Aug 15 11 12:21p

seneral

Dear Commissioners,

In reviewing the plans you have for the redistricting, I feel you have absolutely
failed in your job. With all of the redistricting hearings that you have heard from
and the voices of the people that read the rules you are supposed to adhere to,
you have again ignored the voice of the people who passed the citizens
redistricting act in the first piace. You have again split up communities of
interest, ignored natural geographical boundaries and basically decided to draw
district lines that clearly keep a large percentage of Califomians voices unheard
and without fair representation. You failed to do what is right and fair that the
people of this state have stood in front of you asking for at these meetings. You
should be ashamed. The people have offered viable maps that actuaily meet the
criteria to the highest degree possible, and those have been ignored.

r

There are some of you that appear to be trying to be fair, and not just “get
along”. This is our states future you are dealing with, and all can see how much
trouble we are in. Unfair representation will only create an atmosphere where
many more businesses will continue to leave for more solid options. Stand up
and do what is right, what is fair, and follow the rules! The maps that you want
us to live with are bad! Don't fail your job by keeping with these maps. The
people passed Prop 11 to ensure fair redistricting, and you are thwarting the
people’s goal, and shirking your constitutional responsibilities. Say NO to
Redistricting Commission maps that are tainted by violations of state open
meeting faws, public record laws and conflicts of interest, and by undisclosed
partisan and ideclogical affiliations of Commissionerst Many of us were at those
redistricting meetings, many went to a lot of different meetings throughout the
state to hear what the people brought to the table. What you are serving up is
clearly not what was suggested by the people.

It is also understood that there is a Commission Minority Report from
Commissioner Michael Ward that is being withhe!d. It needs to be posted on the
Commission website and to the media now! The Commission’s Code of Conduct
requires commissioners to “disclose information that belongs in the public
domain freely and completely.” Article 21 of the state Constitution provides in
Section 2(a) that the commission shall “conduct an open and transparent
process enabiing full public consideration of and comment on the drawing of
district lines.” Keeping a report from the people s not a transparent action.

Sincerely,

Jugplagnad j ey

Tracy Bagnall-Lioyd
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FROM : BUSTER PHONE NO. Aug. 15 2011 18:38AM P1

gerera /

1916 651 5711
California Redistricting Commigsion

Do not change the redistricting lines to accommodate the Governor to get the seats needed to do
what he wants to do. We stand with Commissioner Ward in voting no.,

Here is a brief summary of what has happened. The Redistnicting Commission appears to have
drawn the redistricting lines not according t the requirements of our newly passed proposition
but possibly in 8 way that favors specially defined interests with the intent to give Governor Brown
the saats needed to get his tax increases (and other insidious ptans} passed. Commissioner
Ward courageously voted no and has been prevented by the Commission from publicly stating
the reasons why he voted no. The citizens of Cailifornia deserve to hear why he rendered a no
vote.

Bill and Chariotte Buster



(no subject)

Subject: (no subject)
From:
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 17:16:40 -0400 (EDT)
To

PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA CITIZENS’ REDISTRICTING COMMISSION

The Commission’s Code of Conduct requires commissioners to “disclose information that
belongs in the public domain freely and completely.” Article 21 of the state Constitution,
provides in Section 2(a) that the commission shall “conduct an open and transparent process
enabling full public consideration of and comment on the drawing of district lines.”

These goals and criteria will not be met if Commissioner Ward is muzzled. All Commissioners
should be allowed to file a full and complete minority report to the public on the Commission
website and to the media.

Respectfully,

Tom Petoskey

lof1 8/16/2011 2:31 PM



Commission maps and interactive mapping options
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Subject: Commission maps and interactive mapping options
From: Larry Orman
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 15:53:51 -0700

Friends -

I run GreenlInfo Network (www.greeninfo.org), a nonprofit that works for public interest

groups on mapping and related projects - see samples of our web mapping at

www.mapsportal.org)

We'd love to help you with your final maps including web maps - your products could be
so much better than they are! It would take between $2,000 (for poster-sized statewide
print maps only, for all district types, see attached older example) and $7,500 (plus great
improvements to your own interactive map site). It's painful to see so much good work

have so modest a presentation when it comes to final maps.
Let me know if you want to talk about options here - Thanks.

Larry

Larry Orman, Executive Director
GreenInfo Network - Information and Mapping in the Public Interest
Suite 510, San Francisco CA 94104

Web: www.GreenInfo.org www.MapsPortal.org

Subscribe to MaplLines, our e-newsletter, at www.GreenInfo.org

Assembly_Districts07_Print.pdf H
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Let's be fair

Subject: Let's be fair
From: "jim "
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 17:17:25 -0700

To:

PETITION TO THE CALIFORNIA CITIZENS’ REDISTRICTING COMMISSION

The Commission’s Code of Conduct requires commissioners to “disclose information that
belongs in the public domain freely and completely.” Article 21 of the state Constitution,
provides in Section 2(a) that the commission shall “conduct an open and transparent
process enabling full public consideration of and comment on the drawing of district
lines.”

These goals and criteria will not be met if Commissioner Ward is muzzled. All

Commissioners should be allowed to file a full and complete minority report to the public
on the Commission website and to the media.

lof1 8/16/2011 2:31 PM



Public Comment: General Comment

Subject: Public Comment: General Comment
From: Christina Henny
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 22:30:44 +0000

From: Christina Henny <
Subject: Let Ward Speak!

Message Body:

Dear CRC,

I thought this was supposed to be a transparent process, so why are you denying Cmmsr.
Ward his right (and responsibility) to let the people know why he voted NO on the
maps?! This courageous man has been hounded by the left-wing Commissioners and he has
been falsely accused of who-knows-what! I respect him for standing up to the "herd" and
I have a right to know the details. Let Ward speak!

This mail is sent via contact form on Citizens Redistricting Commission

lof1 8/16/2011 2:32 PM



Public Comment: General Comment

Subject: Public Comment: General Comment
From: "Christopher L. Bowman"
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 16:56:01 +0000

From: Christopher L. Bowman <
Subject: Sound problems with live feed

Message Body:

The Sound for the live feed on your website is cutting out. Can you please fix.
Thanks.

This mail is sent via contact form on Citizens Redistricting Commission

lof1 8/16/2011 2:32 PM



Public Comment: General Comment

Subject: Public Comment: General Comment
From: Kelly Watkins
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 21:49:17 +0000

From: Kelly Watkins <

Subject: pleasanton
Message Body:

I would like to know who the new representatives are for the new districts. I cannot
seem to find that on your website.

This mail is sent via contact form on Citizens Redistricting Commission
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Public Comment: General Comment

Subject: Public Comment: General Comment
From: Sally Brpwm
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 12:12:46 +0000

fron: saily srpwn <

Subject: user friendly

Message Body:
Why are the current maps so hard to navigate? Not user friendly at all.

This mail is sent via contact form on Citizens Redistricting Commission

lof1 8/16/2011 2:32 PM



Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps

1of5

Subject: Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps
From: Chrisrob
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 09:59:44 -0700 (PDT)

CC: Turfgrid

Please make sure the Commissioners see this message prior to the final vote.

Thanks, Robert Neff

The following cities and counties were split in the “Preliminary Final Maps” presented by the
California Citizens Redistricting Commission. All of these political units have numbers below the
target population for their district. Given that these are the final maps there is no longer time to
fix the vast majority though 90% could have been corrected with more work by the Commission.
Included are some technical fixes that would close a handful of the splits.

State Assembly Districts

In the original draft maps submitted by the Commission in July there were 10 county splits and 31
city splits. The preliminary final maps split 11 counties and 32 cities. Not listed are the cities of
Oakland and Long Beach that must be split due to their surrounding smaller cities and
unincorporated communities.

Counties split: Placer (3 times), Butte, Colusa, Yolo, Solano (3 times), El Dorado, Santa Cruz,
Monterey, Tulare, San Louis Obispo, and, Santa Barbara.

Cities split: Auburn (Placer), Watsonville (Santa Cruz), Santa Rosa (Sonoma), Lodi (San Joaquin),
Modesto (Stanislaus), South San Francisco (San Mateo), Walnut Creek (Contra Costa), Pittsburgh
(Contra Costa), Fremont (Alameda), Cupertino (Santa Clara), Bakersfield (Kern), Oxnard (Ventura)
Rancho Cucamonga (San Bernardino), San Bernardino (San Bernardino), Chula Vista (San Diego),
National City (San Diego), Hemet (Riverside), Riverside (Riverside), Anaheim (Orange, 3 times),
Garden Grove (Orange), Huntington Beach (Orange), Irvine (Orange), Santa Ana (Orange), El Monte
(Los Angeles), Gardena (Los Angeles), Huntington Park (Los Angeles), Industry (Los Angeles, 3
times), Monrovia (Los Angeles), Montebello (Los Angeles), Norwalk (Los Angeles), South El Monte
(Los Angeles), West Covina (Los Angeles).

All but seven of the counties or cities had splits greater than 1,000 and usually much higher.

These have slight or no population splits and could be corrected with a small technical correction.

8/16/2011 2:32 PM



Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps

1) San Louis Obispo County — District 35 = 269,637 & District 37 = Zero Population

There is a single census block that was not moved into AD 35 along the Southeast boarder with
Santa Barbara County. Correction requires a movement of a single block and will leave AD 35 with
+1,660 (0.36%) over target & AD 37 with +526 (0.11%) over target.

2) Auburn (in Placer) — District 5 = 13,330 & District 1 = Zero Population

Auburn is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 14 census blocks and a
population of 155. This will leave AD 5 with —2,470 (-0.53%) off target & AD 1 with 685 (0.15%)
over target.

3) Watsonville (in Santa Cruz) — District 30 = 51,199 & District 29 = Zero Population

Watsonville is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 4 census blocks and a
population of 38. This will leave AD 30 with —205 (-0.04%) off target & AD 29 with 158 (0.03%)
over target.

4) Lodi (in San Joaquin) — District 9 = 62,133 & District 13 =1

Lodi is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 6 census blocks and a
population of 99. This will leave AD 9 with 2,937 (0.63%) over target & AD 13 with —4,001 (-0.86)
off target.

5) Industry (in Los Angeles) — District 57 = 205, District 55 = 14, and, District 40 = Zero Population

Industry cannot be fully included in a single district given the lines drawn. However all of what is
included in AD 40 could be moved into AD 57 and the census blocks of the City of Industry with
population that are in AD 14 could also be moved into AD 57; leaving some small zero population
census blocks in AD 55 to connect the parts of the district. This will at least reduce the splits down
to two and bring the entire population into one assembly district.

6) Inglewood (in Los Angeles) — District 62 = 109,387 & District 54 = 286
Inglewood is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 3 census blocks and a
population of 358. This will leave AD 62 with 1,397 (0.30%) over target & AD 54 with 413 (0.09%)

over target.

Note on Monrovia which is split between AD 41 (36,331) & AD 48 (259). Split needed to connect
parts of AD 48.

State Senate Districts

2 of 5 8/16/2011 2:32 PM



Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps

In the original draft maps submitted by the Commission in July there were 16 county splits and 23
city splits. The preliminary final maps split 9 counties and 19 cities. Note that two or three
counties would need to be split in what ever configuration used due to how the counties connect.

Counties split: Sonoma, Placer, Yolo, Madera, Tulare (3 times), Kern (3 times), San Mateo, Stanislaus,
and, Monterey.

Cities split: Roseville (Placer), Rancho Cordova (Sacramento), San Leanardo (Alemeda), South San
Francisco, Fresno (Fresno), Bakersfield (Kern), San Bernardino (San Bernardino), Huntington Beach
(Orange), Orange (Orange), Buena Park (Orange), Anaheim (Orange), West Covina (Los Angeles),
Industry (Los Angeles), Lakewood (Los Angeles), Long Beach (Los Angeles), Torrance (Los Angeles),
Inglewood (Los Angeles), Burbank (Los Angeles), and, Santa Clarita (Los Angeles).

All but three of the counties or cities had splits greater than 1,000 and usually much higher.
These have slight or no population splits and could be corrected with a small technical correction.
1) Roseville (in Placer) — District 4 = 118,785 & District 1 =3

Roseville is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 4 census blocks and a
population of 754. This will leave SD 4 with 7,367 (0.79%) over target & AD 1 with 3,233 (0.35%)
over target.

2) Industry (in Los Angeles) — District 22 = 205 & District 29 = 14

Industry cannot be fully included in a single district given the lines drawn. However the census
blocks of the City of Industry with population that are in SD 29 could also be moved into SD 22;
leaving some small zero population census blocks in SD 22 to connect the parts of the district.

3) Inglewood (in Los Angeles) — District 35 = 95,752 & District 30 = 13,921

Inglewood is disconnected as well as being split but fixable. Northern Inglewood along with the
split and one census block of the City of Los Angeles can be moved from SD 30 to SD 35 to make
Inglewood whole. Population can be moved from parts East from SD 35 to SD 30 to rebalance.

State Board of Equialization Districts

In the original draft maps submitted by the Commission in July there were 2 county splits and 9 city
splits. The preliminary final maps split 1 county and 2 cities. On a personal note, the Commission
never looked at the full equivalency files version of my second BOE submitted map which would
have closed all city and county splits ... and using that on the final Sunday night of work as a
starting point could have save the commissioners at least ninety minutes and provided a better
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Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps

plan.

Counties split: San Bernardino (3 times).

Cities split: San Bernardino (San Bernardino) and Los Angeles (Los Angeles).

There is one easy correction though a fuller one would be to make San Bernardino County & the
City of Los Angeles whole ... have BOE 4 capture the rest of its population by reaching into the San
Gabriel Valley part of Los Angeles County and BOE 1 balance out ethnic numbers by reaching down
to East Los Angeles.

1) San Bernardino (in San Bernardino) — District 4 = 199,591 & District 1 = 10,333

San Bernardino is split but can be made whole in BOE 4. Correction would result in BOE 4 with
85,919 (0.92%) over target & BOE 1 with 31,499 (0.34%) over target.

Congressional Districts

In the original draft maps submitted by the Commission in July there were 13 county splits and 46
city splits. The preliminary final maps split 10 counties and 40 cities. There is also a larger
county/city that warrants attention.

Counties split: Sonoma, Glen, Lake, Placer, Yolo, Solano, Santa Cruz, San Joaquin, Madera, and,
Tulare (3 times).

Cities split: Petaluma (Sonoma), Auburn (Placer), Martinez (Contra Costa), Danville (Contra Costa),
San Ramon (Contra Costa), Antioch (Contra Costa), Redwood City (San Mateo), Menlo City (San
Mateo), Fremont (Alameda), Santa Cruz (Santa Cruz), Gilroy (Santa Clara), Fresno (Fresno),
Bakersfield (Kern), Simi Valley (Ventura), Redlands (San Bernardino), Rialto (San Bernardino),
Upland (San Bernardino), Chino (San Bernardino), Chula Vista (San Diego), El Cajon (San Diego),
Temecula (Riverside), Mission Viejo (Orange), Santa Ana (Orange), Garden Grove (Orange), Anaheim
(Orange, 3 times), Buena Park (Orange), Glendora (Los Angeles), Industry (Los Angeles), Monrovia
(Los Angeles), Lancaster (Los Angeles), Burbank (Los Angeles), Torrance (Los Angeles), Inglewood
(Los Angeles), Long Beach (Los Angeles), Lakewood (Los Angeles), Bellflower (Los Angeles), and,
Pasadena (Los Angeles).

Do to congressional districts allowed to be only one person off target none of these are fixable. On
a personal note the Commission did not look at the equivalency files version of my submitted
congressional plans which would have closed the majority of these splits and maintained the

ethnic CVAP targets.

There is one larger county/city worth reviewing and fixing:
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Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps

1) San Francisco City & County — District 14 = 102,330, District 12 = 702,905, and, District 13 = Zero
Population

San Francisco is broken into three districts and this can be combined to two. There is a board strap
of a single census block on the Eastern end of the county that somehow made it indo CD 13. This
has no population and | think is in the middle of the Bay, it being moved over to CD 12 would
cause no changes in the districts.

50f5 8/16/2011 2:32 PM



Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps
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Subject: Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps
From: "Shupe, Christina"
Date: Mon, 15 Aug 2011 15:56:06 -0700

To: Communicatons Ofice <

From: Chrisrob
Date: Mon, Aug 15, 2011 at 9:59 AM

Subject: Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps
To:
Cc: Turfgrid

Please make sure the Commissioners see this message prior to the final vote.

Thanks, Robert Neff

The following cities and counties were split in the “Preliminary Final Maps” presented by the
California Citizens Redistricting Commission. All of these political units have numbers below the
target population for their district. Given that these are the final maps there is no longer time to
fix the vast majority though 90% could have been corrected with more work by the Commission.
Included are some technical fixes that would close a handful of the splits.

State Assembly Districts

In the original draft maps submitted by the Commission in July there were 10 county splits and 31
city splits. The preliminary final maps split 11 counties and 32 cities. Not listed are the cities of
Oakland and Long Beach that must be split due to their surrounding smaller cities and
unincorporated communities.

Counties split: Placer (3 times), Butte, Colusa, Yolo, Solano (3 times), El Dorado, Santa Cruz,
Monterey, Tulare, San Louis Obispo, and, Santa Barbara.

Cities split: Auburn (Placer), Watsonville (Santa Cruz), Santa Rosa (Sonoma), Lodi (San Joaquin),
Modesto (Stanislaus), South San Francisco (San Mateo), Walnut Creek (Contra Costa), Pittsburgh
(Contra Costa), Fremont (Alameda), Cupertino (Santa Clara), Bakersfield (Kern), Oxnard (Ventura)
Rancho Cucamonga (San Bernardino), San Bernardino (San Bernardino), Chula Vista (San Diego),
National City (San Diego), Hemet (Riverside), Riverside (Riverside), Anaheim (Orange, 3 times),
Garden Grove (Orange), Huntington Beach (Orange), Irvine (Orange), Santa Ana (Orange), El Monte
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Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps

2 of 5

(Los Angeles), Gardena (Los Angeles), Huntington Park (Los Angeles), Industry (Los Angeles, 3
times), Monrovia (Los Angeles), Montebello (Los Angeles), Norwalk (Los Angeles), South El Monte
(Los Angeles), West Covina (Los Angeles).

All but seven of the counties or cities had splits greater than 1,000 and usually much higher.
These have slight or no population splits and could be corrected with a small technical correction.
1) San Louis Obispo County — District 35 = 269,637 & District 37 = Zero Population

There is a single census block that was not moved into AD 35 along the Southeast boarder with
Santa Barbara County. Correction requires a movement of a single block and will leave AD 35 with
+1,660 (0.36%) over target & AD 37 with +526 (0.11%) over target.

2) Auburn (in Placer) — District 5 = 13,330 & District 1 = Zero Population

Auburn is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 14 census blocks and a
population of 155. This will leave AD 5 with —2,470 (-0.53%) off target & AD 1 with 685 (0.15%)
over target.

3) Watsonville (in Santa Cruz) — District 30 = 51,199 & District 29 = Zero Population

Watsonville is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 4 census blocks and a
population of 38. This will leave AD 30 with —205 (-0.04%) off target & AD 29 with 158 (0.03%)
over target.

4) Lodi (in San Joaquin) — District 9 = 62,133 & District 13=1

Lodi is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 6 census blocks and a
population of 99. This will leave AD 9 with 2,937 (0.63%) over target & AD 13 with —4,001 (-0.86)
off target.

5) Industry (in Los Angeles) — District 57 = 205, District 55 = 14, and, District 40 = Zero Population

Industry cannot be fully included in a single district given the lines drawn. However all of what is
included in AD 40 could be moved into AD 57 and the census blocks of the City of Industry with
population that are in AD 14 could also be moved into AD 57; leaving some small zero population
census blocks in AD 55 to connect the parts of the district. This will at least reduce the splits down
to two and bring the entire population into one assembly district.

6) Inglewood (in Los Angeles) — District 62 = 109,387 & District 54 = 286
Inglewood is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 3 census blocks and a

population of 358. This will leave AD 62 with 1,397 (0.30%) over target & AD 54 with 413 (0.09%)
over target.
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Technical Splits Corrections for Final Maps
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Note on Monrovia which is split between AD 41 (36,331) & AD 48 (259). Split needed to connect
parts of AD 48.

State Senate Districts

In the original draft maps submitted by the Commission in July there were 16 county splits and 23
city splits. The preliminary final maps split 9 counties and 19 cities. Note that two or three
counties would need to be split in what ever configuration used due to how the counties connect.

Counties split: Sonoma, Placer, Yolo, Madera, Tulare (3 times), Kern (3 times), San Mateo, Stanislaus,
and, Monterey.

Cities split: Roseville (Placer), Rancho Cordova (Sacramento), San Leanardo (Alemeda), South San
Francisco, Fresno (Fresno), Bakersfield (Kern), San Bernardino (San Bernardino), Huntington Beach
(Orange), Orange (Orange), Buena Park (Orange), Anaheim (Orange), West Covina (Los Angeles),
Industry (Los Angeles), Lakewood (Los Angeles), Long Beach (Los Angeles), Torrance (Los Angeles),
Inglewood (Los Angeles), Burbank (Los Angeles), and, Santa Clarita (Los Angeles).

All but three of the counties or cities had splits greater than 1,000 and usually much higher.
These have slight or no population splits and could be corrected with a small technical correction.
1) Roseville (in Placer) — District 4 = 118,785 & District1=3

Roseville is disconnected but fixable. Correction requires a movement of 4 census blocks and a
population of 754. This will leave SD 4 with 7,367 (0.79%) over target & AD 1 with 3,233 (0.35%)
over target.

2) Industry (in Los Angeles) — District 22 = 205 & District 29 = 14

Industry cannot be fully included in a single district given the lines drawn. However the census
blocks of the City of Industry with population that are in SD 29 could also be moved into SD 22;
leaving some small zero population census blocks in SD 22 to connect the parts of the district.

3) Inglewood (in Los Angeles) — District 35 = 95,752 & District 30 = 13,921

Inglewood is disconnected as well as being split but fixable. Northern Inglewood along with the

split and one census block of the City of Los Angeles can be moved from SD 30 to SD 35 to make
Inglewood whole. Population can be moved from parts East from SD 35 to SD 30 to rebalance.
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State Board of Equialization Districts

In the original draft maps submitted by the Commission in July there were 2 county splits and 9 city
splits. The preliminary final maps split 1 county and 2 cities. On a personal note, the Commission
never looked at the full equivalency files version of my second BOE submitted map which would
have closed all city and county splits ... and using that on the final Sunday night of work as a
starting point could have save the commissioners at least ninety minutes and provided a better
plan.

Counties split: San Bernardino (3 times).
Cities split: San Bernardino (San Bernardino) and Los Angeles (Los Angeles).

There is one easy correction though a fuller one would be to make San Bernardino County & the
City of Los Angeles whole ... have BOE 4 capture the rest of its population by reaching into the San
Gabriel Valley part of Los Angeles County and BOE 1 balance out ethnic numbers by reaching down
to East Los Angeles.

1) San Bernardino (in San Bernardino) — District 4 = 199,591 & District 1 = 10,333

San Bernardino is split but can be made whole in BOE 4. Correction would result in BOE 4 with
85,919 (0.92%) over target & BOE 1 with 31,499 (0.34%) over target.

Congressional Districts

In the original draft maps submitted by the Commission in July there were 13 county splits and 46
city splits. The preliminary final maps split 10 counties and 40 cities. There is also a larger
county/city that warrants attention.

Counties split: Sonoma, Glen, Lake, Placer, Yolo, Solano, Santa Cruz, San Joaquin, Madera, and,
Tulare (3 times).

Cities split: Petaluma (Sonoma), Auburn (Placer), Martinez (Contra Costa), Danville (Contra Costa),
San Ramon (Contra Costa), Antioch (Contra Costa), Redwood City (San Mateo), Menlo City (San
Mateo), Fremont (Alameda), Santa Cruz (Santa Cruz), Gilroy (Santa Clara), Fresno (Fresno),
Bakersfield (Kern), Simi Valley (Ventura), Redlands (San Bernardino), Rialto (San Bernardino),
Upland (San Bernardino), Chino (San Bernardino), Chula Vista (San Diego), El Cajon (San Diego),
Temecula (Riverside), Mission Viejo (Orange), Santa Ana (Orange), Garden Grove (Orange), Anaheim
(Orange, 3 times), Buena Park (Orange), Glendora (Los Angeles), Industry (Los Angeles), Monrovia
(Los Angeles), Lancaster (Los Angeles), Burbank (Los Angeles), Torrance (Los Angeles), Inglewood
(Los Angeles), Long Beach (Los Angeles), Lakewood (Los Angeles), Bellflower (Los Angeles), and,
Pasadena (Los Angeles).
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Do to congressional districts allowed to be only one person off target none of these are fixable. On
a personal note the Commission did not look at the equivalency files version of my submitted
congressional plans which would have closed the majority of these splits and maintained the
ethnic CVAP targets.

There is one larger county/city worth reviewing and fixing:

1) San Francisco City & County — District 14 = 102,330, District 12 = 702,905, and, District 13 = Zero
Population

San Francisco is broken into three districts and this can be combined to two. There is a board strap
of a single census block on the Eastern end of the county that somehow made it indo CD 13. This
has no population and | think is in the middle of the Bay, it being moved over to CD 12 would
cause no changes in the districts.
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