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Subject: APPROVE NEW VOTING DISTRICTS
From: Debra C. <
Date: 6/28/2011 11:08 AM
To: <
To Whom It May Concern:
New Congressional Districts are fine. Please approve them.
Sincerely,
Debra Chavez
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Dear Members of the California Citizens Redistricting Commission:
On behalf of the National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials (NALEO) Educational
Fund, I have attached our testimony providing comments on the Commission’s first draft maps. We will also
be providing the Commission with “hard copies” of the attached at tonight’s Sacramento hearing.
Thank you for your attention to this matter, and we look forward to continuing our work together as
California’s redistricting process moves forward.
Sincerely,
Rosalind Gold
Senior Director of Policy, Research and Advocacy
NALEO Educational Fund
Los Angeles, CA 90015

The NALEO Educational Fund is the leading nonprofit organization that facilitates full Latino participation in the American
political process, from citizenship to public service.
"Not a Member?Join Now!"
www.naleo.org/join
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Members of the California Citizens Redistricting Commission:
I am Arturo Vargas, Executive Director of the National Association of Latino Elected and
Appointed Officials (NALEO) Educational Fund. Thank you for the opportunity to submit this
testimony today on behalf of the NALEO Educational Fund to discuss our perspectives on the
first draft redistricting maps for California released by the Commission on June 10, 2011.

The NALEO Educational Fund is a non-profit, non-partisan organization that facilitates full
Latino participation in the American political process, from citizenship to public service. Our
constituency includes the more than 6,000 Latino elected and appointed officials nationwide.
Our Board members and constituency include Republicans, Democrats and Independents. We
are one of the nation’s leading organizations in the area of Latino civic engagement, and we are
deeply committed to ensuring that California’s 2011 redistricting provides the state’s Latinos
with a fair opportunity to choose their elected leaders.
The NALEO Educational Fund has been actively involved in California redistricting policy
development and community outreach activities for over a decade, and Executive Director
Arturo Vargas has worked on these issues since the early 1990’s. As the Director of Outreach
and Policy at the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF),
Mr. Vargas coordinated the organization’s 1991 redistricting efforts which led to an historic
increase in the number state legislative districts that provided Latinos with a fair opportunity to
choose their elected leaders. In 2002-2003, Mr. Vargas served on the Los Angeles City
Council’s Redistricting Commission, which drew the lines for the 15 council districts.

In 2009 and 2010, with the support of The James Irvine Foundation, the NALEO Educational
Fund conducted an outreach and technical assistance initiative to mobilize Latino civic leaders to
apply to serve on the Commission. We accompanied this initiative with advocacy efforts that
focused on the development of the regulations and procedures governing the Commission
application and selection process. We worked with the California State Auditor and the
Applicant Review Panel (ARP) to ensure that the diversity of the applicant pool would reflect the
diversity of California throughout the selection process. Our outreach and technical assistance
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efforts reached 1,848 Latino applicants through phone calls, webinars, workshops and leveraging
our network of organizational partners and Latino civic leaders. We also launched a website,
www.latinosdrawthelines.org.

Building on the foundation of our work with Latino civic and community leaders during the
Commission selection process, we launched an initiative in 2010 to mobilize Latinos to
participate in the Commission’s redistricting process which has several community education
and technical assistance components. Before the release of the first draft maps, we conducted
19 community workshops in different regions of California to educate Latinos about the
importance of redistricting for Latino political progress, redistricting criteria and the
Commission’s redistricting process. We provided technical assistance to community members
on how to deliver testimony to the Commission in-person, and how to submit written testimony
for those community members who were unable or unwilling to testify at a hearing.
In order to provide technical assistance after the workshops, we instituted weekly webinars, and
expanded our website. We also published a weekly newsletter with information about our
activities and the Commission hearings.

Additionally, since the first draft maps were released we have traveled the state to help
community members gain access to the Commission’s maps for their regions, and provided them
with assistance on submitting testimony, both in-person and in writing. In total, we conducted
12 workshops since the maps were released, and we have also continued to mobilize community
members through webinars, e-mail blasts and individual phone calls.

We commend the Commission for conducting an open redistricting process with an extremely
robust public input process, and we acknowledge the hard work that went into the development
of the Commission’s first draft maps. However, based on our own analysis and our extensive
work with Latino community members during California’s redistricting process, we have
significant and serious concerns about the impact of the maps on the future political progress of
California’s Latino community. In our testimony, we will first address the impact of the
proposed maps on the number of Latino effective districts in the state, and trends in Latino
population growth since the last decade. We will then highlight the history of discrimination
3

against Latinos in the state, and the barriers to Latino political participation which we believe are
relevant to the Commission’s obligation to draw additional Latino effective districts. We have
also attached an Appendix to this testimony which includes a compilation of specific
recommendations from community members we have worked with regarding their communities
of interest and how lines shown be drawn in their regions of the state. 1 We should emphasize
that a common theme from community members we worked with was that the Commission maps
overall should ensure fair Latino representation and strengthen or add Latino effective districts.
In addition, in reviewing the Appendix, we urge the Commission to take into account that under
the Voters First Act, compliance with the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (VRA) is the second
highest criterion for the Commission’s maps, and is a higher priority than preserving
communities of interest.

I. The Stagnation and Reduction in the Number of Latino Effective Districts
Under the VRA, the Commission’s maps must provide Latinos with a fair opportunity to elect
the representatives of their choice. Under the Voters First Act, which created the Commission,
compliance with the VRA is the second-highest ranked criterion for its maps. However, based
on an analysis of the number of districts with at least 50% Latino citizen voting age population
(CVAP), 2 the Commission’s maps do not appear to create additional Latino effective districts,
and may actually reduce the number of these districts or their effectiveness. The tables below
compare the number and location of Latino effective districts in California’s current maps and
those proposed by the Commission.

(Table 1 appears on the next page)

1 Most of the information in the Appendix has been provided to the Commission directly from community members
through the public input process. We believe that some members of the Latino community felt reluctant to submit
testimony directly to the Commission because of their immigration status or other similar issues. Thus, some of the
information in the Appendix may not appear independently in other public input testimony.
2
Hereinafter, districts with at least 50% Latino CVAP will be referred to as “Latino effective” districts.
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Table 1
Latino Effective Districts – State Assembly
Existing

Region
Central Valley

Los Angeles
metro area

Inland Empire

Orange County

District #

First Draft Maps
Latino
Share of
CVAP

Latino
CVAP

Latino Share
of CVAP

Region

District
Name

Latino
CVAP

Central Valley

FSEC 2

108,524

50.6%

31

115,165

53.0%

39

111,447

62.4%

LADNN

131,284

64.4%

45

97,078

50.8%

LAPRW

166,215

60.8%

46

99,026

67.8%

LASGL

122,367

58.0%

50

125,265

71.4%

LACVN

140,568

57.2%

57

132,426

57.4%

LAELA

134,625

55.1%

58

145,770

63.4%

LASFE

118,218

52.0%

61

118,306

49.8%

RLTFO

113,788

52.6%

62

120,899

54.5%

POMVL

125,095

50.6%

69

79,376

52.0%

SSAND

118,506

50.0%

Los Angeles
metro area

Inland Empire
San Diego
County

Source for district CVAP: MALDEF analysis based on the U.S. Department of Justice's Special Tabulation of the U.S. Census
Bureau's American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate Data (2005-2009).

Table 1 reveals that the Commission’s first draft Assembly map retains the same number of
Latino effective districts as currently exist - ten. The Commission’s map does create new Latino
effective districts in the San Fernando Valley and San Diego areas (LASFE and SSAND).
However, it eliminates a Latino effective district in the Los Angeles County area (around
downtown Los Angeles), and reduces the Latino CVAP of a currently effective district in the
Orange County area (SNANA has 46.5% Latino CVAP).

(Table 2 appears on the next page)
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Table 2
Latino Effective Districts – State Senate
Existing

First Draft Maps
Latino
Share of
CVAP

Latino
CVAP

Region

District #

Central Valley

16

217,796

50.9%

22

173,725

52.1%

Los Angeles metro
area

Inland Empire
Imperial
County/Riverside
County area

Region
Central Valley

24

247,758

56.1%

Los Angeles
metro area

30

287,666

68.6%

Inland Empire

32

234,220

51.8%

40

246,955

49.0%

District
Name

Latino
CVAP

Latino Share
of CVAP

KINGS

204,656

50.7%

LACVN

291,828

57.1%

LAWSG

242,816

54.3%

POMSB

238,883

51.5%

Source for district CVAP: MALDEF analysis based on the U.S. Department of Justice's Special Tabulation of the U.S. Census
Bureau's American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate Data (2005-2009).

Table 2 reveals that the Commission’s map reduces the number of Latino effective districts at the
Senate level from six to four. The Commission eliminated one Latino effective district in the
core Los Angeles County area (downtown Los Angeles area and area east of downtown). It also
eliminated a Latino effective district in the Imperial/Riverside County area. Much of the area in
this district has been split into two districts in the Commission’s maps: ISAND (26.8% LCVAP)
and CCHTM (25.6% Latino CVAP).

Table 3
Latino Effective Districts – Congress
Existing

First Draft Maps
Latino
Share of
CVAP

Region

District
#

Latino
CVAP

Central Valley

20

163,386

50.5%

31

129,370

49.9%

32

181,126

53.6%

Los Angeles
metro area

Inland Empire

34

169,928

64.8%

38

216,568

65.3%

39

174,651

51.9%

43

180,251

51.7%

Region

Latino
CVAP

Central Valley

KINGS

153,960

49.3%

DWWTR

229,521

59.3%

ELABH

198,359

57.6%

IGWSG

148,011

53.3%

COVNA

197,055

50.8%

SFVET

155,000

49.6%

IMSAN

172,353

50.6%

Los Angeles
metro area

San Diego/Imperial
County

Source for district CVAP: MALDEF analysis based on the U.S. Department of Justice's Special Tabulation of the U.S. Census
Bureau's American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate Data (2005-2009).
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Latino
Share of
CVAP

District
Name

Table 3 reveals that Commission’s first draft Congressional map appears to retain the same number
of Congressional districts as currently exists – seven. However, one of the arguably effective
districts – IGWSG – has a Latino CVAP of 53.3% and an African American CVAP of 39.9%. This
district configuration unnecessarily wages Latinos and African Americans against each other, two
underrepresented groups that have worked for decades to earn fair political representation for their
respective communities.

The Commission added Latino effective districts in the Northeast San Fernando Valley and San
Diego/Imperial County areas. However, the demographics of the state justified the creation of these
districts ten years ago, and the state legislature failed to create these districts because of incumbency
protection efforts – the kind of efforts that spurred public support for the ballot measures that created
the Commission and determined its redistricting responsibilities.

Moreover, the Commission eliminated a Latino effective district in the core Los Angeles County
area, and essentially reduced the effectiveness of an existing Inland Empire district by dropping its
Latino citizen voting-age population below 50% - SBRIA, which covers a fair amount of the area in
existing CD 43 has a Latino CVAP of 44.5%. We believe the Commission should have created the
additional effective districts in the Northeast San Fernando Valley and the San Diego/Imperial
County area, and maintained the same number of or increased Latino effective districts in the Los
Angeles and Inland Empire areas.

In addition, there is an existing Congressional District in the Orange County area, CD 47, that is very
close to becoming a Latino effective district (44.1% Latino CVAP). The Commission split the
communities in this district into two districts, both which are far less effective (WESTG, 31.8%
LCVAP and STHOC, 16.6% LCVAP). The Commission should create a district that is far more
effective for Latinos in this area.

As noted above, the stagnation or reduction of Latino effective districts in Southern California is
of particular concern, because of the dramatic growth of the Latino population in Southern
California counties and cities over the last decade. Table 4 compares Latino and non-Latino
growth in five major counties where we believe the Commission needs to prevent the stagnation
or reduction of Latino effective districts, and for cities or regions that we believe need to be in
Latino effective districts, in part because of their relatively high concentration of Latinos.
(Section IIC below will provide demographic data that show that Latinos in these areas also
7

share common challenges in attaining fair access to equal opportunities in education,
employment and health.)
Table 4
Latino and Non-Latino Population Trends: 2000 and 2010
Latino
Population
Growth
2000-2010

Non-Latino
Population Growth
2000-2010

Latino Share of
Population 2010

Latino Share of
Population Growth
2000-2010

27.8%

1.5%

37.6%

90.1%

Los Angeles

10.5%

-2.8%

47.7%

148.9%*

Orange

15.7%

1.3%

33.7%

83.8%

San Bernardino

49.6%

-0.6%

49.2%

101.8%*

Riverside

77.9%

21.2%

45.5%

67.6%

Imperial

36.4%

-13.4%

80.4%

116.4%*

Los Angeles

7.0%

-1.1%

48.5%

122.4%*

Anaheim

15.7%

-9.1%

52.8%

292.0%*

Santa Ana

-1.2%

-12.7%

78.2%

***

Coachella Valley**

50.3%

21.0%

62.5%

76.3%

California
Counties:

Cities or Regions:

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census decennial data.
* All of these jurisdictions owe their growth over the last decade to the Latino population. Without Latino population growth,
these jurisdictions would have experienced a net loss in population. Thus, the figure for Latino share of population growth
demonstrates by how much Latino population growth exceeded the overall growth of the jurisdiction’s population.
**Because the Census does not provide data on the Coachella Valley as a specific region, all data in this testimony regarding the
Coachella Valley is derived by combining data for the most prominent cities and Census designated places (CDP) in the region:
Cathedral City, Coachella City, Desert Hot Springs, Indio, Mecca CDP and Palm Springs. We combine these areas for the
purpose of demonstrating certain demographic characteristics of the Coachella Valley as a whole, and to support our contention
that Latinos in the area share social and economic characteristics with those of Imperial County. However, we do not necessarily
suggest that every city we have used to derive data for the region as a whole should be specifically combined with Imperial
County for the Commission’s maps. We use the data to urge the Commission to carefully examine where combining areas of
Coachella Valley with districts that include Imperial County will ensure adherence to the Commission’s mapping criteria, and we
urge the Commission to pay close attention to Latino community testimony on this issue.
***Santa Ana is the only area on the table which saw a decline in both the Latino and non-Latino population during last decade.
However, the decline in the Latino population was much smaller than that of the non-Latino population.

Table 4 indicates that in the all of the areas shown (except for the city of Santa Ana), Latino
population growth last decade outstripped non-Latino growth, and was largely responsible for
the overall growth of the jurisdiction. In Los Angeles County, San Bernardino County, Imperial
County, the City of Los Angeles and the City of Anaheim, there was a decrease in the
non-Latino population, and without Latino population growth, the overall population would have
declined. In Santa Ana, there was a decline in both the Latino and the non-Latino population,
but the Latino decline was much smaller than the non-Latino decline.
8

The stagnation or reduction of Latino effective districts in the Commission map in areas where
Latino population growth has increased dramatically, or at least remained relatively robust
compared to non-Latino population growth, raises questions about the Commission’s approach to
creating Latino effective districts in its maps. On June 23, we joined a multi-ethnic collaboration
of voting rights and civic organizations in a letter which raised concerns about the Commission’s
application of the Section 2 and Section 5 of the VRA. We highlight the major concerns and
recommendations set forth in that letter. In summary, we believe:


The Commission is taking an unnecessarily narrow view of Section 2 requirements regarding
the geographical compactness of minority communities. As noted in the letter, one example
appears to be the Commission’s reluctance to combine non-contiguous communities such as
Santa Ana and Anaheim in the same district, even though this would not violate the VRA’s
compactness requirement.



The Commission appears to be elevating preserving communities of interest or respecting
city or county boundaries over the requirement of compliance with the VRA. As noted in
the letter, one example is the Commission’s reluctance to cross county lines, and combine the
communities of Coachella Valley (which are in Riverside County) and areas in the Imperial
County to create Latino effective districts.



In general, the Commission needs to more consciously and carefully examine what districts
need to be drawn under Section 2 of the VRA, and use the identification of the full range of
Latino effective districts as a starting point. While the Commission may not ultimately
determine that the Section 2 compels the drawing of all such districts, it should at least
identify them to assure itself that it has conducted a thorough and complete analysis of its
VRA obligations.

In this connection, we also urge the Commission to carefully examine whether it has “packed”
Latinos in its current maps by creating Latino effective districts with unnecessarily high Latino
CVAP percentages, in contravention of the VRA. This is particularly the case in the Los
Angeles metropolitan area, where there are districts at all levels with relatively high Latino
CVAP percentages. The Commission should examine whether unpacking these districts may
provide opportunities to create additional Latino effective districts in the area.

9

II. Barriers to Latino Participation and Representation in California
In addition to the concerns raised by the failure of the Commission’s maps to reflect the growth
of the Latino community in California, we are also concerned about the stagnation or reduction
of Latino effective districts in the Commission’s first draft maps because there are still
significant barriers to Latino participation in California that prevent Latinos from having the
effective ability to elect the candidates of choice. As a starting point for this discussion, we
present a seminal analysis of the history of discrimination against Latinos in California, an expert
witness report authored by Stanford University Professor of American History Alberto Camarillo
submitted in connection with Cano v. Davis. 3 This litigation involved a challenge alleging
Latino vote dilution in the state legislature’s drawing of certain districts during California’s 2001
redistricting. Professor Camarillo’s report, which is attached, provides a detailed description of
historical patterns of bias, prejudice and discrimination directed against Latinos by Non-Hispanic
Whites in California in general, and Los Angeles in particular. In summary, Professor Camarillo
documents California’s long history of denying Latinos fair representation in government. They
encountered gerrymandering and vote dilution as early as the 1860’s and 70’s. In Santa Barbara,
for instance, as soon as Anglos gained control of the city, they created a ward-based election
system and concentrated Latinos in a single district, effectively limiting them to one of the five
City Council seats. Similarly, in Los Angeles, where Mexican Americans were 20% of the
population in 1880, Anglos initiated a ward system, split the vote of Latinos among several
wards, and nullified their electoral impact. By the late 19th century, it was hard to find a Latino
public official anywhere in the state.

For much of the 20th century, gerrymandering, vote dilution, and voter intimidation were
primary factors in keeping Latinos underrepresented. As late as 1962, no Latino representatives
sat in the State Senate or Assembly, and only two served between 1962 and 1967. The
California Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights determined in 1966-67
that East Los Angeles, the largest Latino area in the nation, had been sliced into six Assembly
districts, none with a Latino population of over 25%.

3

Cano v. Davis, 211 F. Supp. 2d 1208 (2002). Although the plaintiffs did not prevail in their challenge, the
appellate court decided the case on grounds unrelated to the history of discrimination detailed in
Professor Camarillo’s report, and his report was not discussed in the opinion.
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In the 1940s, though 300,000 Spanish-speaking voters lived in Los Angeles County, it had no
elected or appointed Latino officials. Edward R. Roybal became the first Latino elected to the
Los Angeles City Council in the 20th century, but after he joined Congress in the early 1960s, no
other Latino sat on the Council until the mid-1980s. The Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors had no Latinos until after 1990, when the federal courts ruled that it had violated the
Voting Rights Act by fragmenting the Latino vote. Latinos could face hostility in the voting
process itself, and during the 1950s and 1960s they made hundreds of claims of intimidation at
the polls, such as harassment based on English language literacy. In 1988, unofficial guards
patrolled Orange County polling places with signs warning non-citizens not to vote.

The report from Professor Camarillo generally covers history and data through 2001. Our
testimony below will provide data and information about barriers to participation that Latinos
have continued to face since the beginning of last decade.

A. Failure by jurisdictions to provide language assistance to Latino voters
In the last decade, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) initiated actions against several
Southern California jurisdictions to enforce compliance with Section 203 of the VRA, which
requires the provision of language assistance to Latino voters and other language minority
citizens. In the following actions, the DOJ filed complaints against California jurisdictions,
alleging several types of discrimination, including failure to provide an adequate number of
bilingual pollworkers, failure to provide translated polling site materials, and failure to
disseminate translated pre-election materials (such as notices and announcements) in
Spanish-language media outlets. These actions were settled by the jurisdictions through consent
decrees or memoranda of agreement: 4






4

Riverside County, 2010
City of Azusa, 2005
City of Paramount, 2005.
City of Rosemead, 2005
San Diego County, 2004
Ventura County, 2004

http://www.justice.gov/crt/about/vot/litigation/caselist.php#sec203cases.

11

The foregoing DOJ actions indicate that there are still jurisdictions in California where Latinos
do not have full access to the electoral process because of discriminatory failure to provide
language assistance required under Section 203 of the VRA.

B. Discrimination Against Latinos in the Electoral Process
A 2006 survey conducted by the NALEO Educational Fund of Latino elected officials and civic
leaders also indicates the existence of on-going discrimination in the electoral process. 5 The
survey was conducted to provide documentation for the Congressional record for the renewal of
provisions of the VRA. The survey’s respondents included 55 Californians, and respondents
were asked about discrimination they either personally experienced or observed.
Over two-thirds (67%) of the respondents had personally experienced or observed discrimination
in activities related to running for or holding public office. The most prevalent types of
discrimination identified by these respondents were related to campaigning (73%); racial or
ethnic appeals made during the election process (57%); and redistricting or district
boundaries (51%). Respondents described incidents where their ethnicity prevented them from
getting key endorsements, or where campaign opponents or local media made their ethnicity an
issue in their contest.

Over half of the survey respondents (58%) had also personally experienced or observed
discrimination in public election activities. The most prevalent types of discrimination identified
by these respondents included problems with: voter assistance (59%); polling locations (56%);
provisional ballots (56%); and unwarranted challenges to voters based on citizenship status or ID
requirements (53%). Several respondents specifically mentioned the lack of bilingual
pollworkers and other adequate language assistance at polling sites. The experience of one
California respondent served as the basis for the title of the report – when she went to cast her
ballot, she was asked if she was a citizen, and asked to show identification to prove it. Our
survey findings show that California Latinos are still experiencing discrimination as candidates
and voters in the state.

5

Dr. James Thomas Tucker, I Was Asked If I Was A Citizen: Latino Elected Officials Speak Out on the Voting
Rights Act, NALEO Educational Fund, Los Angeles, California, 2006. The data provided in this testimony is
derived from a specific analysis of the responses from California Latino elected officials and civic leaders.
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C. Discrimination Against Latinos in Education, Employment and Health
An analysis of recent data from the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) and
other sources reveals that Latino education and employment levels are significantly lower than
non-Hispanic Whites, and that Latinos do not have equal access to health insurance coverage.
We provide the data below for two purposes. First, we believe it will provide a demographic
portrait of Latinos in Southern California which demonstrates the pervasive social and economic
challenges that still face the Latino community. In addition, we believe it demonstrates the
social and economic interests that Latinos share in certain cities and counties, and supports our
contention that Latinos in these areas face barriers to participation that should compel the
Commission to give serious consideration to placing them in Latino effective districts to provide
them a fair opportunity to choose their elected representatives.
Educational Attainment
Statewide, there are significant differences between the educational achievement of California’s
non-Hispanic White and Latino populations, and Latinos still face challenges obtaining access to
equal educational opportunities. According to a U.S Department of Education study of results
from the National Assessment of Educational Progress, there are still large gaps between the
2009 math and reading scores of 4th grade and 8th grade public school students in California. 6
Table 5 presents the score gaps between Latino and non-Hispanic White students in each
category.
Table 5
Score Gaps between California White and Latino Students
2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress
Math
th

4 grade
28*

Reading
th

8 grade
33*

Score Gap
*Score gap was significantly higher than the national average.

6

th

4 grade
31*

8th grade
28

F. Cadelle Hemphill, Alan Vanneman, and Taslima Rahman, Achievement Gaps: How Hispanic and White
Students in Public Schools Perform in Mathematics and Reading on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress, National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education,
Washington, DC, 2011.
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In addition, a comparison of 2009 ACS data on the education level of Latino and non-Hispanic
White adults in California also reveals disparities in access to education. Table 6 reveals that
both statewide, and in several Southern California counties and cities, at least four in ten Latinos
have not completed high school. In contrast, the share of non-Hispanic Whites at this
educational level generally ranges from 4%-9%, with the exception of Imperial County.
Non-Hispanic Whites in this county have the lowest educational level of all of the counties
shown – 19% have not completed high school. However, the education level of Imperial
County’s Latinos is still significantly lower than that of non-Hispanic Whites – 45% have not
completed high school.
Table 6
Share of Adult Population Which Has Not Completed High School
California

County
Los Angeles

Orange

San Bernardino

Riverside

Imperial

Latino

43.3%

46.0%

44.5%

40.5%

42.4%

44.7%

Non-Hispanic White

6.6%

6.8%

4.2%

9.3%

8.0%

19.0%

City or region
Los Angeles

Santa Ana

Anaheim

Coachella Valley

Latino

51.4%

60.0%

46.3%

48.3%

Non-Hispanic White

6.0%

8.3%

9.8%

7.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate Data (2005-2009)

Table 6 reveals the same education disparities between Latinos and non-Hispanic Whites at the
city and regional level. The Latinos of Santa Ana and Anaheim share the same challenges with
high school completion rates, compared to their Non-Hispanic White counterparts. Coachella
Valley’s Latinos share similar challenges with those of Imperial County.
Another significant barrier to Latino participation in the electoral process is the high prevalence
of limited English-language proficiency in the Latino community. Using ACS data,
Table 7 compares the share of non-Hispanic Whites and Latino who are not yet fully proficient
in English.

(Table 7 appears on the next page)

14

Table 7
Share of Population Not Fully Proficient in English
California

County
Los Angeles

Orange

San Bernardino

Riverside

Imperial

Latino

37.6%

40.8%

42.2%

31.9%

32.1%

40.0%

Non-Hispanic White

3.4%

7.8%

2.6%

2.0%

1.8%

1.6%

City or region
Los Angeles

Santa Ana

Anaheim

Coachella Valley

Latino

48.4%

57.8%

45.4%

39.1%

Non-Hispanic White

9.1%

2.4%

3.9%

2.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 1-Year Estimate Data (2009) for California and counties. For all other
jurisdictions, U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate Data (2005-2009)

These tables reveal that Latinos in California and five of the major Southern California counties
are far more likely to lack full English proficiency than non-Hispanic Whites. Even in the
county and city of Los Angeles, where 8-9% of the non-Hispanic White population lacks full
English proficiency, Latinos still have far higher rates of limited English proficiency (41% and
48%, respectively).

Additionally, the Latinos of Anaheim and Santa Ana share the same relatively high level of
limited English proficiency, compared to the non-Hispanic White population in those cities,
which suggests that Latinos in both communities share a common barrier to electoral
participation. The Latinos of Coachella Valley and Imperial County also have significantly
higher levels of limited English proficiency than their non-Hispanic White counterparts.

Low levels of education and English-language proficiency are particularly salient barriers to
Latino participation in California’s electoral process because of the complexity of the state’s
ballots and voter information materials. In November 2010, Californians confronted nine
statewide ballot propositions, addressing topics such as budget reform, redistricting, and business
taxes. The state Voter Information Guide was 128 pages, with complicated language that would
present difficulties for voters who speak English as their first language. For language minority
voters, the language barrier doubles or triples this difficulty.
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The challenges facing Latino adults with limited English proficiency are exacerbated by the
backlog in California adult English Language Learner (ELL) instruction courses. A 2006 survey
conducted by the NALEO Educational Fund revealed that some ELL programs in Los Angeles
and Anaheim face a high demand for their services, and have long waiting lists for students. 7

Employment and Economic Status
There are also significant economic disparities between California’s Latinos and non-Hispanic
Whites. First, 2009 ACS data reveals that Latinos tend to have somewhat higher unemployment
rates than non-Hispanic Whites.
Table 8
Share of Civilian Labor Force Population Which is Unemployed*
California

County
Los Angeles

Orange

San Bernardino

Riverside

Imperial

Latino

9.2%

8.2%

7.5%

10.3%

10.7%

14.0%

Non-Hispanic White

6.4%

6.4%

5.4%

8.0%

7.4%

5.5%

City or Region
Los Angeles

Santa Ana

Anaheim

Coachella Valley

Latino

8.3%

7.7%

9.3%

10.4%

Non-Hispanic White

6.8%

5.9%

6.8%

6.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate Data (2005-2009).

*The ACS unemployment rate is derived by taking the percentage of the civilian labor force which is unemployed.
The unemployment figures released by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) are based on a monthly survey of
households that uses a different methodology than the ACS, which may account for differences between the ACS
and BLS unemployment rates.

While in most California jurisdictions, there is a relatively modest gap between Latino and
non-Hispanic White unemployment rates (Imperial and the Coachella Valley have the largest
gaps), there are far greater disparities in the economic status of the two groups. While most
Latinos have access to employment opportunities, they tend to work in jobs that have lower
wages than non-Latinos, which contributes to the economic challenges faced by many Latino
families. Table 9 sets forth comparative ACS data on the share of California Latino and nonHispanic Whites living below the poverty level.

7

Dr. James Thomas Tucker, The ESL Logjam: Waiting Times for Adult ESL Classes and the Impact on English
Learners, NALEO Educational Fund, Los Angeles, California, 2006, p. 17 and pp. 34-35.
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Table 9
Share of Population Living Below Poverty Level
California

County
Los Angeles

Orange

San Bernardino

Riverside

Imperial

Latino

20.6%

21.1%

17.3%

20.4%

18.5%

25.5%

Non-Hispanic White

8.7%

9.3%

5.8%

12.0%

8.5%

9.2%

City or region
Los Angeles

Santa Ana

Anaheim

Coachella Valley

Latino

25.3%

19.0%

17.7%

21.9%

Non-Hispanic White

9.6%

8.3%

5.9%

9.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 1-Year Estimate Data (2009) for all regions except Coachella Valley.
For Coachella Valley, U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate Data (2005-2009).

Table 9 reveals that in California and in four of its major Southern California counties, the share
of Latinos living below the poverty level is at least twice as high as the share of non-Hispanic
Whites, and the same is true in the cities of Los Angeles, Santa Ana and Anaheim. The gap
between Latinos and non-Latinos White is somewhat smaller in San Bernardino County, but the
share of Latinos in poverty status still exceeds that of non-Latino Whites by 8 percentage points.
Health Insurance Coverage
The health insurance coverage rates of a population are an important indicator of access to health
care. Table 10 reveals that throughout Southern California, a significantly higher share of
Latinos are uninsured than non-Hispanic Whites.

Table 10
Share of Population Without Health Insurance Coverage
California

County
Los Angeles

Orange

San Bernardino

Riverside

Imperial

Latino

28.9%

31.9%

32.2%

27.2%

29.1%

24.7%

Non-Hispanic White

10.1%

11.0%

8.2%

13.2%

12.3%

12.9%

City or region
Los Angeles

Santa Ana

Anaheim

Coachella Valley

Latino

37.8%

41.8%

31.9%

NA

Non-Hispanic White

12.0%

15.2%

11.4%

NA

Source: U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 1-Year Estimate Data (2009)
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IV. Conclusion
California’s Citizens Redistricting Commission has an unprecedented opportunity to ensure that
all Californians have an opportunity for fair representation in the state’s electoral process. The
maps that the Commission draws will shape the political landscape for the next ten years, and
will help determine whether Latinos and other underrepresented groups can continue to make
political progress in the state. We urge the Commission to revise its first draft maps to ensure
that the maps comply with the VRA and reflect the growth of the state’s Latino population. To
accomplish this goal, the Commission must thoughtfully examine the number of Latino effective
districts that can be created, and pay careful attention to Latino community members’
perspectives about how the proposed lines affect their communities and neighborhoods. We
believe the Commission shares our vision for a redistricting process that will help ensure the
future strength of California’s democracy, and we look forward to continuing to work with the
Commission to achieve this opportunity goal.

Thank you for your consideration of our views.
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NALEO Educational Fund Compilation of Input from Latino Community Members

APPENDIX
NALEO Educational Fund Compilation of Input from Latino Community Members
about Communities of Interest
The following represents a compilation of comments from Latino community members with whom the
NALEO Educational Fund worked during its California redistricting initiative.
ASSEMBLY
San Jose
• The community would like San Jose and East San Jose to be kept together in a Latino effective
district. These communities have been historically connected and share a strong Latino
community of interest. The following boundaries are suggested for an assembly district because
they unify communities with common social and economic characteristics:
o Old Willow Glen Area (South West)
o Monterrey Road Area (West)
o Burbank Area (North West)
o East Foot Hills (County Line)
o Penitencia Creek Road (North)
Tri County Central Coast area (Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz counties)
• The community supports the creation of districts that cross the mountains in the region if this is
done in a way that respects communities.
•

Gilroy, Watsonville and its surrounding farmland, and Salinas should be kept together in the same
district. These communities share common social and economic characteristics.

Central Valley
• The community understands that for population requirements Bakersfield may be split. If
Bakersfield is divided, use the 99 Freeway as a dividing line. East of the 99 is a strong Latino
community of interest that should be placed in a Latino effective district.
•

There is a Latino community of interest among the communities of Bakersfield, Arvin, and
Lamont. These cities share the Kern High School district, cultural events such as the Oaxacan
Festival, and Good Neighbor Festival. They also share a transit system, and many community
members have low income levels.

NALEO Educational Fund Compilation of Community Input
Assembly
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•

The following communities share common social and economic characteristics and should be kept
together: East Orosi, Goshen, Seville, Lemon Cove, Tulare, Woodville, Pixley, Terra Bella,
Ducor, Rich Grove. These communities share agricultural interests, and there is a strong Latino
presence in the area. Many community members are bilingual in English and Spanish, or are
primarily Spanish-speaking.

•

Arvin should be kept whole and placed in a Latino effective district. The district can include Arvin
whole to Morning Drive then to the 58; north to Niles, west to Oswell and the 99 Freeway and
north to Columbus.

•

The areas south of Shaw and west of Marks share common social and economic characteristics
and should be placed in a Latino effective district.

•

Sanger should be placed in a Latino effective district.

•

In the City of Fresno, there is a distinct divide between rural Fresno and urban Fresno - a loose
boundary for this divide occurs along the Santa Fe railroad lines. The areas of urban Fresno should
be added to Latino effective districts because these communities share common social and
economic ties with urban areas of other regions.

•

The community supports having to draw ‘fingers,’ or “funny shapes” in order to connect
communities that have common social and economic characteristics.

Los Angeles County
• The heavily Latino neighborhoods directly west of or in downtown Los Angeles share common
social and economic characteristics and should be kept in a Latino effective district.
•

There is a community of interest that links South Los Angeles, West Lake, Pico Union,
Koreatown, Echo Park, Silverlake, El Sereno and Eagle Rock. These communities share
immigrant cultures, social and economic status (many members of the communities are working
class), and cultural interests.

•

The Northeast San Fernando Valley, includes heavily Latino neighborhoods (Sylmar, San
Fernando, Pacoima, Mission Hills, North Hills, Arleta, Panorama City, Sun Valley, Van Nuys, and
North Hollywood) that have worked to earn fair representation. The 2001 redistricting process
divided the Latino community and isolated some regions. Among the commonalities in these
communities are the same shopping corridors, and parks. Many community members are
bilingual in English and Spanish and share common Latino ancestry.
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•

The Northeast San Fernando Valley communities of Sunland, Tujunga, Shadow Hills and La Tuna
do not share many social and economic similarities with the Latino communities in this region.

•

The neighborhoods to the west of the 405 Freeway (Northridge, Granada Hills) and/or South of
Victory Blvd (North Hollywood, Van Nuys) have become more Latino in the last decade.

•

La Puente, El Monte, South El Monte, Baldwin Park, Rosemead and Alhambra share common
social and economic characteristics including education and income levels, culture and a strong
Latino voting community.

•

The communities of Covina and Corona that are south of the 210 Freeway share common social
and economic characteristics, including concerns for public safety, access to municipal services,
and common shopping centers.

•

The communities of Azusa, Covina, Irwindale and Baldwin Park share common social and
economic characteristics such as income and education levels, and Latino ancestry. These areas
use common transportation routes.

Orange County
• The cities of Santa Ana and Anaheim have several heavily-Latino neighborhoods that share
common social and economic characteristics.
San Bernardino
• The community opposes splitting of the City of San Bernardino.
•

The community would like all assembly districts to be wholly in San Bernardino County and not
cross county lines.

•

The community would like the following areas to be kept together because of shared social and
economic characteristics
o Rancho Cucamonga
o Claremont
o Upland
o Fontana
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•

In a different district, the community recommends using the Colton Unified School district
boundaries and keeping the following areas to be kept together because of common social and
economic characteristics:
o Rialto
o Colton
o San Bernardino
o Grand Terrace
o Loma Linda
o Highland
o Muscoy

•

Keep Colton and Grand Terrace together and keep them whole, these communities share a school
district.

Riverside
• There is a Latino community of interest in east Riverside and Moreno Valley. These communities
have large Latino immigrant population, they have similar social and economic characteristics and
share common needs such as access to jobs. This region does not share commonalities with the
high-desert area of Riverside (such as Palm Springs)
•

Jurupa Valley and West Riverside are also a Latino community of interest because of common
social and economic characteristics such as education and income levels. Many community
members are primarily Spanish-speaking.

Imperial Valley
• The Imperial Valley and Coachella Valley should be kept together in the same assembly and
senate districts. The area between Calexico and Coachella Valley is agricultural, and its residents
share social and economic interests.
San Diego
• There is a Latino community of interest east of the 805 Freeway, including East Paradise Hills,
East National City and East Chula Vista. These communities have common social and economic
characteristics.
•

The 805 Freeway is a dividing line for communities. East of the 805 Freeway contains newer
communities characterized by recent development while west of the 805 Freeway are older
neighborhoods. The two regions have different social and economic characteristics.

•

The community of Logan Heights (Barrio Logan) should be kept whole, which includes the areas
north and south of Coronado Bridge all the way to the Bay.

•

Keep historic Latino neighborhoods together such as Logan Heights and Sherman Heights.
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STATE SENATE:
Central Valley
• There is a Latino community of interest among the communities of Bakersfield, Arvin, and
Lamont. These cities share the Kern High School district, cultural events such as the Oaxacan
Festival, and Good Neighbor Festival. They also share a transit system, and many community
members have low income levels.
•

The following communities share common social and economic characteristics and should be
placed within a Latino effective district: Ducor, Richgrove, Plainville, Porterville, Exeter, Terra
Bella, Lemon Cove, and Tulare (west of the 99, north to Prosperity and East to Enterprise).

•

The communities of Dos Palos, Firebaugh, Coalinga, and Hanford share common social and
economic characteristics and are different from the lower income Latino communities in the
region.

•

Keep the urban areas of the City of Fresno in a Latino effective district which includes everything
south of Gettysburg Avenue, except for the area known as “Fig Garden.”

•

In the City of Fresno, there is a distinct divide between rural Fresno and urban Fresno - a loose
boundary for this divide occurs along the Santa Fe railroad lines. The areas of urban Fresno should
be added to Latino effective districts because these communities share common social and
economic ties with urban areas of other regions.

•

The community supports having to draw ‘fingers’, or “funny shapes” in order to connect
communities that have common social and economic characteristics.

Los Angeles County
• The heavily Latino neighborhoods in downtown Los Angeles should be kept in a Latino effective
district.
•

There is a community of interest that links South Los Angeles, West Lake, Pico Union,
Koreatown, Echo Park, Silverlake, El Sereno and Eagle Rock. These communities share
immigrant cultures, social and economic status (many members of the communities are working
class), and cultural interests.

•

The Northeast San Fernando Valley, includes heavily Latino neighborhoods (Sylmar, San
Fernando, Pacoima, Mission Hills, North Hills, Arleta, Panorama City, Sun Valley, Van Nuys, and
North Hollywood) that have worked to earn fair representation. The 2001 redistricting process
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divided the Latino community and isolated some regions. Among the commonalities in these
communities are the same shopping corridors, and parks. Many community members are
bilingual in English and Spanish and share common Latino ancestry.
•

The Northeast San Fernando Valley communities of Sunland, Tujunga, Shadow Hills and La Tuna
do not share many social and economic similarities with the Latino communities in this region.

•

The neighborhoods to the west of the 405 Freeway (Northridge, Granada Hills) and/or South of
Victory Blvd (North Hollywood, Van Nuys) have become more Latino in the last decade.

•

La Puente, El Monte, South El Monte, Baldwin Park, Rosemead and Alhambra share common
social and economic characteristics including education and income levels, culture and a strong
Latino voting community.

•

The communities of Covina and Corona that are south of the 210 Freeway share common social
and economic characteristics including concerns for public safety, access to municipal services,
and common shopping centers.

•

The communities of Azusa, Covina, Irwindale and Baldwin Park share common social and
economic characteristics such as income and education levels, and Latino ancestry. These areas
use common transportation routes.

Imperial County/Riverside County
• The communities of Coachella Valley and Imperial County should be kept in the same districts
because of their shared social and economic interests.
Riverside
• There is a Latino community of interest in east Riverside and Moreno Valley. These communities
have large Latino immigrant population, they have similar social and economic characteristics and
share common needs such as access to jobs. This region does not share commonalities with the
high-desert area of Riverside (such as Palm Springs)
•

Jurupa Valley and West Riverside are also a Latino community of because of common social and
economic characteristics such as education and income levels. Many community members are
primarily Spanish-speaking.

San Diego
• There is a Latino community of interest from Oceanside, Vista, San Marcos and Escondido along
Interstate 78. These communities of interest run east to west along Interstate 78 and share
common social and economic characteristics.
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CONGRESS:
Central Valley
• There is a Latino community of interest among the communities of Bakersfield, Arvin, and
Lamont. These cities share the Kern High School district, cultural events such as the Oaxacan
Festival, and Good Neighbor Festival. They also share a transit system, and many community
members have low income levels.
•

The following regions that share many common social and economic characteristics: East
Porterville, Orange Cove, East Orosi and the southwest part of the City of Fresno.

•

The Commission should keep the following regions together in a Congressional district because
they are relatively higher income communities that share social and economic characteristics:
Hanford, Lemoore Station, Kettleman City, all of Clovis, and Southeast Fresno. These
communities are very different economically and socially from the Latino areas in Fresno and
Bakersfield, and should not be in the same district as these Latino areas.

•

In the City of Fresno, there is a distinct divide between rural Fresno and urban Fresno - a loose
boundary for this divide occurs along the Santa Fe railroad lines. The areas of urban Fresno should
be added to Latino effective districts because these communities share common social and
economic ties with urban areas of other regions.

•

The community supports having to draw ‘fingers’, or “funny shapes” in order to connect
communities that have common social and economic characteristics.

Tri County Central Coast area (Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz counties)
• The community supports the creation of districts that cross the mountains in the region if this is
done in a way that respects communities.
•

Gilroy, Watsonville and its surrounding farmland, and Salinas should be kept together in the same
district. These communities share common social and economic characteristics.

Los Angeles County
• Latino neighborhoods in the area west of downtown Los Angeles area should be placed in a
Latino effective district.
•

There is a community of interest that links South Los Angeles, West Lake, Pico Union,
Koreatown, Echo Park, Silverlake, El Sereno and Eagle Rock. These communities share
immigrant cultures, social and economic status (many members of the communities are working
class), and cultural interests.
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•

The Northeast San Fernando Valley, includes heavily Latino neighborhoods (Sylmar, San
Fernando, Pacoima, Mission Hills, North Hills, Arleta, Panorama City, Sun Valley, Van Nuys, and
North Hollywood) that have worked to earn fair representation. The 2001 redistricting process
divided the Latino community and isolated some regions. These communities share the same
language, ancestry, shopping corridors, and parks to name only a few commonalities.

•

The communities of North Hollywood (including the East and West side of the 170 Freeway) and
the area west of the 405 Freeway including parts of Granada Hills and North Hills have changed
demographics in the last ten years and have larger Latino communities.

•

The Northeast San Fernando Valley communities of Sunland, Tujunga, Shadow Hills and La Tuna
do not share many social and economic similarities with the Latino communities in this region.

•

The neighborhoods to the west of the 405 Freeway (Northridge, Granada Hills) and/or South of
Victory Blvd (North Hollywood, Van Nuys) have become more Latino in the last decade.

•

La Puente, El Monte, South El Monte, Baldwin Park, Rosemead and Alhambra share common
social and economic characteristics economic characteristics including education and income
levels, culture and a strong Latino voting community

•

The communities of Covina and Corona that are south of the 210 Freeway share common social
and economic characteristics including concerns for public safety, access to municipal services,
and common shopping centers.

•

The communities of Azusa, Covina, Irwindale and Baldwin Park share common social and
economic characteristics such as income and education levels, and Latino ancestry. These areas
use common transportation routes.

Orange County
• The heavily Latino areas in Santa Ana and Anaheim include neighborhoods that share common
social and economic characteristics.
•

The entertainment community in Buena Park and the people that work in these regions should be
kept in the same district.

•

Central Anaheim, East Garden Grove and Santa Ana have a history of working together to achieve
shared community goals.

•

The natural dividing lines of the community are along school district lines and the 91 Freeway.
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San Bernardino
• The Commission should keep Redlands whole and move this community from “SBRIA” into
“INMSB”.
•

Include Upland, Rancho Cucamonga, Ontario, Montclair in the San Bernardino district
“ONTPM”.

•

The community requests that the Commission not cross San Bernardino county lines and keep
congressional districts within San Bernardino County as much as possible.

Riverside
• There is a Latino community of interest in east Riverside and Moreno Valley. These communities
have a large Latino immigrant population, they have similar social and economic characteristics
and share common needs such as access to jobs. This region does not share commonalities with
the high-desert area of Riverside (such as Palm Springs)
•

Jurupa Valley and West Riverside are also a Latino community of interest because of common
social and economic characteristics such as education and income levels. Many community
members are primarily Spanish-speaking.

San Diego
• The communities east of Interstate 15 comprise a Latino community of interest, including:
Escondido, San Marcos, Vista, Oceanside, Fallbrook, and Bonsall.
•

If population is needed for a San Diego district, the community prefers to extend into Riverside
County to capture Murrieta and Temecula, which share social and economic characteristics with
the San Diego communities, rather than extend into Orange County.

Redistricting

1 of 1

Subject: RedistricƟng
From: Myrna Escalante <
Date: 6/28/2011 1:59 PM
To:
TO WHOM IT CONCERNS:
As an American, please remember that our system belongs to Americans, not just a political
party. Please be fair and do what is best for America, not your political party.
American belongs to us. Not a political party!!
Thnk you,
Myrna Escalante

Thousand Oaks, CA 91361

7/6/2011 12:35 PM

new district maps
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Subject: new district maps
From: Deanna Chavez <
Date: 6/28/2011 12:48 PM
To:
Hello,
I'm very happy with the new district mapping.
Please do not change them back.
Thank you,
Deanna Chavez

7/6/2011 12:35 PM

impartial computer generated maps
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Subject: imparƟal computer generated maps
From: Brian Olson <
Date: 6/28/2011 5:38 AM
To:
I hope you will find it valuable to compare to these maps I have made
by impartial computer algorithm that strives for nothing but compact
districts.
http://bdistricting.com/2010/CA/

7/6/2011 12:34 PM

Concerns About Proposed Maps on Latino Community
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Subject: Concerns About Proposed Maps on LaƟno Community
From: Marielena Castellanos <
Date: 6/28/2011 12:32 AM
To:

Dear Citizens Redistricting Commission,

I am writing to urge that you consider the recommendations and concerns expressed by the National
Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials (NALEO). As a proud Latina, and someone
who was born and raised in California, I have always valued my right to vote, I am concerned the new
districts will not provide Californians true representation.

The first draft maps released on June 10 by California’s Citizens Redistricting Commission would
severely diminish opportunities for future Latino political progress in the state.

During the last decade, California’s Latino population accounted for 90% of the state’s growth. The
Commission’s maps fail to reflect that growth by not creating fair opportunities for increased Latino
representation.

California’s maps must comply with the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (VRA), which protects
underrepresented communities from discrimination in the electoral process. Under state law, strict
adherence to the VRA is the second highest priority that the Commission must apply when drawing the
state’s new districts.

The Commission’s First Draft Maps do not provide sufficient opportunities for fair Latino
representation as required by the VRA. The Commission must ensure that it addresses this issue when
it revises its draft maps.

NALEO outlines areas in the entire state of California which the commission could improve to provide
true representation for all Californians in particular in the state assembly, state senate, and congress. It
is concerning to see that with a large population of Latinos in California, the new maps, do not add and
in some cases reduce the possibilities for Latinos to effectively elect candidates of their choice.

7/6/2011 12:34 PM

Concerns About Proposed Maps on Latino Community

Again, I urge you to consider the recommendations and concerns expressed by the NALEO. The maps
as have been proposed do not reflect the growth of the Latino population in the last ten years. With so
much hope placed on the Citizens Redistricting Commission, and with the understanding that your
decisions will have a major impact—I hope you will make changes to proposed maps, consider the
recommendations of NALEO and provide the growing Latino population true representation.

Thank you for all your efforts and consideration.

Sincerely,

Marielena Castellanos
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ULV submission
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Subject: ULV submission
From: "Robert J. Apodaca" <
Date: 6/28/2011 4:47 PM
To: CRC <
All Senate submissions from LaƟnos United are response to CRC DraŌ Map 1 Northern California - 3
Districts (1,2,4) Coastal cleaned up. (4) (3) Napa, Lake Yolo, Solano, and Western Sonoma. Interior
Agriculture, Wine. (5) San Joaquin County whole (15)San Jose mostly whole (12) Gilroy, Watsonville,
Salinas, Hollister with San Benito and Merced, Stanislaus. LA County communiƟes LA, Orange county
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The New Gerrymandering
We seem to have traded one set of gerrymandering beneficiaries for
another. While complying with the federal Voting Rights Act probably
requires odd‐shaped boundaries in certain neighborhoods, it appears
that other gerrymandering can only be explained by the pandering to
well organized special interest groups claiming the community of
interest mantle. They have submitted boundaries that maximize their
influence on the elected representative, as they were invited to do. But
for the Redistricting Committee to adopt these strange‐looking,
gerrymandered boundaries shows bias against the myriad other
communities of interest in the region.
It does so because it tends to marginalize the rich web of communities
of interest shared by the many middle class English speaking citizens in
the region. In a large suburban population like this, these individual
communities of interest tend to be replicated in other locations in the
region, so each of these individual communities of interest has an ease‐
of‐access component to them.
(These communities of interest include public & private schools and
their accompanying PTAs and booster clubs, scouts and youth sports,
YMCA / YWCA, churches / synagogues / mosques, fraternal
organizations, veterans organizations, Neighborhood Watch, senior
centers, historical societies, community theaters, Toastmasters / We
Tip groups, chambers of commerce and professional organizations.)
So even though this rich web of community of interest memberships is
far too complex to be represented in the redistricting boundaries, the
proposed gerrymandering splits them far more often than more
compact districts would.
This non‐compactness also makes it far more difficult for rival political
candidates to gather support to unseat a current officeholder.

Finally, while the Redistricting Committee members have pledged to be
impartial toward political parties, incumbents or candidates, the special
interest groups that have submitted these proposed boundaries have
made no such promises.
There are virtually no districts that appear to have been optimized for
compactness. Instead, most of us voters have been grouped for
relatively trivial aspects of our lives, or worse. Have we been played for
fools?
Glenn Stoddard
Winnetka, CA
Region 4 – Los Angeles County

