Re: AARC Submission from Thursday Group Presentation

Subject: Re: AARC Submission from Thursday Group Presentation
From: "Brown, George H."
Date: Sat, 28 May 2011 22:50:50 +0000
To: Erica Teasley Linnick
CC: "Kolkey, Daniel M."

Thanks very much!

Sent from my iPhone

On May 28, 2011, at 2:35 PM, "Erica Teasley Linnick" <} | | Q) N ~rote:

Dear Mssrs. Brown and Kolkey:

I understand from colleagues watching the live stream of today's CRC meeting that
you may not have received AARC's submission from Thursday so I am attaching it here.

Please let us know if you have any questions.
Erica Teasley Linnick, Esq.

Coordinator
African American Redistricting Collaborative (AARC)

Los Angeles, CA 90044

<AARC Draft Report.docx>
<AARC Northridge PPT.pdf>
<Assembly Districts in Plan El.pdf>

This message may contain confidential and privileged information. If it has been sent
to you in error, please reply to advise the sender of the error and then immediately
delete this message.

lof1l 6/6/2011 10:41 AM



Re: AARC Submission from Thursday Group Presentation
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From: Erica Teasley Linnick
Date: Sat, 28 May 2011 16:32:21 -0700 (PDT)

To: "George H.Brown"
CC:

Please let me know if you need additional information. | was unable to catch much of the South Los Angeles discussion

earlier today, but | think there may be a need for greater clarity on the relevant law such that it may be helpful for us to
send in supplemental information on related Voting Rights Act issues.

Also, | see that | did not send you the PDF version of our report and that is probably preferable for the Commission's
website as well.

Erica Teasley Linnick, Esq.
Coordinator
African American Redistricting Collaborative (AARC)

Los Angeles, CA 90044
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The African American Redistricting Collaborative (AARC) is a collection of civic groups
that serve the African American and other communities throughout the state of California." Our
constituent groups have extensive experience in the areas of political participation and voting
rights—including past local and statewide redistricting processes. Past projects include
community organizing, public education, mapping, legislative advocacy, legal analysis and
litigation. AARC’s goal is to guarantee that the political arena provides opportunities for the
most robust and meaningful participation by its members. While unapologetic about its roots in
the African American community, AARC works on behalf of Californians with varied cultural
backgrounds who seek a voice in the centers of power.

Redistricting is among the single most important moment for assigning political power in
this state. As with foundational public policies like budgeting, the redistricting process also
helps to define in tangible ways both who and what matters in California. With the line drawing
managed by the Commission for the first time in this cycle, AARC has worked diligently to
demonstrate the continuing need to recognize the significant contributions that African
Americans in California continue to make in our diverse state.

AARC’s Redistricting Activities

AARC has worked over the past several months to assure that African Americans
participate in this redistricting cycle to the fullest extent—from raising awareness in our
community about the process and testifying about our neighborhoods, to crafting and
commenting on proposed maps. Specifically, AARC has conducted a series of community
meetings to solicit ideas and feedback from our members about the commission’s current process
and important elements in any AARC-sponsored district plan.? Further, AARC has collaborated

! The associate member groups of AARC include: The Advancement Project, AME Fifth Episcopal District, Black
American Political Association of California, Brotherhood Crusade, California Black Chamber of Commerce,
California Black Women’s Health Project, Community Coalition of South Los Angeles, Council of Black Political
Organizations (COBPOQO), COGIC First Jurisdiction, Greenlining Institute, Inland Empire African American
Redistricting Coalition, Lawyers’ Committee of the San Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles NAACP, Los Angeles
Urban League, NAACP California State Conference, NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. (LDF),
Osiris Coalition, SB Strategies, LLC, SCOPE/AGENDA, Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC),
WARD Economic Development Corporation, Watts Labor Community Action Council, and West Angeles COGIC
Community Development Corporation.

2 AARC has sponsored, conducted and/or participated in community education workshops and redistricting forums
in Oakland, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco and throughout South Los Angeles.



with other significant community-based groups in this process to discuss the best ways to apply
governing mapping principles and find joint areas of concern in developing our district plans.®

After these extended discussions, and with due consideration of applicable state and
federal law, AARC appointed a team of redistricting experts to craft a district plan that reflected
the collective sense of what our membership desired in key parts of the state.

AARC respectfully presents this report on its district proposal, which focuses on regions
of California that AARC has identified as key areas of interest. There are three areas
emphasized in this report: (1) South Los Angeles, (2) East Bay/Alameda County, and (3) the
Inland Empire.  Where applicable, we offer district maps for three levels of government
(California Assembly & Senate, along with U.S. Congress). This report addresses the highlights
of our preferred configuration in narrative form, including select references to the supporting
statistical summaries of the districts.*

General Summary & Statement of Goals

African Americans in California remain an important share of the state’s growing non-
white population. A brief review of aggregate changes makes this point apparent. According to
the 2010 Census, African Americans are roughly 6.2% of the total state population of
37,253,956. The African American share of the total population is slightly less than the 6.7%
they represented after the 2000 Census, but that number represents a very small change
compared to the dramatic reduction in the size of the white population in California.

The statewide trend for African Americans is not as robust as comparable measures for
the Asian Pacific Islander and Latino communities,” but the African American population
remains geographically situated largely in two urban core areas—South Los Angeles and
Oakland. To a lesser degree, relatively newer populations have continued to grow in areas of the
Inland Empire (San Bernardino and Riverside Counties). These locations might be considered
“exurbs” of urban core areas.

The geographic concentration of African Americans in California has been salient in the
effort to elect African American preferred candidates at all relevant levels of political office.
The Assembly districts with the highest levels of African American concentration are: AD’s 47,
48, 51, and 52 (in South LA) along with AD’s 9, 16, and 62 in other regions of the state
(including the East Bay, Sacramento, and the Inland Empire). All of these districts have
successfully elected preferred candidates for the Assembly. Two California Senate districts
(SD’s 25 and 26 in South LA) with significant African American concentrations have also
elected candidates preferred by the community as well. Finally, in Congress, the communities

*These groups include, but are not limited to, MALDEF and APALC.

*AARC hereby endorses the proposal from the Inland Empire African American Redistricting Coalition, which is a
plan to establish a new African American influence district in San Bernardino County. For the sake of brevity, we
will not discuss details of that district in the report in great detail.

*For the sake of consistency, we employ the term “Latino” throughout this document to refer to the various ethnic
groups collectively defined as “Hispanic” by the 2010 Census. Thus, all statistical references to “Latino” refer to
the official census category of “Hispanic Persons.” Further, the statistical references to “African American”,
“White”, and “Asian American” references all refer to the “Non-Hispanic” subsets of each of these groups as they
are defined in the 2010 Census.



located in CD’s 9 (Oakland), 33, 35, and 37 (all in South LA) have produced successful
candidates who have been preferred by African American voters.®

The background information that is cited above is not intended to address any of the
legally prohibited subjects related to a particular incumbent or a political party. Rather, we
believe that the effectiveness of African American communities in these districts is a key factor
that must be weighed heavily in any effort to redraw the maps in California. The effectiveness of
this configuration of districts is important to bear in mind for three particular reasons.

First, we find that federal law demands attention to the extent that protected groups
statewide are exercising the political franchise effectively. The current performance of districts
in California represents an important baseline to assess possible changes. Section 5 of the
Voting Rights Act requires the Commission to demonstrate that any final change in the district
map configuration does not cause “retrogression” with respect to protected racial groups.” The
Commission may address a variety of factors in defending its decisions, but the election of
preferred candidates is a core element in any such showing.® Accordingly, we contend that the
electoral effectiveness in the aforementioned districts ought to influence the way the
Commission draws lines in these areas.

Second, the manifest electoral effectiveness also suggests that traditional voting rights
configurations are inapt in this context.” Where past elections indicate robust participation and
the effectual exercise of the franchise, remedies like majority-control districts are unnecessary.
In practice, districts with effective representation for legally protected groups with sub-majority
margins (i.e., less than 50% of voters) need not be refashioned as electoral majorities. Indeed,
efforts to impose such changes (especially against the expressed desires of the African American
communities in these areas) would invite voting rights challenges related to “packing”.
Accordingly, the Commission should reject all arguments and interpretations of Section 2 that
ignore the demonstrated effectiveness of these communities to elect candidates of choice.

Finally, the proven political effectiveness of these districts is relevant because it is
probative evidence on an important state law issue. This record provides great support for the
case that many of the neighborhoods, as currently designed, form an important community of

® In all of these effective districts, the African American share of the total population ranges between 23 and 30% of
the total number of voters. Unlike other states, where differentials and age and participation among racial groups
tend to reduce the functional political influence of African Americans, California is a distinct political setting in
which rates of participation and organization tends to improve African American standing in the political arena
relative to other groups. When one accounts for other measures, (e.g., voting age population and citizen voting age
population) African Americans in these California districts represent a solid though not majority bloc of the active
voters in these constituencies.

" The current test for retrogression centers on whether the change causes a loss in a relevant group’s ability to
effectively exercise the political franchise.

8 It is important to note that while Section 5 of the VRA covers only select counties in California, it is our view that
a full preclearance review will address the overall status of all protected groups throughout the state with respect to
changes in the ability to exercise of power. See 28 C.F.R. Ch. | 8§ 51.57, 51.59.

*AARC firmly believes that Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act is an important tool for enforcing the political rights
of racial minorities. But we also believe that this enforcement remedy should only be employed where they are
necessary. Here, the elections in the current configurations show that African Americans are successful in
promoting their preferred candidates, in conjunction with other groups. Whether one defines these districts as
“influence” or “coalition” districts, the configurations are effective platforms for exercising the political franchise.



interest. Pursuant to Proposition 11, California law mandates that district lines show regard to
communities of interest. While we know of no controlling definition of this concept in existing
law, we would respectfully submit that a community of interest refers to an identifiable set of
people who have a common set of experiences or interests that also inhabit a specific geographic
area. Drastic changes to existing districts with a community of interest should be taken only
with the utmost care.™

The evidence reveals multiple social and cultural reasons that neighborhoods and
institutions in AARC’s areas of interest ought to be recognized as communities of interest. But
the clearest indication that these communities fit just about any definition is their proven record
of working effectively in the political arena. The fact that Californians in these existing districts
commonly agree on preferred candidates and also organize in candidate and non-candidate
campaigns is exceedingly strong evidence of their civic relationship to each other. Accordingly,
efforts and proposals to seriously rework or dismantle these existing, effective communities
should be approached with great caution.

With these thoughts in mind, AARC has pursued an overall strategy of maintaining the basic
configurations of districts in its areas of emphasis. These districts comply with the directives
outlined in the Commission’s guidelines. The district lines meet norms of compactness and also
do not create any places of point contiguity. We recognize the need in some areas of interest to
increase population in order to meet the population equality standard. However, we maintain
that this task can be accomplished without destroying the existing cores of communities. We
have adhered to a minimal level of population deviation but have established ways of either
preserving or (in some cases) establishing districts where African American communities may
exercise influence in political contests.

The sections that follow, focusing on each area of concern for AARC, offer a more detailed
look at the districts that we have proposed. Where helpful, we have reported statistical
information about district profiles using Citizen VVoting Age population (CVAP).*

A. South Los Angeles

For decades, South Los Angeles has been the focal point for the most significant political
activity by the African American community in the State of California. Historically, African
Americans from the Deep South frequently relocated to the neighborhoods of South LA in search
of a more hospitable economic and social climate. These core communities that have grown and
flourished in this part of Los Angeles continue to form an identifiable center for organization that
links African American residents of varied social and economic classes by their shared racial and
cultural heritage.

Largely African American neighborhoods that have long defined this area of the city include
Crenshaw, Leimert Park, Baldwin Hills in the north, as well as Carson, Torrance and Compton to

19 Indeed, we believe that such changes could raise the possibility of a voting rights lawsuit alleging vote dilution of
African American political power.
1 Additional details on the district proposal, including supporting statistical data, is located in the appendices.
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the south. The area is also anchored by the large concentration of the country’s largest African
American centered churches (including AARC member organizations West Angeles COGIC and
First AME Church). Further, the Crenshaw and Inglewood neighborhoods are the sites of some
of the most significant commercial enterprises (barber shops, hair salons, and media outlets) that
are both owned and patronized by African Americans throughout the city.

In short, South LA is an integral part of the political, cultural and economic imprint of
African Americans on the state’s largest city. While its demographics have grown more racially
complex, with the influx of Latino and Asian American residents, this area nevertheless
continues to be one of the main anchors for forming electoral coalitions that determine the
outcome of city and county elections.

The existing neighborhoods of South LA-- largely lying to the south of the 10 Freeway and
to the west of the 110 Freeway — are represented by four assembly districts in which African
Americans represent approximately 30% of the entire population (slightly higher, taking CVAP
into account), two state senate districts (SD’s 25 and 26), and three Congressional districts (CD’s
33, 35, and 37). All of these districts were under-populated following the 2010 Census.
Accordingly, the major question for the Commission is how to account for the lost population in
any new district map.

AARC’s proposed map preserves the existing cores of these districts by expanding into new,
but related territory in order to equalize populations. We believe that this strategy is warranted
for two important reasons. First, the effectiveness of these districts with African American
influence can hardly be questioned. With its numerous organizing institutions and existing
political representation, South LA is the undisputed foundation for African American political
effectiveness in the state. Some might favor the alternative approach of consolidating districts in
this area to create majorities of African Americans; however, the current level of political
effectiveness with less robust African American margins indicates that such a change is
unnecessary.?

Second, utilizing the territory to the west and north of the existing South LA districts is
appropriate given current demographic trends. As mentioned above, the population decline
among white residents of California is a significant subplot within the overall narrative of growth
in the state; this negative trend is evident in the western portions of Los Angeles that have lost
residents during the last decade.”® Consolidating part of the western coastal area into fewer
districts would be one reasonable way of equalizing numbers than dismantling the established
and politically salient neighborhoods that form the core of the South LA districts.

Our proposal accomplishes the goal of preserving the core of South LA districts while
maintaining compact districts that also comply with the mandate to respect communities of
interest. Further, the population deviation for these districts remains well under 1%. The new

12 Indeed, it may prove an ill-considered one as a legal matter. Any decision to eliminate or existing districts with
demonstrated effectiveness of reflecting the preferences of African Americans may raise difficult Section 2
problems concerning racial vote dilution.

3 For example, the population decreases in existing AD 53 (which combines the area along the Pacific Coast, from
Santa Monica to Torrance) rivals the under-population in the existing South LA districts.
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AD 47 expands slightly westward to take in more parts of Culver City and other territory that is
currently part of existing District 53. The new AD 48 (which maintains the area in and around
the USC campus as one of its anchors) grows laterally, adding on its northern border the
neighborhoods adjacent to the east of AD 47 and then runs toward Walnut Park and South Gate.
In, AD 51 the existing areas in Inglewood and Gardena are now expanded to the southeast to
include Carson, which is part of a corridor joined by the 110 Freeway. In similar fashion, AD 52
moves to the southeast to incorporate neighborhoods located near Lakewood and Cypress
Gardens (part of the region that is in the current AD 55).*

These proposed assembly districts are compact enough to nest quite into proposed SD’s 25
and 26, which largely follow the broad contours of the area described above for the assembly
districts. Similarly, the contours of the proposed Congressional districts (CD’s 33, 35, and 37)
preserve the cores of the existing South LA districts while expanding slightly northward and
westward to pick up additional neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the existing core.

The changes that we propose will result in the following resulting district profiles, which
largely maintain the level of African American influence that currently exists in South LA:

Assembly Population Deviation Latino White AA CVAP API CVAP
District (%) CVAP (%) CVAP (%) (%) (%)
47 463,039 -0.6 19.9 31.1 38.1 8.5
48 464,097 -0.3 43.1 5.9 47.5 2.1
ol 466,134 0.1 30.3 17.9 35.8 12.9
52 460,589 -1.1 34.0 22.3 33.4 7.3
*The White, AA, and AP1 CVAP percentages all refer to the figure for non-Latino persons, as defined in the 2010 Census.
Senate Population Deviation Latino White AA CVAP API CVAP
District (%) CVAP (%) CVAP (%) (%) (%)
25 926,723 -0.5 32.1 20.0 34.7 10.3
26 927, 136 -0.5 28.9 21.3 41.8 6.0

*The White, AA, and APl CVAP percentages all refer to the figure for non-Hispanic persons, as defined in the 2101 Census.

. Latino White API
Corgirs‘:f_fé‘t)”a' Population Deviation =~ CVAP CVAP AA(OC/O\;AP CVAP

(%) (%) (%)

33 702,905 0 19.4 34.9 318 11.7

35 702,905 0 31.9 17.1 42.2 7.0

37 702,904 1 32.8 23.8 27.5 12.3

*The White, AA, and API CVAP percentages all refer to the figure for non-Latino persons, as defined in the 2010 Census.

B. East Bay/Alameda County

Y Importantly, these district changes do not greatly encroach on the core neighborhoods located in surrounding areas
that help to assure the political representation and effectiveness of the Latino community.



Like South LA has influenced the Southland, the East Bay has been northern California’s
hub of African American political and cultural activity. Since the late 1960s, Oakland has been
the primary center for this concentration. Oakland was among the first major cities to elect an
African American (a preferred candidate) as its mayor, and the local political representation for
the city reflects the success of organizing and participation in these communities.

The myriad of indicia showing the influence of African Americans in Oakland largely
mirrors the story with South Los Angeles. One can identify numerous local businesses, religious
institutions (including the Love Center and Allen Temple Baptist Church), and civic
organizations that serve the African American community and frequently run social outreach
programs in the city. The neighborhoods of Oakland also have been an important building block
for social and political activism in the Bay Area since the days of Vietnam-era civil protest;
importantly; the residents of the corridor connecting Oakland and Berkeley have often found
common cause on issues of racial equity and economic justice.

This part of California (including Berkeley and Richmond in the north and flowing south
through San Leandro and Hayward) currently takes up some of the assembly districts with
relatively minor population deviation. For instance, AD 11 is only under the ideal size by about
7,000 voters (relatively minimal difference), and AD 8 (located just to the north of current AD
11) exceeds the ideal size by about 5,000 voters. However, the geographic area of greatest
substantive interest for the African American community lies in AD 16, which is currently about
10% below the ideal population for a new district.

Our proposal is to achieve compliance with the equal population standard by maintaining an
Oakland-based assembly district (AD 16) with a total population of 466,274 persons (0.1%
deviation). Each of the major racial groups in this district would range between 21 and 28% of
the Voting age population; African Americans would represent 25.15% of all persons in the
revised district over the age of 18. After due consideration, AARC proposes to reconfigure AD
16 to join the neighborhoods located in Albany, Berkeley and Emeryville with Oakland. This
change would incorporate three adjacent communities that share important historical, social, and
political ties with the residents of Oakland.

The expanded version of AD 16 would not only reflect shared patterns of behavior in a
political sense; it would also reflect the daily practices of the people who live there. The
residents of this area frequently commute within the district’s boundaries for work and
entertainment purposes; indeed, surface streets that connect this area are lined with commercial
interests that barely note the difference between the jurisdictions. The district plan complies
with the principles of compactness; its contours largely follow the existing “bayshore”
configuration of the current AD 16, which hugs the 880/80 Freeways (a common transportation
route for residents in this area).

AARC also supports the minor adjustment of the existing East Bay congressional district
with its anchor in Oakland as well. Our proposed map establishes CD 9 to achieve a total
population of 702,904 (zero deviation), which secures the continued level of political influence
that African American communities have exercised in past elections for Congress. The details of
this proposed district follow:



Latino White API

Corgirs?[ﬁgznal Population  Deviation CVAP CVAP AA(E;\;AP CVAP
(%) (%) 0 (%)
9 702,904 0 11.4 44.4 25.6 15.2

*The White, AA, and API CVAP percentages all refer to the figure for non-Latino persons, as defined in the 2010 Census.

C. Inland Empire (AD 62, SD 32, CD 43)

The final, located in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, has witnessed some of the
state’s most significant growth during the last decade. Accordingly, line drawing for districts in
this area was fairly easy to accomplish; taken as a whole, the territory exceeds an ideal district
population by a total of about 200,000 persons (roughly half the size of an ideal assembly district
population).

The area of emphasis currently comprises two assembly districts: AD 61 (a significantly
African American population) and 62 (with approaches a majority of Latino voters). District 63,
with about a 45% nonwhite CVAP (about 10% of African Americans are there) moves eastward
and covers Redlands. In Riverside County’s Moreno Valley to the south are the remaining three
“north-south oriented” districts with similar demographic profiles. African Americans range
between 7-9% of the CVAP in each of them and the overall non-white CVAP falls between 35-
37%. Districts 64 and 65 divide the African American concentration in the Moreno Valley;
meanwhile, District 66 extends its borders well into the northern part of San Diego County.

AARC would recommend that the Commission consider a district that reflects the role that
African Americans have played in contributing to the growth in the Inland Empire. While not as
heavily concentrated as the population in South LA, the African American residents in this area
do share a common set of interests that are not especially well reflected in the way districts are
currently designed. In community meetings, some members have expressed an interest in an
assembly district that consolidates what some call “The Ebony Triangle” — which includes
neighborhoods lying between the 10, 15, and 215 freeways. Major hubs of the district include
Colton, San Bernardino, and Rialto.

Conclusion

AARC sincerely appreciates the opportunity to provide substantive input in the
Commission’s proceeding. We are hopeful that this report provides a helpful roadmap that the
Commission may employ in the consideration of district plans. While we recognize that this is
one part of a prolonged and complex process of designing new maps for California, we sincerely
hope that the ideas contained here are carefully reviewed before line drawers approach the areas
of interest to AARC. Our maps show that maintaining the political influence of our communities
can be accomplished in a way that also complies with the Commission’s stated goals. We are
available to answer any questions that members or staffers may have about this proposal.
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District Population |Deviation |% Deviation [% NH_Blk % NH18+ DOJ Blk (% NHBLKCVP10
AD35-SD19 463,446 (2,228) -0.48% 1.61% 1.92% 2.19%
AD36-SD17 462,654 (3,020) -0.65% 13.25% 13.11% 13.75%
AD37-SD19 467,603 1,929 0.41% 1.92% 2.28% 2.87%
AD38-SD23 467,106 1,432 0.31% 1.80% 2.01% 1.77%
AD39-SD20 464,421 (1,253) -0.27% 3.33% 3.76% 5.22%
AD40-SD17 464,501 (1,173) -0.25% 3.97% 4.23% 4.43%
AD41-SD23 466,233 559 0.12% 2.75% 3.07% 3.07%
AD42-SD21 466,323 649 0.14% 3.78% 4.28% 4.18%
AD43-SD20 465,712 38 0.01% 3.70% 4.07% 5.62%
AD44-SD21 467,606 1,932 0.41% 5.81% 6.09% 7.88%
AD45-SD22 466,139 465 0.10% 2.53% 3.07% 5.06%
AD46-SD22 464,475 (1,199) -0.26% 5.37% 6.29% 12.68%
AD47-SD26 463,039 (2,635) -0.57% 27.80% 28.94% 38.04%
AD48-SD26 464,097 (1,577) -0.34% 24.65% 26.72% 47.53%
AD49-SD30 466,148 474 0.10% 1.10% 1.22% 1.27%
AD50-SD27 466,733 1,059 0.23% 4.76% 5.19% 7.27%
AD51-SD25 466,134 460 0.10% 26.53% 27.79% 35.80%
AD52-SD25 464,280 (1,394) -0.30% 22.20% 23.74% 33.37%
AD53-SD28 466,149 475 0.10% 4.40% 4.46% 4.48%
AD54-SD28 464,049 (1,625) -0.35% 8.57% 8.87% 10.08%
AD55-SD30 466,598 924 0.20% 1.63% 1.86% 2.63%
AD56-SD27 466,988 1,314 0.28% 1.53% 1.67% 2.28%
AD57-SD24 467,968 2,294 0.49% 4.11% 4.63% 6.68%
AD58-SD24 468,441 2,767 0.59% 5.67% 5.91% 5.63%
AD59-SD37 463,654 (2,020) -0.43% 9.36% 9.18% 9.55%
AD60-SD29 467,609 1,935 0.42% 1.83% 2.03% 2.58%
AD61-SD32 466,537 863 0.19% 7.04% 7.79% 10.23%
AD62-SD32 463,900 (1,774) -0.38% 12.32% 12.99% 16.55%
AD63-SD31 465,617 (57) -0.01% 6.10% 6.70% 7.92%
AD64-SD31 466,342 668 0.14% 11.07% 11.30% 11.99%
AD65-SD37 466,148 474 0.10% 3.93% 3.86% 3.29%
AD66-SD33 467,522 1,848 0.40% 4.98% 5.48% 6.46%
AD67-SD35 467,100 1,426 0.31% 0.91% 1.09% 0.93%
AD68-SD34 467,964 2,290 0.49% 2.45% 2.56% 3.22%
AD69-SD34 468,839 3,165 0.68% 1.14% 1.41% 2.49%
AD70A-SD29 467,232 1,558 0.33% 2.32% 2.60% 3.25%
AD71-SD35 468,580 2,906 0.62% 1.38% 1.56% 1.93%
AD72-SD33 468,009 2,335 0.50% 1.61% 1.82% 2.03%
AD73-SD36 467,649 1,975 0.42% 3.76% 4.10% 4.03%
AD74-SD36 465,711 37 0.01% 2.00% 2.24% 2.21%
AD75-SD38 465,127 (547) -0.12% 1.92% 2.09% 2.17%
AD76-SD39 465,431 (243) -0.05% 4.35% 4.52% 3.85%
AD77-SD38 465,304 (370) -0.08% 4.08% 4.20% 3.93%
AD78-SD39 467,767 2,093 0.45% 10.82% 11.23% 14.23%
AD79-SD40 464,713 (961) -0.21% 5.95% 6.32% 7.59%
AD80-SD40 466,410 736 0.16% 2.60% 3.23% 4.62%
Overall Deviation-Assembl 1.32%

District Population |Deviation |% Deviation [% NH_Blk % NH18+ DOJ Blk |% NHBLKCVP10
SD17 927,155 (4,194) -0.45% 8.60% 8.47% 8.73%
SD19 931,049 (300) -0.03% 1.76% 2.09% 2.52%
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SD20 930,133 (1,216) -0.13% 3.52% 3.92% 5.41%
SD21 933,929 2,580 0.28% 4.80% 5.15% 5.92%
SD22 930,614 (735) -0.08% 3.95% 4.66% 8.17%
SD23 933,339 1,990 0.21% 2.28% 2.56% 2.45%
SD24 936,409 5,060 0.54% 4.89% 5.28% 6.09%
SD25 930,414 (935) -0.10% 24.37% 25.84% 34.66%
SD26 927,136 (4,213) -0.45% 26.22% 27.91% 41.72%
SD27 933,721 2,372 0.25% 3.14% 3.39% 4.55%
SD28 930,198 (1,151) -0.12% 6.48% 6.65% 7.18%
SD29 934,841 3,492 0.37% 2.08% 2.31% 2.88%
SD30 932,746 1,397 0.15% 1.36% 1.53% 1.90%
SD31 931,959 610 0.07% 8.59% 8.96% 9.93%
SD32 930,437 (912) -0.10% 9.67% 10.37% 13.38%
SD33 935,531 4,182 0.45% 3.30% 3.61% 4.07%
SD34 936,803 5,454 0.59% 1.79% 2.01% 2.91%
SD35 935,680 4,331 0.47% 1.15% 1.33% 1.40%
SD36 933,360 2,011 0.22% 2.88% 3.17% 3.16%
SD37 929,802 (1,547) -0.17% 6.64% 6.39% 6.16%
SD38 930,431 (918) -0.10% 3.00% 3.13% 3.04%
SD39 933,198 1,849 0.20% 7.60% 7.71% 8.26%
SD40 931,123 (226) -0.02% 4.27% 4.79% 6.15%
Overall Deviation-Senate 1.04%
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% BKREG_G10

NESTING

LOCATION, (highlights some cities), COUNTY

1.90%

15.30%

3.00%

1.92%

5.84%

4.95%

2.88%

4.23%

6.34%

8.44%

4.15%

15.47%

41.47%

47,48

South LA: Crenshaw, Culver City, MidCity (LA)

55.48%

47,48

South LA: USC campus, Watts, (LA)

2.14%

8.72%

41.12%

51, 52

South LA: Ingelwood, Hawthorne, Gardena (LA)

39.20%

51, 52

South LA: Carson, Compton, N LB, Lakewood (LA)

5.37%

13.57%

3.12%

2.53%

7.89%

6.56%

10.18%

3.07%

11.95%

61, 62

Chino, Ontario, Fontant (SB)

19.34%

61, 62

SB, Rialto, Colton, Loma Linda, Muscoy, Bloomington (SB)

9.51%

63, 64

R, Eastvale, Mira Loma, Pedley, Glen Avon (RIV)

15.58%

63, 64

Moreno Valley, Perris, Hemet, Murrieta (RIV)

4.38%

6.66%

0.96%

4.13%

2.76%

3.74%

1.83%

1.33%

4.52%

2.43%

2.22%

3.88%

76,78

San Diego (SD)

3.82%

16.89%

76,78

SD, National City, Lemon Grove (SD)

9.73%

2.47%

% BKREG_G10

NESTING

SEE ABOVE FOR LISTING OF CITIES, COUNTIES

9.75%

2.45%
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6.07%

6.18%

8.78%

2.42%

7.14%

40.19%

AD 47,48

46.89%

AD 51, 52

5.36%

9.28%

3.37%

2.61%

12.54%

AD 63, 64

15.71%

AD 61, 62

3.59%

3.55%

1.37%

3.49%

7.04%

3.00%

9.52%

AD 76, 78

6.50%
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PUBLIC COMMENT: San Fernando Valley/Bell Canyon/North Hills

Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT: San Fernando Valley/Bell Canyon/North Hills
From: Glenn Bailey
Date: Sat, 28 May 2011 18:09:14 -0700 (PDT)

Two comments were made earlier today referencing the Assembly District maps that need to be
corrected:

1. Bell Canyon is adjacent to West Hills at the Los Angeles/Ventura county lines. It is not adjacent
to the West Valley Assembly District as presented.

2. North Hills is divided by the 405 Freeway such that the west side is organized into the North
Hills West Neighborhood Council and the east into the North Hills East Neighborhood Council. The
community of interest for the former is more toward the surrounding communities of Granada
Hills, Northridge, and Lake Balboa to the north, west, and south.

Thank you.

Glenn Bailey
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Public Comment: 4 - Los Angeles
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Subject: Public Comment: 4 - Los Angeles
From: Diana Dixon-Davis
Date: Sat, 28 May 2011 19:54:28 +0000

From: Diana Dixon-Davis «
Subject: Patch.com Chatsworth Article

Message Body:
Redistricting Plan Would Keep Chatsworth Whole

Chatsworth would get one representative in the state Assembly, state Senate and
Congress versus three representatives in each.

By Marianne Love | Email the author | May 27, 2011
@ Comments

Sponsored By
patch
< Back to Article View full size

new
Video_thumb
Embed | Share Facebook Twitter Icon_email
Gabino Aguirre, a member of the California Redistricting Commission, studies a series
of maps provided by VICA, (Valley Industry and Commerce Association), a powerhouse
organization representing San Fernando Valley interests in the upcoming state
redistricting plans.
Photos (10)
Photos
At a day-long California Redistricting Commission hearing held at California State
University at Northridge, commissioners listened to testimony from a dozen
organizations pitching their redistricing maps due to be finalized this summer. Credit
Marianne Love
Paul Mitchell of Redistricting Partners, a consultant hired by VICA, (Valley Industry
and Commerce Association) said the Valley’s floor was surrounded by mountains with
different communities of interest that separates it from the rest of Los Angeles
County. Credit Marianne Love
Stuart Waldman, president of VICA (Valley Industry and Commerce Association) addresses
the California Redistricting Commission at California State University at Northridge.
Credit Marianne Love
Credit Marianne Love
California Redistricting Commissioner, Maria Blanco, (right) questions testimony by San
Fernando Valley representatives appearing at a commission meeting on Thursday at
California State University at Northirdge. Commissioner Jodie Filkins Webber looks on.
Credit Marianne Love
California Redistricting Commissioner, Stan Forbes, (forefront) wants answers to
explain a presentation by representatives of VICA, a Valley powerhouse that was among a
dozen agencies that spoke on Thursday at a Commission meeting about the state's pending
redistricting campaign at California State University at Northridge. Credit Marianne
Love
Commissioner Connie Galambos Malloy, (right), questions presenters on Thursday at a
California Redistricting Commission meeting held on the campus of California State
University at Northridge.CreditMarianne Love
Gabino Aguirre, a member of the California Redistricting Commission, studies a series
of maps provided by VICA, (Valley Industry and Commerce Association), a powerhouse
organization representing San Fernando Valley interests in the upcoming state
redistricting plans.CreditMarianne Love
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Chatsworth Neighborhood Council board member, Diana Dixon-Davis, (left) compares notes
with Glenn Bailey, an Encino Neighborhood Council board member on Thursday at a
California Redistricting Commission meeting held on the campus of California State
University at Northridge.CreditMarianne Love

CreditVICA
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A nonpartisan redistricting panel wants to keep Chatsworth whole, rather than
fracturing it into nine different governmental districts the way things exist today.
The plan would give Chatsworth one representative in the state Assembly, one in the
state Senate and one in Congress.

The San Fernando Valley Redistricting Coalition, backed by the Valley Industry and
Commerce Association (VICA), was one of a dozen organizations that spoke Thursday at
a day-long California Redistricting Commission hearing held at California State
University, Northridge.

“What we tried to do is keep communities whole. These communities are extremely
significant and diverse,” said VICA President Stuart Waldman.

Other organizations that spoke at the hearing included those representing African-
American, Asian-Pacific American and Mexican American and state voting groups.

Every 10 years, after the federal census, California must redraw the boundaries of its
Congressional, state Senate, state Assembly and State Board of Equalization districts
to reflect the new population data.

Commissioners were told topography and transportation models of the San Fernando Valley
were vital in redistricting the area.

Paul Mitchell of Redistricting Partners, a consultant hired by VICA, said the Valley’s
floor was surrounded by mountains with different communities of interest that separate
it from the rest of Los Angeles County.

Mitchell said in its proposed redistricting maps the organizations considered the
Valley’s different regions.

He said one region was Burbank/Glendale, a second the East San Fernando Valley
delineated by the San Diego (405) Freeway and the west San Fernando Valley bordering
Ventura County.

“If you are a resident of the western side of the San Fernando Valley, most of your

daily trips are largely within the western side of the Valley. If you are a resident of
the east side most of your daily trips are still within the east side with crossover
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into the western Valley,” Mitchell said.

Mitchell said 60 percent of the trips within the San Fernando Valley stay within its
borders.

He joked about the congested freeways saying, “We travel within the San Fernando Valley
because we can’t get out of the San Fernando Valley."

Waldman and Mitchell explained that the San Fernando Valley, where 1.8 million people
live, is comprised of various “neighborhoods,” school zones, traffic patterns,

population changes and diverse ethnicities within its borders. When appropriate, VICA
used the Neighborhood Council district mapping to come up with the proposed districts.

California voters authorized the creation of the first Citizens Redistricting
Commission with the Voters First Act, which appeared as Proposition 11 on the November
2008 general election ballot. Under the Act, the Commission is charged with drawing the
boundaries of California’s Congressional, Senate, Assembly and Board of Equalization
electoral districts.

The Commission must draw the district lines in conformity with strict, nonpartisan
rules designed to create districts of relatively equal population that will provide
fair representation for all Californians, according to its website.

After hearing from the public and drawing the maps, the Commission must vote on the new
maps to be used for the next decade. The maps must receive nine “yes” votes from the
Commission—three “yes” votes from members registered with the two largest parties, and
three “yes” votes from the other members before being approved by the Aug. 15 deadline.

The first round of draft maps will be presented in early June.

Diana K. Dixon-Davis, a board member of the Chatsworth Neighborhood Council, attended
Thursday’s meeting.

Dixon-Davis said while she was encouraged by VICA’s redistricting proposal, she’s
keeping optimistic until the draft and then final maps are drawn.

“Redistricting is tough and sometimes there are big trade-offs. You can let the VRA
(Voters Right Act) run it, or (support organizations) like the MALDEF (Mexican American
Legal Defense and Educational Fund), which doesn’t consider communities of interest but
focuses on protecting minority populations,” Dixon-Davis said.

Dixon-Davis, who has sat on redistricting boards in the past, said California must
protect voting minorities in the same geographic areas.

“I prefer looking at how communities work together. For example, Canoga Park is heavily
Latino which doesn’t mean it can’t work with communities around it (that are not),” she
said.

Dixon-Davis, who said she recognizes the structure of the San Fernando Valley as a
social, political and economic whole as did VICA, reiterated what other Valley leaders
have said: if the San Fernando Valley was a city, it would be the fifth largest city in
the United States.

In the unlikely scenario that the Commission does not come to agreement on final
district boundaries, the matter goes directly to the California Supreme Court which
will appoint three masters to draw the lines.

The 14-member Commission has been holding public meetings up and down the state since

Jan. 12. The last meeting is scheduled for July 27-28 at a yet to be determined
location.
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For more information and proposed maps from VICA, visit wearesfv.com.
Are you satisfied with the representation for Chatsworth as it is currently stands? If
so why and if not why? Tell us in the comments.

This mail is sent via contact form on Citizens Redistricting Commission
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