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PROCEEDTINGS

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioners, all right.

It is June 24" of 2011. This is a business meeting of
the Citizens Redistricting Commission. This meeting is
being held at San Joaquin Delta College in Stockton,
California. I will briefly run through today’s agenda
for the business meeting, and then from six to nine
o’clock tonight we will be holding an input meeting here
in the same venue in the City of Stockton.

A couple of notes. We're starting a little bit
late. We had to redo some of our —-- rewire some of our
audio and visual. And another thing for the viewers and
those following is that we will not have the transcript
of this business hearing posted for four to five days.
We’re going to send it through our service that takes the
audio and transcribes it. So, we apologize for that
inconvenience, but that’s the way we have to proceed
today.

We will be working through lunch and with some
breaks, and then having a dinner break from five to six
o’clock. This is how we have, in consultation with the
Vice-Chair and the folks who have been taking the lead on
the work plan, this is what we’d like to do today. We’re
going to —— We have our Q2 team here, and we’re going to

do some initial visualizations, post first draft, that
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will take into account a lot of the testimony that we’ve
read and heard since our maps came out concerning the LA
Region, and as much as we can on Southern California.

When we finish with that, you know, if we finish
with that, and hopefully we will, we will take about 35
minutes to have all the Commissioners identify the —-
some of the issues that you’ve identified through reading
the public testimony for the areas to which you were
assigned, you know, the whole State, so that we can leave
this meeting having asked Q2 to take a look at some
options, given what you’ve identified are some of the
considerations that came up through the public testimony
test maps.

So, that’s the agenda, and I would like to hear
from my fellow Commissioners if that is okay with
everybody. Okay. I know it’s a little funny to have the
folks behind us, but this is actually a great screen and
should be very helpful.

Before we start the mapping, and I can say a
little bit how we’re going to do that, we had tasked our
chief counsel yesterday with doing some research and
making a presentation and some recommendations to us
about some of the concepts that we have used in drawing
districts where we either had to have had no testimony,

conflicting testimony and, you know, some of us have —--
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we'’ve used several concepts. Sometimes in congressional
districts we’ll look at federal issues related to an area
wherein sometimes we’ve done the concept of share of the
pain where we —— if a community wants to stay whole, and
we can’t do it in both the congressional or the assembly
and the senate, we sort of do it in alternative
districts.

We’ve had a series of things like that that have
evolved as Commissioner policies, and we’ve asked him to
sort of look at those and give us a presentation as to
the consistency of those. So, that’s how we’ll proceed,
and I’11 have Ms. Sargis do a roll call.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Aguirre.

COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Ancheta.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Barabba.

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Blanco.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Here.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Dai.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: DiGuilio.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Filkins-Webber.
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COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Forbes.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Galambos-Malloy.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Ontai.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Raya.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Ward.

COMMISSIONER WARD: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: Yao.

COMMISSIONER YAO: Here.

COMMISSION LIAISON SARGIS: You have

CHATIRPERSON BLANCO: Thank you. All
Mr. Miller, we are attentive.

MR. MILLER: Thank you.

Parvenu.

a quorum.

right.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: No, you need a mic.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: Here.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: You can grab one, and I know

that the voice level —-- They’ll tell you whose —-- You're

probably the most (inaudible).

MR. MILLER:

I’"11 sit down so it doesn’t look

like I’'m going to sing. I’ve thought a lot about the

issue that we tried to address yesterday, which I would
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characterize as including in the Commission’s
deliberations softer factors or trying to create a sense
of equity among competing districts. And in thinking
about how a court would examine that approach to making
decisions, what keeps coming back to me is this.

I think that each set of maps, congressional,
legislative, etcetera, will be judged separately and will
be judged -- and will be judged on its merits against the
constitutional criteria. So, to the extent that another
factor is present in decision making, I don’t think the
Court will be sympathetic to the use of other criteria.

I think it will give deference to the Commission,
recognizing the difficult challenges in making competing
choices among the criteria within each class, if you
will. But I don’t see an additional way to reconcile on
an equity basis, a fairness basis among the different
types of maps the Commission is charged with preparing.

So, I guess the short answer to that is, I think
you must deliberate in such a way that delivers a set of
maps for each office based solely on the criteria
associated with each office.

CHATIRPERSON BLANCO: Questions? Comments?

COMMISSIONER YAO: So we need to backstroke a
little bit? In other words, review the decisions that we

have made in the past few weeks, and try to undo some of
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the decisions that we have made based on the share the
pain concept?

MR. MILLER: Well, to the extent that you can
identify them and believe that you would have drawn a map
differently if you weren’t using that approach, I would
say yes. It is also the —— It is also potentially true,
however, that in your —-- simply your ongoing work of
looking at each set of maps, you know, you need to be
satisfied independently on each set that the criteria are
met. Now, that -- it may be —- I would hope it might be
possible to do that on a prospective basis without having
to go backwards, but you need to be -- you need to have
that in mind. And, of course, that’s always (inaudible).

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: I have Commissioner Ancheta,
Commissioner DiGuilio and then Commissioner Dai.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Thank you. So, I think
the scope of your opinion this morning are -- or
(inaudible) this morning —--

MR. MILLER: Today.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Today, 1s regarding of a
more specific question, which, again, has been sometimes
the share the pain principle. And I believe yesterday I
sort of identified or, as examples, other sort of non-
formal or non-State Constitutional criteria that we often

do invoke. I think your opinion is to not invoke the
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share the pain for the reasons you’ve stated.

I don’'t know if you have any specific opinions
regarding other principles, because I think there are a
number of instances wherein, for lack of a better term,
tie breaking situations or instances where there may be
some other principle that is applied. Again, it may not
be an equity principle. Again, identified a federalism
principle, which has been used to justify say a boarder
district, as an example. Clearly not in the State
Constitution. But does the scope of your opinion extend
to other areas or other examples to the extent that
you’'re thinking about, again, what might be called tie
breakers? In other words, other things being equal and
in compliance with all criteria, but you are left with
sort of two choices, and you have to draw the line
somewhere.

And, again, the share the pain was an attempt to

sort of build that in. Again, it may not have been
applied consistently. It may have led to some
potentially discriminatory and arbitrary results. That'’s

one of the problems with it, but typically we do bring
other principles into discussion which are not formally
in the Constitution. How should we look at those?
Should we address them on a piece by piece basis or

simply look at the legitimacy as we get to them and —-
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MR. MILLER: Well, I would look at it this way.

I think it’s fair to analogize the criteria in the
Constitution to a set of jury instructions. And if a
jury were to deliberate on matters outside of the scope
of the Court’s instructions, that’s an improper
deliberation. The decision is to be made on the law that
the jury is given, right? Not what they would like the
law to be or on some other factors.

In this case, the Constitution has said to the
Commission, these are the factors against which districts
are to be created. So, I think to the extent that the
Commission adds others in, those are suspect down the
road.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Does —-- Commissioner
DiGuilio. Unless —— I really want us to flush this out.
So, Commissioner Ancheta, if you want to go forward with
just finish that train of thought that’s fine.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Yeah, because there are a
number of principles that I think we have been applying,
which I think are legitimate, legally legitimate. I
think that from what I can gather have been applied non-
discriminatorily, non-arbitrarily. For example, I think,
for example, the federalism principle, where we might
look at a congressional district somewhat differently,

and assuming full compliance with all criteria to a
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certain point, there is a certain choice to be made where
we might draw one district differently because of a
particular set of representational interests. I think we
have —--

MR. MILLER: What does that mean?

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Well, for —-- Well, I think
the common rationale, as I understand it, is that if you
were saying we might draw a border district, is that on
the —- for the congressional district, the rationale to
differentiate that district from, say, how we might draw
a similar senate or assembly district, is that the scope
of federal concerns and representation of particular
concerns are not unique but are highly federalized, in
the sense that border policy is a federal policy, versus
what might be a State interest revolving around other
non-federal interests. It could be any number of things.

MR. MILLER: Doesn’t that sound similar to a
community of interest problem, though.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: It is.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: It is, and let me give an
example, then. Because one thing the Commission has also
done, which is, again, not in the Constitution, it says
in the Constitution we should strive to maintain local
communities of interest. There is a particular

definition of local communities of interest.
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MR. MILLER: Right.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: However, in looking at a
number of the districts, there are attempts to link what
either might be cities or counties or local communities
of interest in a broader way with an assertion by the
public, let’s say, that there are commonalities, a
mountain range, a coastal area. Those probably would not
be considered local communities, but they’re gquite large.
So, they’re not local communities of interest, but the
Commission can justify its decision on a principle that,
well, other things being equal we think they have enough
in common that they ought to be together. Right? That’s
an extra Constitutional principle, is it not? So —-

MR. MILLER: I —

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: There are things that go
beyond (inaudible).

MR. MILLER: I would actually not characterize it
as an extra Constitutional principle, as you describe it.
What I hear you saying is that you’re taking -- the way
you’'re defining local is more broadly than it might be
defined. That'’s what I hear in the example that you
gave. And I think you’re better off characterizing it as
how the Commission views local, something that is already
in the Constitution, as opposed to introducing a new

term, perhaps to describe something very similar.
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COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Okay. Let me give you one
more example then. We have a compactness criterion, and
there is a Constitutional definition relating to not
bypassing (inaudible) by populations. Every now and then
we look at a particular map and say, well, fix that line
over there or fix that —-- straighten that out, let’s say,

or move it down to the south or make some aesthetic

adjustment. I don’t think that’s necessarily a
compactness issue. There is no people nearby. It'’s
cleaning up the map. That’s not in the constitution
either.

Now, would anybody sue over that? I doubt it,
but, again, it’s an example of where there might be some
principle that isn’t strictly in the Constitution, but
the Commissioners are exercising some judgment based on
some underlying assumption about what a map ought to look
like. And I’'m raising the question. Are there —-

MR. MILLER: Well --

COMMISSIONER ARCHETA: Are these all legitimate,
is the question.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: I think before -- I know —--
I suspect others are going to raise concerns that you’ll
have. 1I’'ll give you a chance to explain how you view
this. So, I’'d like to, instead of just engaging more on

this, go to Commissioner DiGuilio and then Commissioner
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Dai.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: My comment kind of goes
back to, I think, a question that Peter had raised
earlier, but I do just want to say, I think there is a
time the conversation before is that we do —-- we’re
applying the Constitutional criteria, but there is times
when once we’ve done all that there is still decisions
that have to be made. So, that’s where we’ve had this
discussion about share the pain or tiebreakers once
everything else has been applied. So, I do think there
is a time when we —-- as long as we do that consistently,
that there will be times where we have to, as a
Commission, make that determination.

But I think, going back to Peter’s original
question about having to go back and recreate a lot of
the record, I think we’re kind of on a tandem path where
as we move forward some of these districts may change
significantly. So, we have to be very good about
documenting about what we’re —- the assumptions we’re
making, how it fits into that criteria. That'’s partly
where those —-- the review by the pairing teams has come
into play so we could have a head start on that.

So, as we move forward —-— And then I think there
is also an element that, being in communication with Q2,

they have done some of this documentation for where we’ve
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been. So, for those districts that maybe don’t change
significantly, we’ll be able to add that to the record as
well too, and that’s something that will be an ongoing
aspect for the report, that all that documentation which
Q2 is prepared to explain how we have met those
Constitutional criterias in each of the maps that we have
done. As I understand it, they’ve had a system in place
to be able to do that. So, both in terms of what we’ve
done so far and as we move forward it will be a good
point to keep in mind.

MR. MILLER: You know, just to, I think, affirm
what I understood you to say is that each map in each
district will be able to stand alone with integrity based
on the criteria. And I think that’s what you just said,
and that’s the standard we should seek in these maps.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: Is that -- I’'m assuming
that’s the case.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Yeah.

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: I don’t know if
Ms. Henderson would like to —-

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Yeah, so —-

COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: I'd like to see if,

Ms. Henderson, we’d —— I’d like her to respond.
MS. HENDERSON: Yes. We'’ve been keeping notes

about the different decision points that are going into
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the various district configurations.
CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Okay. Commissioner Dai.
COMMISSIONER DAI: Thank you, Chair. So,
Mr. Miller, would it be fair to say that there are
actually a number of principles that we’ve been using
that are not explicitly called out in the Constitution.
However, most of them, I believe, are related to
communities of interest. For example, we have talked
about natural boundaries, such as mountain ranges and
rivers and, in some cases, freeways. And that’s not
specifically called out, but I think the Commission

recognizes that these things actually help -- are highly

correlated to a community of interest. I mean, if you’re

in a certain kind of topography it defines, in many ways,

your community of interest. So, it’s really a
characteristic of a community of interest. You know,

we’ve also considered things —-

MR. MILLER: I’'ve just -- If I could say, I think

that’s correct.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Okay, good.

MR. MILLER: To the extent that you’re using a
river or a freeway as part of the totality of defining
the community, I don’t feel that'’s introducing a new
principle to the process.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Excellent. So, that’s one.
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The other thing that where I think, and this is maybe
where the share the pain concept came up, and that may
just have been a very flippant way and a sound bite way
for us to explain to the public this idea, but this —-- I
said this yesterday, that we are dealing with tradeoffs
in areas that have very complex, overlapping communities
of interest, and, ultimately, we will have to make
choices between these communities of interest. And
that’s all in the same criterion, criteria number four.

So, within that criterion, we’re having to make
choices between different communities of interest, and,
you know, what’s the basis for our choices, because we
talk about having to balance the needs of all
Californians, so we’ve kind of thrown out the share the
pain. But the reality is that, depending on the kind of
map we’re drawing, since we'’re using a different unit,
you know, of analysis for each one, it may be easier or
more compatible with other regions for us to keep certain
communities of interest whole in a certain configuration
of the map. We may not be able to do it in another
configuration of the map, but we are keeping a different
community of interest whole.

So, in all these cases it’s not necessarily
inconsistent with the application of the ranked

constitutional criteria. So, maybe we should be using
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the term share the pain. But we’re, you know —— In
effect, we’re always balancing these different
(inaudible) —-

MR. MILLER: Okay.

COMMISSIONER DAI: -- that are conflicting.

MR. MILLER: And you are, and that’s what makes
this hard. And that’s where I think you get some
deference is making judgments on objective criteria.
And, as you describe that process, that sounds like the
correct process to me.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Good.

MR. MILLER: I think the danger is in describing
it differently —-

COMMISSIONER DAI: Describing it as sharing the
pain.

MR. MILLER: —-- than what you just described.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Right.

MR. MILLER: And characterizing it that way.
What you described to me is what I think I’'m talking
about, which is each map on its own has integrity.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Right.

MR. MILLER: And --

COMMISSIONER DAI: So, we should try to describe
it in some other way?

MR. MILLER: Yes.
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COMMISSIONER DAI: We’ve been kind of using that
shorthand way to kind of explain it to the public, but
the reality is we’'re dealing with a different number in
each map, and so that allows for us to maintain certain
communities in certain maps and not in other maps. But
we may be able to maintain a different community in a
different map.

MR. MILLER: Yeah. I think you would be better
off describing it to the public as balancing difficult
facts and objective factors and trying to reach the best
judgment you can on a district by district basis.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Okay.

MR. MILLER: At the end of the day, I think
that’s what you’re doing.

COMMISSIONER DAI: That is what we’ve been trying

to do.
MR. MILLER: And you’d be better off --
COMMISSIONER DAI: I don’t actually think we’ve
been inconsistent about that. You know, we’ve had to

make hard decisions, and we sometimes have spent, you
know, an hour and just ended up saying we can’t do it.
We cannot, you know, maintain this particular community
of interest, but, by the way, we were able to maintain
these other ones.

MR. MILLER: That’s right. And remember, the
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Constitution doesn’t require you to maintain every
community of interest in the manner the public would like
it maintained.

COMMISSIONER DAI: Right.

MR. MILLER: It’s hard to tell the people in
front of you that it wasn’t possible, but, in fact,
you’'re discharging the responsibility correctly in some
instances ——

COMMISSIONER DAI: Right.

MR. MILLER: -- when that occurs.

COMMISSIONER DAI: So, there are two other —-
there are two other examples I want to give you, and I
want to ask if this is, you know —-- at what point do we
kind of consider the higher mission of really achieving
fair representation, which is ultimately what we’re
about. That is what we’re trying to do here, as a
Citizens Redistricting Commission.

So, there are a couple of factors that I —-- two
examples I can think of that are, again, not specific
principles but items that we’ve talked about when we’ve
had to make hard choices, particularly in congressional
where we have to get, you know, population deviation down
to one person. So, one of these is the matter of where
do we make the split? Like sometimes we have a choice of

where to make the splits. And, for example, we’ve talked
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about not splitting very small cities, because they’re
probably already marginalized because of population, and
then if we split them in half or in three then they’re
completely marginalized in their districts. So, there
are sometimes where there is a choice and we choose to
split a larger city instead, because we figure they have
enough people, you know. They’re not going to be happy
about being split, but, you know, they at least have a
bigger critical mass to be able to do something in their
new districts. So, that’s kind of, you know, one thing
that we’ve considered.

The other thing that I would throw out is we'’ve
—— and the public has brought this up. We’ve considered
access to representatives. You know, this was brought up
yesterday in terms of this might be related to
compactness in terms of, you know, how long it takes to
get from one end of the district to another. So, we'’ve
considered roads, for example, is there a road there, you
know, if we have to add a piece. I think we can probably
relate that one to compactness. But I have a question
about kind of splitting small cities, which, you know,
that’s always hard for us to split.

MR. MILLER: The Constitutional criteria don’t
tell you what to do about that, but what the whole

process asks you to do is to make factual determinations
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against objective criteria. And baked into that is the
assumption that you will make hundreds of individual
judgments along the way, the totality of which add up to
at least what this Commission views is the best set of
maps against objective criteria that can be developed. I
think those are simply examples of the kinds of things
that inevitably come up, and when treated objectively, as
you just described it, for example, we are not linking
anything to incumbency or to party registration, that
your judgment about what makes sense in that district is
the best that anyone can expect to be done.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Do I have any other comments
on this? I would like —-- Commissioner Ward.

COMMISSIONER WARD: Yeah. 1In listening to your
guys’ —-— I noticed that you keep using a term objective
criteria. And I’'ve struggled with this through the first
round of maps because much of the what we call COI
testimony, you know, in my opinion, is subjective
testimony. And I’'m not hearing you address that very
well here this morning, as that seems to be one of the
biggest sticky points for me. So, I was hoping you could
help better define as we’re looking at these maps
individually. And like Commissioner Dai said, you know,
obviously, the objective is fair representation. Not

fair by me, but fair by sticking to the criteria that the
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voters have said they want to see the Commission
accomplish. How do you factor in sticking to the
objective criteria, but then also factoring in the
subjective criteria of COI testimony?

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: And can I just add to that?
I think this is the heart of the issue. And going back
to your example of jury instructions, you have jury
instructions, then ultimately you have jurors making
decisions about credibility. And that’s nowhere in the
jury instruction, and that’s why you have a jury and not
a judge, because you have a jury of your peers,
basically. Being asked to apply that law, and taking the
testimony, and in a highly subjective way, in a sense,
determining the credibility of those who have testified
and then applying the law. So, I think we have a similar
blend of objective, factual criteria that we’re supposed
to apply, and then we are the citizens who also have to
look at the non-jury instructions, the non-factual
criteria that are laid out and decide on its application.

And I go back to after the voting rights and the
contiguity and the population, the heart of the matter in
criteria four, which is the whole section on communities
of interest and neighborhoods and socioeconomic, and it
ends up saying that this should be for purposes of its

effective and fair representation, so that all of this
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criteria that’s not about voting rights, that’s not about
population, and that makes sure that things are
contiguous are all set against a standard of effective
and fair representation. And so I see that as being
inside the criteria. And, in a sense, that'’s where we
get into some of these decisions that we instinctually, I
think, try to deal with. I think we all know that at
some level the higher purpose of this is not just
rearranging deck chairs by numbers, but that there is the
deep policy or the high level policy in all of this is
about effective and fair representation, and that’s why
you're trying to match and keep communities —-- like
communities together so that their representative
represents their interests.

So, I guess I would just differ slightly with you
that we do have an element that is discretionary that is
actually allowed for in the Constitution, because at some
point the purpose of all this is for fair and effective
representation. And that’s the latitude we’re given
there.

MR. MILLER: Well, I don’t think we'’re
disagreeing, though, in response to both Commissioner
Ward and yourself. If I could just stick with the Jjury
analogy for a second, it is up to the jury to judge the

credibility of witnesses. Who do you believe and who do
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you don’t? And I think that analogy works pretty well
for your public interest testimony, which is just as you
were saying. When you get a long line of people coming
in who you essentially believe were collected by a
representative to protect that person’s vested interest
in representing a particular area, I think you tend to
give that group less credibility than what appears to be
a much broader based group of people talking to different
aspects of community interest.

I'm not trying to take away, in any respect at
all, the Commission’s discretion to make those kinds of
judgments. And the community of interest objective

criteria, if you will, is less objective than, let’s say,

population. You don’t have the same discretion with a
numerical number. Here you do. You do have discretion.
I think the challenge -- I think, in fact, the Commission

is using the words, the tests, the descriptors that are
contained in number four, and are making the kind of
judgments that are contemplated by that right now. I
think the only risk is inferring that you’re doing
something more different than that. But I don’t think
anybody has really described, other than the share the
pain concept, anything that isn’t contained in the
Constitution now. So, I don’t think we’re saying

anything different.
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CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Other comments? I don'’t
think that this requires a vote or a decision of any
kind. I think it is good to I think come out of this
with a sort of refocused idea of what we’re doing when we
are in criteria number four, to remember that probably
most of what we do, you know, other than the voting
rights act and the population, is in this —-- is involved
in criteria number four. And I think what would be
helpful is if we don’t use shorthand when we are doing
what we’re doing with the individual districts, and,
instead, we try as much as possible to relate to this
criteria. I think it’s actually fairly broad when you
look at it, especially with that language about effective
and fair representation. We are given, you know,
discretion based on —-— or discretions led by and
supplemented by a lot of public testimony.

MR. MILLER: Okay. I would also just —-- You
know, we’ve talked about this from time to time, but I
think it’s worth reinforcing because you hear from so
many people every evening or every afternoon. And the
desire to be responsive to them is substantial and
natural. But I think this is the area where a court
would also give you the most discretion, having listened
to it, digested it, thought about it, reached a

determination here in number four. I think you are
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entitled to and will receive more deference around these
decisions, which inevitably means agreeing with some
people and disagreeing with others as part of the
decision making process.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: So, unless some other
Commissioner wants to discuss this further or seek
further clarification, I think this is helpful. It kind
of refreshes, you know, our understanding of this area,
which is something we talked a lot about in the
beginning, and now I think we need to come back to it
again with the second set of maps. So, thank you.

MR. MILLER: Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: All right. It is 12:20.
What I’d like to do now is have Commissioners Galambos-
Malloy and Ancheta, and I don’t know if this also
involved Commissioner Barabba, I leave it up to you guys,
how you want to make your presentation now on LA. We'’re
going to start with Los Angeles. We were sent last night
some visualizations, and we received them. I think
they’ve been posted on our website. They’re public
documents. And the purpose here is to see in the
congressional districts in Los Angeles whether given the
post first draft testimony that we’ve received, and the
previous testimony as well, whether we can help resolve

some of the problem areas that were expressed to us by
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the public or that were first expressed to us as
communities of interest in our first round. So, with
that, I’'m not sure who is taking this.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: 1If I could just start.
And, again, just as a reminder, both to the Commission
and the public, what we, as part of a larger task of
looking at VRA issues and alternatives to what we put
together in the first draft map, we were looking at not
Los Angeles County but a number of areas outside this
region to look at alternatives for sections two, and look
at some section five districts as well. Those will come
in due course as we hit the areas. What we wanted to do
here, because it does fit in with a more specific
discussion we’re having this afternoon around LA County,
is to highlight the —-- what we looked at in LA County.

So, one of the concerns that revolves around Los
Angeles County in our current district is that there may
be a problem of vote dilution that results from packing.
And, again, packing is where you have an over-—
concentration of minority populations within a district
where you might be able to have a lower percentage or
shift a population to a second or even a third district
in order to have —- still have an effective minority,
majority population. But, again, you can have more

districts rather than fewer.
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So, the concern with LA County was that in
identifying Latino concentrations, looking at the census
data, looking at some alternatives, other than offered by
groups and individuals in the public, we thought that it
would be possible to draw a fourth district and drew some
support from some examples that were in other proposals.
And the reason we did a visualization, compared to some
other parts in the State where we won’t have
visualizations, is that the ripple effects would be quite
significant in trying to do a fourth district.

And we started with an initial attempt to draw
four based on Latino concentrations, and we thought that
could work and we could have —-- we would have compact
districts that also aligned with various elements of
public testimony. And we’ll highlight those first, I
think. And then as we were doing that, we realized in
subsequent meetings that you really had to look beyond
that significantly, and there was a lot of other effects
that are going on through the region, particularly moving
to the —— well, to the northeast. But the ripples go in
all directions, actually.

So, and I believe —-- Excuse me. I need my
glasses. And Commissioner Barabba can also bring these
in as well. I ——

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I just want for the
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members of the public, if I may, just clarification,
these are congressional district maps that you have asked
Q2 to put together in your working group; is that
correct?

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Correct.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: Okay.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: We had an interactive
session on Tuesday where we were at Q2’s offices and we
said, well, can we do a fourth map or a fourth district,
rather? We did look again at some other examples where
four districts were drawn in this core, four Latino
majority districts, and we didn’t replicate them. We
thought, well, maybe there is a way to do that that would
be more compact. And we tried this, which you’ll see.
And, again, there are a number of ways you can go,
actually, but the major question was, can you actually
have a fourth district so that you wouldn’t have a
packing problem? That’s the basic idea here. And we
thought, yes, you could, and that would relieve the
packing problem.

And we felt, and this was also done with, you
know, obviously, Gibson Dunn has been in consultation
with us, that these districts, by themselves, would work
as section two districts. And, again, there are other

sources of support for drawing them these ways. Again,
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there are —-- and there was some attempt to create
visualization in the surrounding districts, but we need
to focus on these four to make sure that they make sense,
because if they don’t make sense then we shouldn’t worry

about ripples, because the ripples are irrelevant at this

point.

But the —-- just to highlight, one of the bigger
changes was trying to move —-- Let me start with —-- Back
up a second. The districts that are fairly close to what

we have in the first draft are the Pico Rivera Whittier
Area. We created more of the fourth district by looking
at changes in what'’s the Compton Carson District, and
then what is sort of the downtown moving into East LA,
Boyle Heights Area. So, if you look at that, we
basically tried to create a majority Latino District
where we didn’t have one before for downtown. And the
Southern —-- like the Compton District is the one where we
pulled in additional population to the west and south.
One thing we did -- in this particular
visualization, we did not include Wilmington. There is a
sizable Latino population in Wilmington. That’s another
place you could look that would be less compact. So,
that’s another way to look at it. The other thing to
note is that I think we’re only at 48 percent CVAP on

this Compton one, the lower southwest one. If you
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included Wilmington, you could definitely go above the 50
percent mark. I think that’s a choice one could make.
There may be a compactness issue because of the distance
and whether there are clear linkages between minority
communities within the district.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: I'm sorry. I have
one question before you get into some of those specific
details. I just want to have a better understanding of
your underlying premise for the manner in which you have
drawn. So, you had mentioned before that you were trying
to unpack some of the districts. I don’t have a specific
recollection off the top of my head as to us having a
problem with a potential packed congressional district in
Los Angeles, but so I just want to understand what the
underlying premise is for drawing these four districts,
and if you were trying to look to see if there was a
section two area for Latinos in Los Angeles, and if that
was on advice of counsel. Because I don’t —-- obviously,
I don’'t recall us getting any list of their
recommendations under section two on a congressional
level in Los Angeles, even though it’s not an issue that
we're ignoring, of course. And so I just want to
understand your underlying premise for the districts that
you'’ve created here before we get into an analysis of

whether it matches with COI testimony or whether we might
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have to consider a vote on these districts if we can have
the underlying basis for the work that you’ve done here.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Sure. And these are
assumptions that were made all throughout the State in
terms of looking at alternatives and whether there might
be vote dilution either by what'’s known as cracking or
fragmentation, and then packing or over-concentrations.
So, we did have a conversation with Mr. Brown regarding
LA County, and he gave the go ahead to try to look at
this, in other words (inaudible) approve these. They're
looking at these now over the internet, but to simply try
to explore whether we could try to unpack. And
unfortunately I don’t have my notes in front of me of the
actual CVAPs for the first draft congressional or if Q2
has them.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: So, this is why I had asked
staff to hand out this packet, that I know is not very --
it’s kind of gray and not defined, but it has our
districts that we drew with the CVAP, and that was my
hope is that we could use those as comparison to inform
this conversation.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Again, if someone does
pull them up, I’1l1l keep talking. Let’s just say they
were significantly higher with three districts rather

than four, particularly, I think, in the Pico Rivera
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Whittier Area. So, given that high percentage we thought
we could shift things around a bit. And, again, there
are multiple ways you can do this. So, and, again, we
were trying to align that with some community of interest
and other testimony that linked particular cities or
groups of cities together. And the downtown area, again,
was an area where I think in the first draft we hadn’t
really tried to think about that as forming a potential
section two district. So, if you unpacked the most dense
area, you would go to another area of less densely packed
Latino populations, and you could -- Again, when you got

to the end of the day, you could get closer to 50 percent

or so.

Now, you’re still actually pretty high in some of
these areas, but you —-- in essence, you’ve run out of
populations to unpack to. In other words, you don’t know

where to go at that point, and you sort of go, well,
there is a very high Asian population there. You could
try to unpack in that direction. You could move towards
the east. As you move toward the east, you’re going to
have another area where you’re going to start butting up
against another Latino concentration, so that’s another
issue regarding the Inland Empire.

Anyway, those are the underlying assumptions that

we made.
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COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: Okay. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: And, again, there are —-
I'm sure there are many combinations here I think one
could draw.

CHATIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioner Ward.

COMMISSIONER WARD: I think just to follow up on
Commissioner Filkins-Webber’s question that would help me
is, so was a determination made by Mr. Brown that we had
a packing problem that needed to be addressed? I’'m just
wondering, I’m hearing words like packing and cracking
and all that, and I’'m wondering is our VRA lawyers made a
determination that these are issues with our first draft
that need to be addressed?

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: There are general
concerns, including packing, about Los Angeles County at
all levels that were expressed. So —-—

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: I have just a couple of
comments. One, I think putting aside for now the packing
issue, one thing I know that was of great concern to me
after hearing a lot of testimony and reading a lot of
testimony was looking at our criteria number four was
that downtown district that we had that ran from Pico
Union to Beverly Hills and Pacific Palisades. So, I
think there was no doubt in my mind that we had to do

something with that congressional district. So, and
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really, both for the sake of the folks on the more
coastal regions, we heard from them, and we heard from
the folks in the downtown Pico Union Area that we had
really misapplied the number four criteria.

So, I know that one of the hopes I had that the
team would look at was what that area -- Now, when you
pull back and you just start looking at that, trying to
address communities of interest, I think you do get into
a situation where you have, if you look at this map and
you look at the density levels, you have both a
population density and then, obviously, you have high
groups of —— a high concentration of Latinos. So, to me,
looking at the issue of representation, I worry once you
have —— I do look at -- I don’t know what counsel said,
but I am concerned if we have —— if we don’t look at this
and look at the neighborhoods, and try and really not
just put people together but actually try and put people
in the neighborhoods that they discuss with us.

If that turns into unpacking, so be it, but I
really think that we have —-- that’s one of the things we
have to do in LA is really look carefully at how we deal
with existing long established neighborhoods, and you
can’t, in a sense, do that without unpacking, is my sense
of LA. You can’t just have sort of lines that look

always compact or whatever. You have to look at some of
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these neighborhoods.

I do have some concerns about this map, not
because of -—— I like the way that LA, the downtown area
has shifted. I do have some concerns here, and I do
appreciate the Long Beach District, because I think we
got a lot of testimony about Compton and Carson, and I
don’t think this includes Signal Hill, which was in the
testimony. Maybe it does. But I know that Compton,
Carson, Long Beach was something we heard a lot about.
So, I think that'’s very helpful there as well. I think
in our previous district it didn’t look like that, and we
had also put Southgate in with Inglewood, which we had a
lot of testimony, again, from both different communities,
saying that they would prefer not to be together, that
there was not that much of a relationship.

Well, I just want to say, do people have —-- I am
going to -— I want to make sure, do people have —- we got
sent to us last night the dropbox files with this. So,
if it’s not on the screen, you should be able to have it
up on your computer, everything we’re talking about, just
to double check on that. So, the only other thing I
would say, and we can get back to this discussion, on
this visualization I am concerned that we got a lot of
testimony about the cities in the southeast LA. And I am

familiar with this area, very much so, because of work
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that I do at the community foundation. And I know that
the last redistricting they were split up tremendously
because bits and pieces of them were taken to sort of
create very gerrymanderic districts down in that area,
and we’ve now again split them into three in this map,
and I am going to want to, you know, probably deal with
that maybe today.

But those are my observations, really, on —- I
don’t know how much of it was unpacking, but I can tell
you that I think we’ve solved a couple of big issues that
we got a lot of public testimony about, which was that
downtown area and that Long Beach Area.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: So, i1if I could just
interject, because I think just to make sure the
Commission and the public were clear on what we were
doing versus what the discussion (inaudible) revolve
around, which is —-- I don’t think we want to actually get
around to drawing districts, but we tried to, again,
identify the possibility of or avoid any section two vote
dilution problems by trying to see if it could be done.
We think it can be done, but, again, there are —-- And I
think Commissioner Galambos-Malloy can highlight some of
the adjacent districts.

We think we can address the unpacking problem

here, but the full Commission —-- And, again, there are
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variations that one can work with. But the Commission
will have to, in a more general way, focus on the region
and try to figure out how all this works. But we feel
that this is a good way to try to at least address what
would be a likely section to problem by trying to go from
three districts to four districts.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Commissioner Blanco, this
is Commissioner Forbes down here.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Okay.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: I was in the
queue.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Oh, I didn’t see you.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Okay. All right.
So, I'm in the queue because I wanted to provide a little
bit more of the ripple effects and the kind of tradeoffs
that we started to see that were happening in the
immediately adjacent areas. And I will —- I guess I’1l1l
start kind of north going to northwest. We used, in
order to just kind of go through this exercise, we used
both the first round COI, the second round COI, pre-map
and post-map, both for the testimony from the hearings
that we’ve had, and then the voluminous written comments
that we’ve been getting, which in some places conflicted.
And I’11l talk about some of those tradeoffs.

I think one of the things I would say on the
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front end is that both on the west side of LA and in the
San Gabriel Mountains, we have been getting comments, and
I'm sure we’ll get into these more later when we talk
regionally, that the general concepts around
environmental communities of interest related to the
foothills and related to the beach cities, they had some
validity, but we essentially took the concepts too far.
For example, in the foothill mountains, we tried to
create a foothill district, but really at the expense of
the cities, and we saw too many city splits. And so
we’'re going to need to explore some other options there.
There may be foothills districts, but shorter east to
west and longer north to south so we actually get closer
to some of those main transportation corridors like the
210 or the 10.

On the west side of Los Angeles I think we heard
something similar, particularly as it related to Santa
Monica and to Venice, that really if we’re thinking about
doing some sort of a beach cities corridor that we went
too far north with those southern areas. So, if you look
at the area, let’s take a peek at the Inglewood District.
We heard really overwhelming COI testimony on the post-
map front regarding this connection between Inglewood and
some of the adjacent cities for economic development

reasons, for the airport being seen as a transportation
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and job generator for Inglewood, Hawthorne, Gardena,
Westchester, Lennox, Westmont. The public testimony was
overwhelmingly in favor for some sort of paring there,
more east west. I think before we had cut off —-- you
know, Westchester was not in any sort of a district,
references to noise and air pollution, light rail that’s
being extended on that east to west corridor, etcetera.

So, again, the purpose is just to kind of explore
some of the things we’ve heard, and does it work in terms
of populations and communities of interest? So, what we
tried to do was to pair, again, these communities of
interest that had come up and really take a step back
from some of these southern beach cities, and group them
in a way that they actually made sense based on the COI.
So, as you get down farther into the south bay coastal
area, we have COI that Torrance should be paired with
Palos Verdes, beach cities, Lomita, Rolling Hills and
Estates.

Now, 1in this visualization we still have the
ports, both ports in this district. That is definitely
not, I think, what the COI suggests, but really the
purpose is to look at kind of these coastal pairings and
whether they make sense. We did group the Compton,
Carson and Northwest Long Beach Area together. It does

not, at this point, include Signal Hill. I think there
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is definitely COI there to support that. Again, that was
based on educational institutions. They have economic
transportation ties, socioeconomics. They mentioned some
challenges in the area regarding gangs and city policies
regarding how to address that. And so, that kind of
influenced this grouping.

I think it’s interesting to go back and really
review the COI in detail, because in the pre-map hearings
that we had and public comment, we really heard keep Long
Beach whole. And the post-map comment has been
overwhelmingly —-- and there was some of this, but to a
lesser extent in the first round, Long Beach really is a
tale of two cities, and West Long Beach, particularly
Northwest Long Beach, is very different from East Long
Beach and moving over towards the Orange County Area.

So, some of the tradeoffs that we can begin to
see, I think it was challenging as we were looking at
this coastal area. Torrance is a city that has been —- I
think is one that could go either way. We’ve gotten COI
that both pulls it up towards the north and that pulls it
down to the south. Torrance as a city, the city
boundaries actually take it all the way west to the
ocean. And the way that I explored this was to actually,
if we’re creating a coastal district, to use PCH as a

kind of boundary around Torrance to maintain the
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contiguity of that coastal area. I think it’s a
challenge. We’re going to have to look at that and
figure out what to do.

The COI has also been overwhelming in support of
having San Pedro attached wholly to the port, and
figuring out what district we want the LA Port to be
connected to. I think that’s one step, and then the Long
Beach Port. But you can begin to see there are pieces of
this that seem to work well and naturally, and pieces
that, you know, we have to weigh. For example,
Wilmington, I think it could go a couple of directions,
and as you get down in that southwest corner, as well,
you only have so much population to work with. So, I
don’t know if Commissioner would have anything to add.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Yeah. And just to note, I
think in some alternatives we looked at they would --
they did include Wilmington. I think we looked at a
Wilmington variation. Again, it could -- it’s another
way to go. I’d simply note that. But, again, there is
some issues around compactness if you go that far south
and whether the populations. Again, they don’t have to
be contiguous, but there is a general compactness issue,
and you want to make sure that the voting interests have
aligned in terms of the, you know, polarized wvoting

analysis.
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CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioner Yao.

COMMISSIONER YAO: During very early testimonies,
before we released the map, the —-

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: I'm sorry. No, no, no. I
have Stan, Commissioner Forbes and Commissioner DiGuilio.
Sorry. It’s really hard to look down the all the way, so
you’'re going to have to help me. Commissioner Forbes.
SOorry.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Yeah, just a couple. One
question, this was just an add question, you put the —-
In this map you put both ports in one district?

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: And I referred to
that, that that was not the long term intention, that we
-— to make some —-

COMMISSIONER FORBES: That'’s where we are?

That’s where we are now?

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: -- decisions of,
you know —-

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Okay.

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Again, we were
wanting to explore options, but knowing we, as a
Commission, need to look at all these pieces and decide
what directions we wanted to go. So, I think, you know,
clearly we need —— My sense from the COI is that we do

need to divide up the ports, and which districts we
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connect them to is the next question we need to answer.

COMMISSIONER FORBES: Okay. My two original
questions were, if you have this, I could probably
calculate it myself, but you might know it offhand, how
much packing have we actually undone by this set of maps?
What were the previous numbers and what numbers do we end
up with? How much benefit are we getting, is, I guess,
the question? That’s my question.

The second question is, in these new potential
districts, what has been the impact on the African
American population? I mean, have we —-— And I don’t know
this, but have we diluted the African American population
to the extent that they’ve been marginalized?

COMMISSIONER GALAMBOS-MALLOY: Well, I’11 weigh
in with the parts that I feel most comfortable with. I
would say that in the Inglewood District and in the
Compton/Carson District, those are areas where the, you
know, very preliminary groupings overwhelmingly reflect
the COI, which, in the case of our hearings that we’ve
had in that area, has largely been coming from the
African American Community. I think another area that we
need to explore further that may have an impact on the
African American Community is the area around Culver
City, and so that may be something that Commissioner

Parvenu would want to weigh in on. That is an area that
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I did not, and the other Commissioners involved in this
exercise, that we did not focus on specifically.
CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioner DiGuilio.
COMMISSIONER DIGUILIO: I just —— I guess I kind
of have a step back question here in terms of the process
as we’re moving forward with these visualizations,
because I'm trying to balance with now that we have this
information how are we going to move forward in our line
drawing with this, whether we —-- you know, do we just
take these and work with them? Do we have to wait to get
our VRA counsel officially weighed in? I feel like had
they been at these —- had they been at these meetings
they could have already had something to say about them.
But I guess part of the -- and the other aspect
of that is where are we going to go with them from here?
But the other thing is going back to Commissioner Blanco.
I'd also like some additional direction with where these
falls in terms of the requirement for us to draw these
for section two versus the —-- you know, being respectful
to COI testimony, and how we can balance those, because I
guess I’'m looking at this in terms of section two as a
higher issue on the criteria for us. So, to the extent
—— How much can we incorporate the COI testimony and
still meet the criteria of section two, because, you

know, there is a lot of COI testimony.
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Let’s say the Central Valley, for example, where
some of the areas don’t want to be grouped the way they
are, but based on section two issues, we can’t respect
all COI testimony and meet the obligations of the VRA,
whether it’s section five or section two, for that
matter? So, I guess I'm looking for some balance as to
as we move forward with this, how much ability will we
have to be able to incorporate COI testimony to change
these districts, or are we kind of set with what they
have to be in order to meet the section two requirements?

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioner Yao and then
Commissioner Barabba.

COMMISSIONER YAO: As Michelle said, the VRA is a
much, much higher priority than the community of
interest, and we just simply don’t want to draw districts
around strictly the VRA if it doesn’t, to some extent,
satisfy the community of interest. In other words, if it
totally violates the community of interest, then we may
want to take a second look at it. But in terms of now
having the information on the -- on the potential, I
mean, don’t call it a section two, but what else can I
call it? Because it hasn’t been declared as a section
two. I think we need to explore it until such time that
we find it not to be —-- not to be the case.

The original remark that I was going to make was
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the 710 corridor was one of these community of interest,
saying that they want a say in terms of where the traffic
coming out of the port impacting their community. But,
again, that’s strictly based on a community of interest
as compared to a section two requirement. So, I think
for the time being I can’t see any other way out of there
saying foregoing that and resolve the potential section
two issue. Otherwise, we’re not following the criteria
that have been given to us.

CHATIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioner Barabba.

COMMISSIONER BARABBA: Yes. My feeling on these
—— this effort that was put forward is that, again, these
are visualizations that give an indication of what could
become section two districts. That does not mean those
are hard lines. That'’s just simply a visualization of
it. So, the COI testimony, in essence, related to these
could change those —-- the way those lines were drawn, and
but as long as we realize that when you start changing
the lines you just kind of keep your eyes on the numbers
as to whether which one is -- and we know which one has
to prevail, which is the VRA. And at that point you
could actually do a better job of listening than to the
COI on top of that. But it’s in the priority in which
they’re presented, which I think is the value of these

visualizations.
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CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: 1I'm going to ask you to be
honest here, because I can’t see the order. So,
Commissioner Filkins-Webber, then who else is down here?
I need your help, Commissioner Yao. Yeah. Okay. So,
hold on. Raya, Aguirre. Who is down there? Parvenu?

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Yes.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Parvenu. Okay.

Commissioner Filkins-Webber.

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: Thank you. I'm a
little concerned about this. I think this answers a lot
of questions, and some of these lines might very well be
based on some COI. What my concern is is that even —-- we
need to think about what our attorneys have told us about
what really constitutes a section two, because —- And
Commissioner Angelo, you certainly can answer this
question for me. Because if these areas don’t have a
history of racially polarized voting in the districts,
then we really don’t have a section two, which then calls
into question of why we’re drawing them other than for a
concentration of a Latino population because we’ve heard
threats from MALDEF that we’re not creating enough,
quote, unquote, Latino districts.

So, I just want us to just pull back for a little
bit and just say, okay, are we —-- has Gibson Dunn looked

at this to say bring in Mr. Barretto to actually do a
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racially polarized voting analysis so that these could be
districts that we should identify as section two so we
could have them in there, and then we can make all of the
other decisions around it.

But certainly we had some testimony of community
of interest between some of these areas, but I just want
to make sure that we’re —— I think we’re walking a fine
line here. I just want to make sure that if we —-- based
on your review of the community input if that we’re just
taking a look at this for, you know, maybe a possibility
of the section two if Barretto is supposed to do it. But
otherwise, I really just want to make sure that this
meeting and the description of these districts is based
on what you understand to be solid community of interest
testimony or robust testimony, as Mr. Brown has
recommended, rather that it just being looking at the
certain population of different ethnicities.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: All right. I’'m going to —-
I have —- Yes, I’'m going to let Mr. Ancheta —-
Commissioner Ancheta answer this, but them I’'m going to
go back to the order.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Right. So, to directly
answer the question, we got a signal from Dr. Barretto
based on his —-- what he knows about existing research,

both some of his research and others that he is aware of,
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that even without having done the studies that he’s
working on now to complete, that there is evidence of
polarized voting in Los Angeles County against Latino —-
involving Latino voting. But, but, and this is the issue
of course, if we wait this is a problem because of the
timing of everything. We can say, no, there isn’t, until
we find out there is, and then we go with it, or we can
work on certain assumptions.

One assumption, which —-- and this is what I asked
him as we were setting the (inaudible) is give me
something to work with, because the Commission has said
do we go forward —-— given the timing of this can we go
forward, at least, or should we just hold back and wait
until you give us studies. His sense was that for at
least for LA County in this core there is literature out
there and analyses that have been done that would suggest
that —--

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: In this core?

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: 1In this core, yeah, the
Latino core of Los Angeles County. I think we’ll get —--
we have to get more, obviously, in the next week or so,
but do we have the study in front of us? ©No. Do we have
to kind of take a risk a bit in terms of our timing and
what we need to work on as assumptions? Yes. I think

what I heard from him was enough to say, well, let’s at
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least try to work on this and see if —-- You know, we can
drop these altogether, if you think --

COMMISSIONER FILKINS-WEBBER: Well, I didn’t know
what he said.

COMMISSIONER ANCHETA: Yeah, he said he’d get —-
And I think I mentioned this at an earlier meeting, but
when Mr. Brown and I first talked with Dr. Barretto about
the schedule and the need to actually hit certain
timelines, we needed to know, given that we wouldn’t have

anything until the 30"

at the earliest, well, can we just
go ahead with things, because otherwise we’re stuck until
the 30" on a lot of these districts. And the signal was,
yes, there is. He’s going to work on it some more. But
I think as a working assumption we should say that there
is —— that element is there.

The other thing to note, and, again, some of
these numbers are high, and I think a lot of what’s going
on here also involves some attempt to look at community
of interest testimony. And there are, of course, our
specialists who have been looking closely at it. You
know, where we looked at certain areas, you know, toward
the north and towards the east and towards the south,
those percentages can easily change to go down certainly,

and we want to just sort of put these out there for the

Commission and the folks who really have taken a deep
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look at the testimony kind of confirmed these things.

And there may be inconsistencies or maybe we just
got it wrong because we hadn’t looked at the most recent
database. So, we’re hoping that can be filled. Because
I think that —— I'm still thinking the numbers are still
too high on a number of the districts, and we should try
to address that.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioner Raya,
Commissioner Aguirre and then Commissioner Parvenu.

COMMISSIONER RAYA: Okay. I hope this is close
enough. Looking at these visualizations, I think, has
provided an opportunity to see where some very necessary
corrections have been made based on COI testimony. And
I'm looking at notes from conversation with Mr. Brown at
a time when COI testimony was still relatively broad.
And he talked about the fact that communities may
overlap. And as we got more testimony, areas like what
you’'re looking at here could be defensible because they
can be clearly grounded in COI testimony, and just a lot
of factors that common sense and familiarity with LA
County would tell you. So, whether you want to hang your
hat on section two or not, it doesn’t change the fact
that all these people live there and share, you know, a
number of economic, social, educational, transportation,

environmental issues. I think, you know, whether this is
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the ultimate map or not, you know, anything close to it I
think is very defensible.

CHAIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioner Aguirre and
then Commissioner Parvenu.

COMMISSIONER AGUIRRE: Yes. Thank you, Chair.
My observations are that, once again, that there were —-
there are clearly some issues of packing or violation —--
a VRA violation of packing as in some of the maps that we
have drawn. So, I think that’s part of the reason that
motivated the direction to this team to look at some
potential modifications to accommodate the neighborhoods
in this particular area. I recall Mr. Brown telling us
that certainly COI testimony was very important in
drawing districts, but that there were other things
besides COI testimony that included looking at other
sources of data on a neighborhood level on the census
track level that would indicate the density of particular
ethnicities living in particular areas.

As Ms. Raya just point out, last week, as I
deliberately drove through these neighborhoods last week,

and it was clear to me that they’re primarily low income

areas. Looking at the signage, there was Spanish
speaking areas. There were transportation corridors and
bus lines that operated within these areas. So, there

were a lot of social needs and other structural factors
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that indicated to me that these were —-- that these were
cohesive communities that needed representation in their
own right. So, thank you.

CHATIRPERSON BLANCO: Commissioner Parvenu.

COMMISSIONER PARVENU: Hi. This is the area I'm
most familiar with, so I wanted to comment on a few
things. First of all, I think it’s a considerable
improvement from what we’ve seen before, and I agree with
the Chair, Chair Blanco, that getting rid of that broad
west to east district truly changed the appearance
considerably, and it cost us to make other decisions
around it.

I have so concerns, though, with the district
that’s northwest. I have some concerns about the
(inaudible) Park, Baldwin Hills Area being mixed with
Brentwood and Malibu and some of those communities, but
the one thing they do have in common is broad open space
areas. For example, the Topanga Canyon Area in Pacific
Palisades, Highlands, that area, there is the Cheviot
Recreation Park in West Los Angeles, a large open space
area. And, of course, you have the Baldwin Hills and the
Kenneth Hahn Park that’s all in the same district, as
well as the Balloona Marshlands and Wetlands down by
Marina del Ray. So, a strong environmental candidate has

those —-- that’s a very strong area in terms of
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environmental issues and concerns.

But in terms of socioeconomic comparisons, it’s
broadly diverse. You have primarily a Caucasian
population in the Northwest Area. You have a pretty
affluent area there with Beverly Hills, of course, mixed
with an affluent —-- relatively affluent area of the
Baldwin Hills and View Park and Windsor Hills Area, an
affluent African American Area. To the southeast of that
district you have a less affluent area of Latinos and
African Americans mixed in what could be —-- I’11 call it
what it is, South Central, a portion of South Central Los
Angeles and the Crenshaw District. So, that area has its
tradeoffs.

But to the South, in terms of tradeoffs, I think
it’s a vast improvement, according to COI testimony, that
Westchester and LAX was included with that Inglewood
District. Because, as we know, there is a lot of
developing along that Century Boulevard corridor. So, I
think that’s been appropriately addressed. Let’s see.

And Westchester also, there is a difference
between Westchester to the south and Marina del Ray to
the north. There is actually an incline that the
elevation is actually different. As soon as you travel
north and south along Lincoln Boulevard it’s apparent

that there is a difference. So, that’s been addressed.
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And Torrance and to the south, and Lennox, I
think that’s a good blend. I think that I still have
some concerns to the south as we go further south about
the port area, as well as the Alameda corridor. And the
question is, I guess, 1s i1s that area better represented
by one strong congressional advocate, meaning the port,
both the ports, Long Beach and LA’s Port, or is it better
represented by two strong congressional advocates?

Same with the Alameda Corridor. There is
certainly environmental issues and transportation and
congestion issues traveling north and south from
Wilmington and San Pedro. We’ve heard a lot of
testimony, COI testimony from San Pedro about keeping it
whole, and they’re intricately involved with the port
from a business perspective, but from a residential
perspective, San Pedro has a lot in common with Rolling
Hills and Palos Verdes Estates. So, from a cultural and
human geographic perspective they have a lot in common
wi