563
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.73% 0.75%
_ 2,492 2,457
Black or African American 8.88% 9.15%
30,404 29,776




Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Alone, Not 0.38% 0.38%
Hispanic or Latino, Citizen Voting Age Population 1,298 1,223
White Alone, Not Hispanic or Latino, Citizen Voting | 60.46% 60.13%
Age Population 207,139 195,738
Citizen Voting Age Population Belonging to the 0.48% 0.48%
Remainder of Two or More Races, Not Hispanic or 1,659 1,559
Latino
Ethnicity / Race

16,0?3}, Hispanic or Latino Universe: Total Population

49.50% White alone |

7.:*9% Black or African Amefican alone
23.08% Asian

|u, B0% Same Other Race

.‘#,37% Two or More Races

Datasource: U.5. Census Bureau Decennial Census

Data Year: 2010
Data Level: Census Block

Original District = Blue line

Qur District 13 | Original
) District
Hispanic or Latino 16.07% 16.50%
175,018 73,403
White alone 49.50% 48.83%
| ) 231,052 217,222
Black or African American alone 7.39% 7.59%
34,475 33,749
Aslan 23.08% 23.13%
L 107,740 102,910 |
Some Other Race 0.60% 0.60%
o 2,803 2,688
Two or More Races 337% 3.34%
15,711 14,863




Additional Information

Beyond the interest of uniting the LGBT community, this district shares many features. The
area is heavily reliant upon publiic transportation in ways that the more geographically
spread out neighborhoods of Southern and Western San Francisco are not. Much of the
Marina neighborhood consists of young renters who, while mainly heterosexual, have much
in common with the LGBT community in terms of shared social and economic values.

The LGBT community is a diverse one, but we share many common values. With the
growing gentrification of the inner core of San Francisco, especially in areas such as Mission
Bay and South Beach, the community also shares many of its values with the northern part
of the city. We face similar issues, use the same medical facilities, and are reliant on the
same transportation system.

Furthermore, this district preserves the strength of the Asian-American community in the
Fastern San Francisco district. This map enables both the LGBT community and the Asian-
American communities to remain intact.

Conclusion

in summary, the map provided here creates the least instability in San Francisco and unites
the LGBT community. The district is critical to our community. We hope that we will
continue to rermain a strang force by ensuring that we are consolidated into one Assembly
District.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sinceraly,

Equality California

National Center for Lesbian Rights

San Francisco LGBT Community Center
Aiice B, Toklas LGBT Democratic Club
Leg Cabin Repuhlicans of San Francisco
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Reviewed By: 1
CITY OF DANA POINT DH

CM™M
AGENDA REPORT
DATE: TUNE 13, 2011
TO: CITY MANAGER/ HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
FROM PATRICK MUNOZ, CITY ATTORNEY

SUBJECT: STATE REDISTRICTING

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

That the City Council adopt the accompanying resolution (1) opposing the current draft
redistricting map, (2) setting forth the City’s position that any redistricting should not split
the City, and (3) setting forth the City’s preference that the entire City be included in the
same district as other South County cities.

BACKGROUND

Last Friday the Citizens Redistricting Commission released a draft map showing its
current proposal for redistricting of State Assembly and State Senate seats.
Specifically, the current proposal creates two relevant Assembly districts. One is
generally the Orange County Coastal area beginning north of the Headlands and going
ali the way to Seal Beach, and the other being an area starting at the Headlands and
comprising what one would traditionally think of as South Orange County. Additionally,
it creates two relevant Senate districts. One is generally the same North Orange
County Coastal area as noted above combined with much of the central and north,
inland portions of the County. The other, is comprised again of what one would
traditionally consider to be South Orange County, combined with portions of north San
Diego County. The proposed Senate district splits the City of Dana Point at the same
location as the proposed Assembly district.

This above information came to the attention of City Staff after the posting of the
agenda. Upon review, City Staff is concerned by the proposed redistricting as it splits
the City in two, and places a significant portion of the City within the “North County”
district. As will be discussed in more detail at the Council meeting, staff feels that it is
more appropriate that the entire City remain in the same district. Further, that the entire
City be in the district comprised of South Orange County cities with whom the City has
many common issues, and historical working relationships.
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DISCUSSION:

The proposal is the subject of a series of hearings and meetings occurring over the next
month, beginning as early as June 16", Accordingly, staff believes action is required by
the Council prior to its next meeting. Staff specifically recommends adoption of the
attached resolution. :

FISCAL IMPACT:

No fiscal impact is anticipated as a result of the recommended action.

ACTION DOCUMENT:

A RESOIULION oo e i e e et e e e e e et etk it ii e iaiiiiieiiieiiiaeis O
SUPPORTING DOCUMENT:

B. Proposed Redistricting Mapsasof June 10,2011 ... ...z, B




6/13/2011 Page 3 ftem #19

ACTION DOCUMENT A

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF DANA POINT, CALIFORNIA, OPPOSING ANY
PROPOSED REDISTRICTING PLAN THAT SPLITS THE
CITY AND/OR PLACES THE CITY OUTSIDE OF THE
DISTRICT INCLUDING OTHER SOUTH ORANGE
COUNTY CITIES

The City Council of the City of Dana Point does hereby resolve as follows:

WHEREAS, on June 10, 2011 the California Citizens Redistricting Commission released
maps showing a proposed new redistricting for State Assembly and Senate Seat purposes; and

WHEREAS, the proposal divides the City of Dana Point creating two districts within its
geographical boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the City Council is opposed to any redistricting which divides the City; and

WHEREAS, the City Council believes the City should be included, in its entirety, in the
same districts for Assembly and Senate Seat purposes as the rest of what is traditionally
considered to be South Orange County based upon the similarity of issues, and hlstoncal
working relationships the City has with such other South Orange County cities.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the City Council of the City
of Dana Point as follows:

SECTION 1. The Council hereby formally opposes the redistricting proposal released
on June 10, 2011 and any other proposal by which the City is split into multiple districts.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby formally opposes the redistricting proposal
released on June 10, 2011, and any other proposal by which all, or any part of the City is not
included the same Assembly and Senate districts as most, if not all, of the cities traditionally
considered to comprise “South Orange County” are located.
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SECTION 3. The Mayor and City Manager, and/or their designees are hereby
authorized to send letters and or appear at meetings, and participate in such other lawful
activities as they deem necessary and appropriate to advocate the above noted positions on behalf
of the City.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the
City of Dana Point, California, held on this 13% day of June, 2011, by the following vote, to wit:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

J. Scott Schoeffel, Mayor

ATTEST:

KATHY M. WARD, City Clerk
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Chamber of Commerce

June 21,2011 VL5¢ 24

At its June 13, 2011 meeting, the Dana Point City Council voted unanimously to object to the California
Citizens Redistricting Commission’s first round of draft maps for State Assembly and State Scnate district
boundaries relevant to Dana Point.. As part of that action the Dana Point City Council also unanimously
approved the attached Resolution, which opposes any state Assembly or Senate redistricting plan that
would (a) divide the City geographically and/ ot (b) place the City cutside of any statc Scnate or Assembly
districts that do not include our neighboring south Orange County cities.

The Dana Point Chamber of Commerce concurs with the opinions and the recommendations of the Dana
Point City Council to approve the attached Resolution. Under the current map draft, the City of Dana Point
would be split into two different State Assembly districts. The business community of Dana Point is better
served and has a stronger influence on pertinent issues with a unified representation in the State Assembly.
We strongly feel that our entire city should be grouped with other south Orange County cities for state
Senate and Assembly purposes because of the eommon issues these cities face as well as the strong
working relationships and cooperative arrangements they have developed over many, many years.

SECTION 1. The Council hereby formally opposes the redistricting proposal released on June 10, 2011 and
any other proposal by which the City is split into muitiple distriets.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby formally opposes the redistricting proposal released on Junc 10,
2011, and any other proposal by which all, or any part of the City is not included the same Assembly and
Senate districts as most, if not all, of the cities traditionally considered to comprise "South Orange County"”
are located. ,

SECTION 3. The Mayor and City Manager, and/or their designees are hereby authorized to send letters and

or appear at meetings, and participatc in such other lawful aetivities as they deem necessary and appropriate
to advocate the above noted positions on behalf of the City.

On behalf of the Dana Point Chamber of Commerce, | would strongly and respeetfully request the
Commission to reconsider the state Senate and Assembly district boundaries proposed in the First Draft in
view of the eomments set forth above. 11, or any of the Chamber staff, can be of any further assistance or
answer any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us

Sincerely,

QUL

aura Quimet
Executive Director
- Dana Point Chamber of Commerce

www.danapointchamber.com
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xnegyorker

From: "Carol Russell"

To: "xnewyorker"

Sent: Monday, june 27, 2011 10:47 AM K
Subject: redistricting speech 6 26 2011 Oé . Qfl I ( .

June 27, 2011
Chair Yao and Commissioners,

'm Carol Russell and although a member of the City Council of the City of Cloverdale, I'm here as a voter
and a resident of Sonoma County who was also a long-time resident of Marin.

My concerns about proposed redistricting maps mainly center on retaining Sonoma County’s strong
historic and cultural “communities of interest” and ensuring that the voters who hold them are all well-
represented over the next 10 years.

| agree with Marin voters who argued for keeping their county intact because to do otherwise is to destroy
the very thing this commission is legally obligated to protect and even enhance: the integrity and the
viability of our state’s true communities of interest.

| urge that you keep Sonoma in tact AND within one Coastal District!

Every city, town and county, from the Golden Gate all the way northward, belongs to what | call the “101
Family” because that single highway forms the spine that supports the great bulk of our public and
commercial traffic, as well as providing our main route for public safety.

To toss the City of Santa Rosa into a gerrymandered Inland district is to remove from an historical family
of local, like-minded communities one that helped create and sustains Sonoma County.

Santa Rosa is not only our largest city it is the se@ \‘ﬁﬁur county government. To toss it out is to dilute the
strength of its efforts and those of the rest of us N authorities to bring in much-needed improvements
in interests that are not only common but essential-like public transportation.

We of the “Highway 101 Family” share many other common interests and ties, from protection of the
Russian River to our similar demographics, to our mutual economic development planning, to our
education system and much, much more.

We are also directly, you could say organically, related to the North Coast and so we need to remain with
our entire family!

Please, don't disinherit any of us,

Lastly, Commissioners, | know and appreciate how hard you are working. .. but this confusing process is
too often creating the unfortunate impression that redisricting is less about the interests of common
people and more about the common interests of politicians and bureaucracy.

Thank you

Carol Russell
]
Cloverdale, CA 95425

6/27/2011
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Been following you since march

We worked with a professional line drawer

I was speaker #6 on may 20th in SR

We submitted several map suggestions none of which were used on your 1st draft
maps.

| asked you to please try and keep Sonoma county as whole as possible as we have
been broken up over the years in all 3 Senate, Assembly & Congressional.

Not only did you break up Sonoma county in many ways but you also broke up our
largest city Santa Rosa. Santa Rosa is our county center and is the largest city north of
SF to the OR border. Ali the county supervisor offices are located here yet on every map
you produced you cut out Santa Rosa from Sonoma county which makes no sense.

| was watching the business meeting you had a few weeks ago on reviewing the first
draft maps, and you map drawer said something that was not true. I did call and email
right away that minute to let you know of the mistake but wanted to also point it out
here. Wikiup and Larkfield are a part of Santa Rosa. Your map drawer said they cut out
the cities of Wikiup and Larkfield but they are not cities they are areas inside of Santa
Rosa.

| really do find it very unfair that you keep chopping up Sonoma county and Santa Rosa
but continue to keep other places whole such as Marin County.

On your district Northcoast congressional map you go from the GG bridge all the way to
the OR border cutting out Santa Rosa. This seems so strange to me. Del Norte,
Humboldt and Mendocino have nothing in common with Marin county whatsoever.
Those in Mendocino county however do travel to Santa Rosa all the time to do their
shopping.

Please | beg you to consider the people of Sonoma county and the people of Santa
Rosa and not cut out the largest city center from Sonoma county.

I know you have a very hard job as when you change one line you have to change all
the rest of the lines to meet the numbers and percentages. But please keep
communities of interest together.

Several of us that spoke in SR on May 20th will be submitting suggested changes to
your first draft maps via email today in one letter.

Thank you for all your hard work and time and good tuck on the final maps.
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Christopher L. Bowman
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27 June 2011
SUBJECT: Request to adjust the boundaries of the EASTSF Assembly District

Hon. Connie Galambos-Malloy, Chair, and Members
California Citizens Redistricting Commission

901 P Street, Suite 154-A '
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Chair Galambos-Malloy and Commissioners

Based on electoral patterns of the past twenty years in San Francisco on issues related to the
LGBT Community, and the latest demographic data from the United States Census Bureau, [ am joining a
broad-based coalition of leaders of the LGBT Community of San Francisco to request that the
Commission readjust the boundaries of its EASTSF Assembly district so that the LGBT community is not
divided and its voting power not be diluted.

The first draft if Assembly districts approved by the Commission transfers approximately 33
precincts from the current 13™ AD (ak.a. district EASTSF) to the 12" AD (WESTSFDALY) from the
most highly concentrated LGBT neighborhoods of the City, and adds an equivalent number of precincts
into the 13™ AD from the Outer Mission district (Supervisor Dan White’s former Supervisorial District) .

The net result is that the ability of LGBT candidates, who have been elected in the 13" AD for
the past 15 years because of the fair redistricting of the Special Masters in 1991, will be significantly
impaired once the 13™ AD seat becomes vacated.

Background:

The LGBT community started to concentrate in the Upper Market/Castro district of San
Francisco in the early 1970’s. As more and more LGBT people emigrated to San Francisco, they settled
to the North, East, and South of the Castro in the neighborhoods of the Haight Ashbury, Cole Valley,
Corona and Buena Vista Heights, East of Twin Peaks, Dolores Heights, Noe Valley, Upper Noe Vallery,
Diamond Heights, and Glen Park — and ultimately in the Inner Mission, Bernal Heights, Potrero Hill,
South of Market, and Western Addition.

In 1974, the California legislature (under the guidance of Congressman Phil Burton) redrew the
district lines of 1966 (subsequent to the One Man/One Vote ruling of the Supreme Court). The LGBT
Community was split in two along Market Street and Castro for both the Assembly and Congressional
districts. In 1981, the dividing line was kept the same. In 1991, similar plans were passed by the
legislature, but vetoed by Governor Pete Wilson. The final redistricting plan was prepared by the Special
Masters appointed by the California Supreme Court.



The Supreme Court created two Assembly districts in San Francisco, the 12™ AD on the west side
of the City and the 13" AD on the east side of the City. The 13™ AD contained roughly 90% of the LGBT
community of San Francisco at the time.

The key boundary between the two districts ran down Stanyan Street from Fulton to Twin Peaks
Bivd., along Twin Peaks Blvd, which is the topographic divide of the City, and O’Shaughnessy down to
1-280. The boundary continued east on [-280 to Hwy 101, and then south to the Daly City border. It
separated the heavily LGBT Glen Park and Bernal Heights neighborhoods from the neighborhoods of the
Outer Mission (the Excelsior, Portola, Visitacion Valiey, and Sunnydale neighborhoods). These
neighborhoods in the Outer Mission were half of Supervisor Dan White’s supervisorial district in the
1970’s, and in 2000 and 2008, more than half of its voters voted in favor of Propositions 22 and 8 against
same sex marriage.

Prior to the 1991 redistricting, three LGBT candidates — Harvey Milk and Roberta Achtenberg
ran for the Assembly in 1976 and 1988, respectively, and Harry Britt ran for the Congress in 1987, and all
three candidates failed to win the Democratic Party primary by about 3,000 votes. This is because the
Community was divided due to the Burton gerrymander. After the 1991 redistricting, Carole Migden in
1996, Mark Leno in 2002, and Tom Ammiano in 2008 were elected to the 13™ AD because there was a
critical mass of LGBT voters in the new district.

While it is true that the concentration of LGBT voters in the Castro has dropped slightly as more
L.GBT people are dispersing throughout the rest of the City, that disbursement has not been uniform. It
has mostly moved to the West to the politicaily moderate homeowner neighborhoods west of Twin Peaks
Blvd. It has not gone to the Outer Mission to any significant degree.

The United States Census bureau just released last Thursday, 465 new tables of information
contained in the 2010 SF1 100% Data file, which provides data down to the Census Tract level. Included
in those tables is table PCT 15 — Husband-Wife and Unmarried Partners Household by Sex of Partner.

A sizeable majority of LGBT people do not belong to a Same Sex Unmarried Partners Household, but are
single, but the number of such households as a percentage of the total number of households in any
particular census tract is a good surrogate to identify where the concentrations of LGBT people are in any
City or neighborhaood.

There are no national numbers currently, since the Census has released the data for only a handful
of states, including California. In California, there are 64,625 male householders and male partners and
60,891 female householders and female partners for a total of 125,676 LGBT households out of a total of
12,577,498 households in the state. The percentage of LGBT households out the total households of the
State is 0.998%, In San Francisco, there are 7,630 male householders and male partners and 2,754
female householders and female partners, for a total of 10,384 LGBT households out of the total
households of the City or 345,811, The percentage of LGBT households of the total households of the
City is 3.003%.

In Census Tract 205, which runs from 17" to 21" Streets, and Castro west to Diamond,
18.42% of the total households are unmarried partners same sex househoids. In the East of Twin
Peaks Census Tracts, 204.01 and 204.02 (most of which are transferred from the 13" to the 12"
Assembly District under the Commission’s first draft, the percentage of unmarried partners same
xex households are 16.72% and 11.58%, respectively. Among the census tracts that the
Commission added to the 13™ AD from the Outer Mission (the Excelsior, Portola, Visitacion



Valley, and Sunnydale neighborhoods), the percentage of unmarried partners same sex
households ranges from 0.75% to 2.96% -- all below the Citywide average of 3.003%.

I’m certain that the Commission did not intent to dilute the LGBT Community’s ability to
elect a member of its Community to the Assembly, but that will be the result.

Please maintain the current boundary between the two Assembly districts in San
Francisco along Stanyan Street, Twin Peaks Blvd., and O’Shaughnessy, and not add any census
tracts south of [-280 into the EASTSF district, and to balance for population, move the northern
boundary between the two districts from Broderick to Arguello between Pacific and Fulton.

Sincerely,

Christopher L. Bowman

p.s., 'm attaching a color coded map showing ail 198 census blocks of San Francisco per the
2010 census, with those census blocks that are over 9% unmarried partners same sex households
in Red, and those below 1% in black. You will note that Twin Peaks Blvd., defines the western
edge of the Red census tracts.



Unmarried Partners, Same Sex Households (Table PCT 15)
2010 SF1 100% Data, United States Census Bureau

Color Coded Map prepared by Christopher L .Bowman
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California Conservative Action Group

I A'bany, CA 94706 06 .22.1L.W
MEMO
To: Citizens Redistricting Commission
From: CCAG Chris Bowman

RE: CCAG Bowman Revised Congressional Plan
Date: June 27, 2011
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1. Again, we f:nd Marin County in a district which stretches from the Golden Gate to the Oregon
Border bypassing not only Santa Rosa, but Cotati and Rohnert Park.

£. Those communities and the Valley of the Moon are included in a district which includes Yuba
County and the Sierra Foothills.

3. American Canyon is orphaned linked with North Highlands near Roseville.

4. In San Francisco, the 8th Co essmnal District needs to expand to include 87% of the City.
Rather than putting the OMI and nélgﬁporhoods south of I-280 {other than Vls:tag'on Valley
and Sunnydale) into the 12th CD, the first draft divides Twin Peaks neighborhoods in half, and
splits St. Francis Wood, West Portal, and Farest Hill. It also divides Diamond Heights and the
Outer Mission The only thing good about the proposed district is that it unites the Sunset
District into the 8th CD.

5. Inthe San Mateo district, Menlo Park is divided between two districts and connected to the rest
of the district bypassing Atherton and Redwood City.

6. Redwood City is linked with Scotts Valley in the SANMACSC district. They are connected going
up to Skyline, going east 50 miles and then south on Hwy 17 to make the connection.

7. In the CONTRACOSTA district, San Pablo and E! Cerrito which have more in common with other
blue collar towns of Pinole, Richmond, and Albany,are linked via the East Bay hills to the Contra
Costa portion of the middle class Tri-Valley area.

8. The rest of the Tri-Valley area in Alameda County is linked with the blue collar communities of

San Leandro, Union City, and part of Fremont.
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9. Adivided Fremont is combined with a divided downtown San Jose in another district.

Again, our revised Congressional Plan addresses all of these issues successfully.
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California Conservative Action Group

I - bany, CA 94706
MEMO

To: Citizens Redistricting Commission
From: CCAG Chris Bowman

RE: CCAG Bowman Revised Maps Summary
Date: June 27, 2011

#5 Hi, I'm 3 Uzaane. d a4 0 and I'm a member of the California
Conservative Action group from CAKLAND

In sum, we object to many of the districts drafted by the Commission because they violate criteria 3, 4,
and 5 of the State Constitution, namely, contiguousness , keeping Counties and Cities and Communities
of Interests whole, and drawing compact districts.

The biggest violation of both criteria 3 and 5 are the districts crafted for the San Joaquin Valley where
you have two Section 5 counties. In redistricting parlance, we talk about "dumb bell” districts. We aren't
referring to the people who created the districts or the people who live in them, but the shape of the
districts, where two large population centers are connected through miles of rural countryside.The idea
is to optimize the percentage of whatever group you are advocating for.

Such a tactic actually backfires when people from the same race or party end up running against each
other from the different population centers. They oftenl split the vote and candidates cana be elected
who don’t represent the values of the majority of the district.

It is far better to create compact districts in which people can work up the political ladder from City
Council, and the Board of Supervisors, to the Assembly, Senate, and Congress.





