TAB 4: SUMMARY OF CAPAFR SENATE PLAN

Highlights of CAPAFR Senate Plan

CAPAFR’s Senate plan is a region-based plan witdig#icts. The plan focuses on CAPAFR’s
ten priority areas and the surrounding Voting Rsghtt districts. The ten priority areas are the
counties of: Sacramento, San Francisco/San MAtaoeda, Santa Clara, Fresno, Los Angeles-
Metro, Los Angeles-San Gabriel Valley, Los AngeSamith Bay, Orange, and San Diego.

As with CAPAFR’s Assembly plan, the general themme€APAFR’s Senate plan are that the
plan (1) respects the Voting Rights Act interestdAPIs, African Americans and Latinos and
(2) respects communities of interest and neighbmatbavhile (3) also respecting other traditional
redistricting criteria such as contiguity and regger cities and counties.

CAPAFR'’s plan was drawn from the Commission’s pecspe, always keeping in mind the
guestion of how proposed district lines are justifunder and comport with the Voters First
Act’s ranked criteria.

Respect for Voting Rights Act

CAPAFR’s plan maintains or creates seven LatindiGe@ districts.

CAPAFR’s plan also complies with Section 5 by presg or enhancing electoral opportunities
for minorities in Section 5 areas.

Respect for communities of interest

No one has done more outreach to and conducted dralogue with other stakeholders than
CAPAFR. CAPAFR members have discussed redistgaitiith African American communities,
Latino communities, LGBT communities, and enviromta¢ leaders. CAPAFR’s plan
accommodates the interests of these various contiesiand generally balances immigrant,
low-income, business, coastal, and agriculturarasts.

Respect for population equality

All districts in CAPAFR’s plan are drawn with lefgn 1% deviation from the ideal population
of 931,348 persons per Senate district. Half oPBRR'’s districts are drawn with less than
0.5% deviation from the ideal.

Respects the requirement of contiguity

All districts in CAPAFR’s plan are contiguous undiee Commission’s definition of contiguity
except for two districts that include islands taethno means of transportation by water exist.
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Respects cities and counties

Districts drawn to keep together communities oéliest are also drawn to avoid city and county
splits to the extent possible. However, wherengirctommunities of interest cross city or county
boundaries, where portions of cities and/or cosrdie required for Voting Rights Act, or where
population equality is required, cities and countiave been split. Where nesting is a viable
option, many of the Assembly districts are onlytigdly nested in order to unify cities and
counties.

CAPAFR'’s Senate plan splits 47 cities and 21 casnt regions where districts were drawn.

Tab 4 — Page 2 of 20



CAPAFR Priorities for Senate Distriéts

Sacramento County

In SD 5, keep the City of Sacramento wholeln CAPAFR’s assembly proposal, the
City of Sacramento was split into three distriaie dlo population equality limitations and
the desire to keep communities of interest whélewever, CAPAFR-Sacramento
believes that the City of Sacramento should be kéymie in one senate district. A
senate district which includes all of the City afcgamento will still keep the AAPI
communities of interest in South Sacramento, El&v@&rand North Natomas whole.

In SD 5, keep West Sacramento with a district thaincludes the City of Sacramento.
Pacific Islander communities in West Sacramentacamected to community
institutions in the City of Sacramento. They amrenconnected with the City of
Sacramento than with other parts of Yolo Countypgrting testimony: Catherine Ofa
Mann (particularly oral testimony)

San Francisco/San Mateo Counties

In SD 9, keep together the Filipino American commuity of interest in San Mateo
County. The assembly proposal keeps the Filipino Americanmaunity of interest in
Daly City with the core of the Filipino Americanmonunity of interest in South San
Francisco. However, due to population equalityriettons, the assembly district could
not take in the entire Filipino American commuruofyinterest. Because senate districts
are twice as large as assembly districts, CAPAFRf3ancisco/San Mateo believes that
the Filipino American community in San Mateo Coyntich shares socioeconomic
characteristics, can and should be kept togethenénsenate district. The senate
proposal keeps all of South San Francisco togeéseiting in the unification of all the
Filipino American community in that city with thelibino American community in Daly
City.

In SD 9, keep Daly City and the community of interst in South San Francisco
together with the western part of San Francisco As with the current assembly district,
the Filipino American community in Daly City is e¢ently in the same senate district
with concentrations of Asian Americans in the wasfgrtion of San Francisco.
CAPAFR’s proposed SD 9 maintains this pairing, ggtping that these communities
share common interests related to higher ratesmilownership, foreign-born status,
and limited English proficiency. As noted in thes&mbly Plan Summary (Tab 3), the
Filipino American community in Daly City also shareommon interests with the San
Francisco neighborhood of Excelsior. However,rtheo to unite all the Filipino
American community in San Mateo County, the comnysprimary Senate priority, as
well as respect the priorities of Chinatown, VisbacValley, and API LGBT
communities, the Filipino American community in Sdateo believes it is appropriate to
be paired with the western portion of San Francisapporting testimony: Ray Satorre

! Supporting testimony identified below can be foimdab 6.
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In SD 8, keep Chinatown, Excelsior, Visitacion Va#ly, Bay View, and the core of the
LGBT community in the same district As with the assembly proposal, CAPAFR-
SF/San Mateo believes the working class neighbathiod Chinatown, Excelsior,
Visitacion Valley, and Bay View should be kept ttger in one senate district. The
coalition also believes that the AAPI LGBT commiestin the Tenderloin and South of
Market benefit by being in a district with the LGBE&rvice agencies in the Upper Market,
Castro, and Haight-Ashbury neighborhoods.

In SD 8, keep the core of the LGBT community wholand in a district that includes
Marin County . The CAPAFR-San Francisco/San Mateo mapping [@agmocess
included multiple discussions with LGBT communigaters. CAPAFR-San
Francisco/San Mateo respects the desires of thelL€éaBimunity to be in a district with
Marin County to ensure that the LGBT communitiebath counties can adequately
advocate for resources for LGBT service agencies.

Alameda County

Santa

In SD 7, pair most of AD 17 (Oakland flats, portiors of Oakland Hills, Alameda,
Berkeley) with most of AD 14 (Richmond to Vallejo).Proposed SD 7 is drawn to
respect the interests of low-income communitiehentwo assembly districts it combines.
SD7 also unifies African American communities ink@dad, Alameda and Berkeley with
African American communities in areas to the naubh as Richmond and Vallejo.

In SD 10, pair most of AD 19 (San Leandro, San Loreo, Hayward, Union City)

with most of AD 16 (Dublin, Pleasanton, LivermoreQOrinda, Moraga). Proposed SD
10 unites portions of Alameda County not in otremade districts. The district keeps
together AAPI communities in Union City, HaywardirSLeandro and adjacent central
county areas and joins them with the Tri-Valleyaaaed the Contra Costas County cities
of Orinda and Moraga). CAPAFR-Alameda prioritizedting the Tri-Valley cities of
Dublin, Livermore and Pleasanton in one senateiclistecognizing that CAPAFR’s
proposed assembly districts in this area split Dudhd Pleasanton to achieve the
coalition’s priorities in keeping together Uniontg;iHayward, San Leandro and adjacent
central county areas.

In SD 11, pair most of AD 20 (Fremont, Newark, Milptas, Berryessa) with most of
AD 22 (Silicon Valley cities of Santa Clara, Cuperho, Sunnyvale and Mountain
View). CAPAFR'’s proposed SD 11 creates a Silicon Vatlegtered district that adds
similar communities in the northern part of Santar& County and the southern part of
Alameda County. The proposed district also sttesgt the voice of AAPI communities
in senate elections, something both CAPAFR-AlansedthCAPAFR-Santa Clara felt
was appropriate given the historic lack of AAPInegentation at the senate level in this
area.

Clara County
In SD 11, pair most of AD 20 (Fremont, Newark, Milptas, Berryessa) and most of
AD 22 (Silicon Valley cities of Santa Clara, Cuperho, Sunnyvale and Mountain

View). As noted above, CAPAFR’s proposed SD 11 crea&ifcmn Valley-centered
district and strengthens the voice of AAPI commiesiin senate elections, something
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both CAPAFR-Santa Clara and CAPAFR-Alameda felt ygsropriate given the
historic lack of AAPI representation at the seratel in this area.

In SD 12, pair most of AD 24 (Little Saigon, Evergeen) with most of AD 23
(Almaden, Morgan Hill, San Martin). Proposed SD 12 unites east and south Santa
Clara County areas that could not be combined witinie assembly district. SD 12 also
unites most of the City of San Jose.

Fresno County

Draw SD 15 as a district that respects the votingghts interests of Latinos in Fresno
and Kings Counties and also includes the Hmong/Scugast Asian refugee
neighborhood in the City of Fresno and the core dfresno County’s Southeast

Asian farmers in the area from Ashland Avenue (at Aademy) south to Selma.The
Hmong refugees and the Latino community in Fresramescommon policy interests due
to their many shared socioeconomic characteris{i8spporting testimony: Fuehoua
Thao, Daniel Ichinose, and Richard Molinar). Byripg AD __ (Latino Voting Rights
Act Section 2 in southern part of Fresno CountyhwdD __ (Kings County Voting
Rights Act Section 5 district), CAPAFR-Fresno bedis the Commission will ensure a
Voting Rights Act-compliant senate district whicttludes all of Kings County.

Los Angeles County — Metro

In SD 26, pair AD 48 (Chinatown, Thai Town) and AD54 (Koreatown, Historic
Filipinotown, Little Tokyo). All five AAPI neighborhoods have been recognizedhwy
City of Los Angeles and have strong historic preaton goals of protecting and
celebrating AAPI culture and heritage. The five RlAeighborhoods also share similar
social and economic characteristics. (Supporsgrmony: Mark Masaoka and Joanna
Lee). By pairing AD 48 and AD 54, CAPAFR-LA Metbelieves the AAPI
neighborhoods will be better able to advocate fonmon issues such as cultural
preservation and the needs of low-income residdpgsting these assembly districts also
creates a Latino Voting Rights Act senate district.

Los Angeles County — San Gabriel Valley

In SD 23, keep whole the community of interest inhe west San Gabriel Valley,
including the cities of Alhambra, Monterey Park, Rsemead, San Gabriel, Arcadia,
San Marino and Temple City. As noted in the summary of CAPAFR’s assembly plan
(Tab 3), these cities are majority-AAPI and largeportions of their residents are limited
English proficient and foreign-born. Senate dis$rio the west (SD 26), south (SD 25)
and southeast (SD 24) of this community of inteneg$t be drawn to protect Latino
voting strength in compliance with Section 2 of Yating Rights Act. Recognizing
these constraints, CAPAFR-San Gabriel Valley fedt only viable option was to draw
SD 23 north to include Glendale, Pasadena, Altadem&rescenta, La Canada
Flintridge, Sierra Madre and Monrovia. Drawing 3®in this way preserves much of
the San Gabriel foothills community of interestereéd to in public testimony received
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by the Commission, while also providing AAPIs irtwest San Gabriel Valley with
some measure of influence at the senate level.

In SD 32, join similar communities of interest in he east San Gabriel Valley
(Hacienda Heights, Rowland Heights, Walnut, DiamondBar), south Los Angeles
County (Artesia, Cerritos), and north Orange County(Cypress, La Palma, Buena
Park, Fullerton, Brea). Senate districts to the north (SD 24), east (3PaBd west (SD
25) of Hacienda Heights, Rowland Heights, Walnut Bremond Bar must be drawn to
protect Latino voting strength in compliance witkc8on 2 of the Voting Rights Act.
Recognizing that these senate configurations livhet areas could be added to Hacienda
Heights, Rowland Heights, Walnut and Diamond Bamntike up a full senate district,
both CAPAFR-San Gabriel Valley and CAPAFR-Orange@y agreed that the east San
Gabriel Valley community of interest should be dnasouth into SD 32, pairing it with
socioeconomically similar communities of interessouth Los Angeles County and
north Orange County. Drawing SD 32 this way sttikegs the voice of AAPIs at the
senate level, something that CAPAFR participanitsifas appropriate given the historic
lack of AAPI representation at the senate levehis area.

Los Angeles County — South Bay

In SD 29, pair most of AD 60 (Torrance, Gardena, Gaon) with most of AD 61

(Long Beach). As with the assembly district, CAPAFR-LA SouthyBzelieves Carson,
Torrance, and Gardena should be kept together beaduheir shared similar
socioeconomic factors. (Supporting testimony:nd@aaLee). The coalition believes that
Long Beach has more in common with Torrance, Gardand Carson than with the
other areas surrounding it. The proposed SD 3%8ents the interests of Latinos in
drawing surrounding Voting Rights Act districts (2B and SD 27), respects the African
American community to the north (SD 28), respearsd.-Beach residents’ request that
Orange County not be included in a district witmgdBeach, and allows for the creation
of a beach oriented district on the west side.

In SD 28, pair most of AD 58 (Lennox, Hawthorne, Iglewood) with AD 56 .

Tongans in Lennox, Hawthorne, and Inglewood shaesame socioeconomic status as
the Latinos and African Americans in the area andkven issues in solidarity with the
two communities. (Supporting testimony: Audrey/Aind Joanna Lee). In order to
unify the African American community, CAPAFR-LA SinBay believes that most of
AD 58 should be paired with AD 56. Not only dokstpairing respect the African
American community of interest in the area, it alsgpects the beach communities’
desire to maintain a beach-oriented district onvibst side.

Orange County

In SD 32, join similar communities of interest in suth Los Angeles County (Artesia,
Cerritos), north Orange County (Cypress, La PalmaBuena Park, Fullerton, Brea),
and the east San Gabriel Valley (Hacienda Height®owland Heights, Walnut,
Diamond Bar). As noted above, Senate districts to the nortt, @ad west of Hacienda
Heights, Rowland Heights, Walnut and Diamond Basiie drawn to comply with
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. Recognizinggh constraints, both CAPAFR-
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Orange County and CAPAFR-San Gabriel Valley agthatlthe east San Gabriel Valley
community of interest should be drawn south intoZ&Dpairing it with
socioeconomically similar communities of interessouth Los Angeles County and
north Orange County. As noted above, drawing SEh&2way strengthens the voice of
AAPIs at the senate level.

In SD 31, pair AD 64 (Little Saigon) with most of A 65 (Latino Voting Rights Act
district) to join immigrant populations with socioeconomically similar interests and
needs. CAPAFR’s proposed SD 31 provides central Orangen@y residents who have
common needs for language access and social sewitteunified representation at the
senate level. Residents of the proposed SD 3E sailar socioeconomic indicators
such as rates of limited English proficiency. Tneposed SD 31 avoids pairing areas
with disproportionately low-income and foreign-bgropulations with coastal areas to
the south that are higher income and have fewerignamts.

San Diego County

In SD 39, join similar communities of interest in suth San Diego County (eastern
National City, eastern Chula Vista, Bonita, Paradis Hills, Bay Terrace) and north
San Diego County (Mira Mesa, the Convoy area of Keay Mesa, Rancho
Penasquitos, Sorrento Valley, Carmel Valley, RanchBernardo). Drawing SD 39 to
connect these two communities of interest botheetspthe interest of AAPI
communities in having a strong voice at the seleatel and unites the Southeast Asian
community in Linda Vista with AAPI communities the north and south. The proposed
SD 39 is an urban, low to moderate income distithh City of San Diego geography at
its core. Drawing SD 39 in this way also allows thrawing of SD 38 to the west as a
coastal community of interest district. Lastly, BAFR’s SD 39 enables SD 40 to be
maintained as a San Diego County-Imperial Countgdodistrict drawn to protect
Latino voting strength in compliance with Sectionfzhe Voting Rights Act.
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Reqgional Views of CAPAFER Senate Plan: Region 4
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Reqgional Views of CAPAFR Senate Plan: Region 5

No districts proposed
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Reqgional Views of CAPAFR Senate Plan: Region 8
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Reqgional Views of CAPAFR Senate Plan: Region 9
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CAPAER Senate Plan — Population Equality

All districts, including Section 2 and 5 Voting Rig Act districts, are within one percent of the
ideal population size for Senate districts. SeDasgrict 26 is the least populated district
(922,335 or 0.97% less than ideal population), &vBiénate District 11 is the largest (940,537 or
0.99% more than the ideal population). Half ofgmeed Senate districts are within half a
percent of the population ideal.

The plan’s maximum population deviation is 1.95%he Commission’s submission guidelines
define maximum population deviation as the sunilptije percentage deviation of the most
populated district from the ideal population sinel 2) the percentage deviation of the least
populated district from the ideal population size.

CAPAFR Senate Plan — Compliance with Federal VoRimhts Act

As a set of regional plans, this plan does nouiskelall possible Voting Rights Act districts that
could be drawn statewide. Within targeted ard¢antains eight Voting Rights Act districts:

six Section 2 districts, one Section 5 district ané district that is covered under both Sections 2
and 5. All are drawn to protect Latino voters. Bels a chart listing the districts by type and
covered group.

District  Type of VRA Seat  Covered group

13 | Section 5 Latino
15 | Section2 & 5 Latino
24 | Section 2 Latino
25 | Section 2 Latino
26 | Section 2 Latino
27 | Section 2 Latino
33 | Section 2 Latino
40 | Section 2 Latino

Individual district summaries include information the racial composition of districts drawn
from Census 2010. All race groups are not includdtie table, therefore totals for race groups
will not sum to 100 percent. Voting Rights Acttdists include additional information on
voting-age and citizen voting-age population fovered groups drawn from University of
California, Berkeley's Statewide Database.

CAPAER Senate Plan — Contiguity

All districts in plan are contiguous under the Coission’s definition of contiguity except for
Senate Districts 9 and 29, each of which contdamds to which there is no means of
transportation by water. Other than the non-cawtigs islands, the districts are contiguous.
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CAPAFR Senate Plan — Cities, Counties, Commundidaterest and Neighborhoods

Cities are defined to include both incorporategsiaind unincorporated areas (census
designated places). This proposal splits 47 catreb21 counties in regions where districts are
proposed. Most cities and counties were split orkegur cities and eight counties were split
multiple times, often due to their size or to coynpith the Voting Rights Act. The district-
specific descriptions contained in Tab 5 outlineheeity and county included in a given district
and provide justification for any splits that occur

As described in the district-specific descripti@asitained in Tab 5, the proposal also respects
the integrity of communities of interest, estaldidiby shared social and economic
characteristics such as income, language, eduaa@tainment, or school performance.
Finally, it respects the integrity of neighborhdmalindaries where established by testimony
before the commission.

CAPAFR Senate Plan — Compactness

Running a population polygon compactness test oat8alistricts drawn yields a mean
compactness score of 0.66, with 1.0 being perfectpactness. The least compact district has a
score of 0.42, while the most compact district dasore of 0.93. Reasonably compact districts
are considered to be those with a population paiyggmre of 0.50 or more. The individual
district summaries include justification for dists whose population polygon score is less than
0.50. Given the absence of a uniformly acceptethemaatical standard for measuring
compactness, CAPAFR does not necessarily consiskeicts with a population polygon score

of less than 0.50 to be non-compact and is progidompactness scores using this measure for
informational purposes only.
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CAPAFR Senate Plan — Nesting

This plan nests State Assembly districts into Sedestricts when doing so does not violate
other redistricting principles laid out by Propasit11. Sixteen Assembly Districts are fully or
semi-nested in CAPAFR’s partial statewide Senata.pl

The following Senate districts are semi-nested:

Senate Nested/Semi-Nested
District Assembly Districts

8 11
13

9 12
18

7 14
17

10 16
19

11 20
22

12 23
24

15 30
32

33 40
68

26 48
54

32 51
63

29 60
61

31 64
65

40 7
80
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