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RE: Narrative Analysis of Southern California Congressional Plan 2011 (Districts 23-53)

Per the Commission’s request of providing additional information, we wish to supplement our proposal with information on some of the general principles that guided us in preparing our plan.  We clearly had a strong interest in ensuring the voting rights of the African American community, as well as the other ethnic communities covered under the Voting Rights Act.  Our main guides in meeting this goal were the requirements of federal and state law.  The other principles described below outline how we applied those requirements and criteria to create maps for Congress both in the African American community and throughout Southern California.

We have included some specific examples of how these principles influenced our maps. These examples are not intended to be comprehensive but rather provide information about how these principles can help shape a proposed map.  

Be Prepared to Revise Prior Directions- In creating our map we found redistricting is a difficult process, particularly when drawing districts with a deviation of 1 or less people.  We made some decisions early in the process and continued to refine them as we received more information.  Our proposal anticipates the Commission having to make some of the same decisions. For example:
· Our early maps included portions of Long Beach with Orange County.  We later refined our map to hold the county line consistent with public testimony.
· Our plans are not consistent with your prior direction regarding Imperial County.  We concluded that failing to include significant portions of the Coachella Valley with Imperial as well as San Diego County created Voting Rights Act concerns.  Thus this is an area where the Commission may need to revise its prior directions.
Communities with Significant Minority Populations are Still Communities- Much of the Commission’s debate regarding racial/ethnic minorities has focused on compliance with the Voting Rights Act.  It is very easy to get bogged down in legal questions about what does and does not constitute a Section 2 district (see discussion below on VRA Analysis).  However, we found it was often more important to consider community of interest testimony in these areas regardless of any VRA considerations.  Based on this testimony we found we were often compelled to keep communities together under Article XXI Section 2(d)(4) regardless of their ethnic make-ups.  For example:
· In western Inland Empire there was significant testimony about not splitting the San Bernardino and Riverside metropolitan areas.  Doing so created several seats that had significant Latino voting age populations without any consideration of race. By keeping the metropolitan areas together in separate districts, similar goals can be achieved.

· In Los Angeles there was significant testimony about keeping Walnut, Diamond Bar and Rowland Heights together.  These are heavily Asian areas not large enough to constitute a Section 2 district on their own, but we felt were still a community that should be respected. In addition, keeping these communities together and combining them with the Asian communities of the west San Gabriel Valley is the only way to draw a potential Section 2 district.
What Works for One Plan May Note Work for Another- Because of different  ideal population sizes, what may work very well in one plan may not work well in another.  Thus in creating our plan we found it was important not to allow consistency to be a barrier to creating individual plans that best complied with the required criteria.   For example:
· In our Congressional plan we found that you could keep Long Beach whole and still keep the black community united.  However we believe that keeping Long Beach whole in the Assembly and Senate plans, we believe keeping Long Beach whole would split the Black community unnecessarily.
· In our Congressional plan we found that it was necessary to include portions of San Diego with Imperial and the Coachella Valley in order to comply with federal law.  In the Assembly plan we believe it may be possible to comply with federal law by combining Imperial and Riverside without including San Diego.  

Natural Topography and Transportation Routes are Important Considerations- In determining which communities should be combined we found that natural geographic barriers and transportation routes were effective considerations, even when they required the creation of elongated districts.  For example:
· We found I-15 in Riverside County connected a series of similar cities.  While the results were elongated districts, there districts constituted a community of interest that had been created by and grown up along the transportation corridor.
· We recognized that the San Fernando Valley is a unique portion of Los Angeles defined in no small part by the geographic divide between it and other portions of the Los Angeles basin.

The Coast Creates Particular Strong Natural/Transportation Ties Between Communities- In creating our plan we found that following the coastline provided an effective way to tie together communities with similar interests.  For example:
· We found portions of Orange County needed to be connected to other counties in order to achieve population equality.  In our plan we did so by connect coastal communities in southern Orange County with coastal communities in northern San Diego County.  While this may not have been the first choice of either, we believed it preferable to other options as they shared common coastal concerns despite being in different counties.
· In Los Angeles County we sometimes found it was necessary to create elongated districts in order to follow the natural geography and connect similar communities, for example, stretching all the way from San Pedro to West Los Angeles.
When Splitting Jurisdictions, Do So in Rational Ways that Minimize Harm- Sometimes jurisdictions will have to be split to comply with other criteria.  When we did split a jurisdiction we tried to do so in ways that minimized any harm to the community, and with respect to Cities, always did so with Voting Rights Act issues in mind.  This meant minimizing the number of fragments, using natural community/neighborhood boundaries and making sure that all fragments stayed in the same sphere of influence.  For example:
· In our plan we found it was necessary to split Garden Grove, Anaheim, and Fullerton to unite Latino communities that straddle city borders.  In doing so we made sure to respect the boundaries of Little Saigon in Garden Grove, Anaheim Hills in Anaheim and the major dividing road of Chapman Avenue in Fullerton.  We also ensured that the districts containing the city splits on either side were maintained wholly within Orange County.
· In our plan we used the Los Angeles City and San Diego City Neighborhood boundaries to inform how we divided the city.
County Splits- Throughout our Southern California Congressional Plan, we minimized the number of County splits and the number of districts in multiple counties, unless there was a compelling VRA reason to do otherwise. For example:
· 25th District- By keeping Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo counties whole, population in Ventura County needs to be included in a Los Angeles County seat. We preferred to put the Antelope Valley together with the Santa Paula Valley in order to minimize the number of districts in the San Fernando Valley.
· 26th District- According to a variety of testimony, there is a strong interest in keeping Pomona together with Montclair, Chino, and Ontario. By keeping cities whole in the eastern San Gabriel Valley, this community of interest was achieved although it crosses the Los Angeles-San Bernardino County line.
· 34th District- In order to ensure whole cities were kept intact throughout the plan, except in Section 2 districts, the Latino communities of Buena Park and La Palma made the most sense to add to Los Angeles County. These cities also lie along the I-5 corridor in southeast Los Angeles County and were an identified community of interest.
· 41st District- While this district is in three different counties (Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside), the much smaller portions of Los Angeles and Riverside counties are unincorporated areas. The Commission could decide not to take the Los Angeles county portion into the district, but for our plan it was a Community of Interest choice. The unincorporated areas of northeastern Los Angeles County have more in common with Apple Valley along the State Highway 58 corridor, than with Kern County.
· 44th District- As mentioned previously, this district includes communities in Riverside County along the I-15 corridor along with Chino Hills in San Bernardino County. This configuration made more sense in our plan in order to keep cities whole in southern Orange County, but Chino Hills could easily be placed in the 42nd District as well. Once again, this is a community of interest choice that made more sense to us. Due to the Section 2 seats surrounding Chino Hills, there must be a county split.

· 48th District- Also mentioned previously, in order to achieve population equality, as well as minimizing County and City splits, the southern communities of Orange County (Dana Point and San Clemente) are united with Northern San Diego County. Not only does this provide a coastal seat from Dana Point to Del Mar, it also keeps the communities most affected by the San Onofre Nuclear Power Plant and the Marine Base at Camp Pendleton together.

· 51st District- In order to create two Section 2 Districts that cover southern San Diego County, Imperial County, and the Coachella Valley in Riverside County, this district must come into the City of San Diego. While it does not need much population to achieve our Section 2 standards, the U.S.-Mexico Border in almost completely together in this seat. Unfortunately, adding the City of Imperial Beach would reduce Latino numbers in the 52nd District and, in our opinion, violate Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.
City Splits- Throughout our Congressional plan, we took every measure possible to minimize City splits unless there was a compelling Voting Rights Act reason to do so. We were able to achieve a plan with proper deviation that only split 5 cities- Anaheim, Garden Grove, Fullerton, West Covina, and Riverside. Each split had a specific reason for doing so. For example:
· 32nd District- Achieving the best possible Section 2 Asian seat in the San Gabriel Valley is not an easy task, particularly when minimizing city splits. In order to bring this district to a proper threshold, either West Covina or El Monte needs to be split. In our Congressional plan, we preferred to split West Covina due a larger concentration of Asian-Americans instead of El Monte. While the numbers between the two city splits are not significant, and the Commission could chose to do one or the other, it made more sense to us to keep El Monte intact with the northeastern San Gabriel Valley seat.

· 45th District- While there is a potential to argue that this in not a Section 2 seat, we would respectfully disagree and argue that keeping the African American and Latino communities in Riverside county constituted not only a Section 2 seat, but also a powerful Community of Interest. The cities of Perris, Moreno Valley, Jurupa Valley, and Riverside are one community along the Interstate 215 and State Highway 60 corridors. The only way to keep these cities together in the most compact way possible, is to split the City of Riverside. In order to respect the two Section 2 seats in San Bernardino County, keep the metropolitan areas separate, and achieve our communities of interest ideals, we were able to achieve our goals with minimal disruption.
· 47th District- If one were to draw a circle around the Latino communities in central Orange County, it would include parts of the cities of Garden Grove, Anaheim, Fullerton, and Orange once Buena Park and La Palma have been removed. We felt the best way to achieve a Section 2 seat in Orange County was to use well known streets or city boundaries to draw this district. On the north, Fullerton is split by Chapman Avenue. For Anaheim, simply using the tract lines around the State Highway 91 and State Highway 57 intersection made the most sense. For the City of Garden Grove, keeping Little Saigon intact in the 46th District dictated where the boundary should be drawn.
Voting Rights Act Analysis- As stated in our presentation, our plan for Southern California achieved 11 Latino seats, 2 African American seats, and 1 Asian seat that we felt met the criteria and spirit of the Voting Rights Act. While there will be many debates about what constitutes a Section 2 District, we believe the only credible criteria for the U.S. Department of Justice is the PL 94-171 data of Voting Age Population. Although Citizen’s Voting Age Population (CVAP) and ethnic Registration are helpful to supplement a Section 2 argument, the data provided by the Statewide Database at UC Berkeley are statistical estimates and should not be the basis for a Section 2 seat outside of African-American areas. We identified seats that are over 50 percent Voting Age Population and ideally have a 40 percent CVAP or 40 percent Registration for a particular ethnic community. 
For African-American districts, the analysis is slightly different due to the high percentage of non-citizens in the same geographic region. For this analysis, CVAP and ethnic Registration are a much better indicator of what the population mix looks like. We also developed a formula for Black Registration that we used effectively to identify areas of African-American influence. The formula is noted below:

(Total Registration-Asian Registration-Latino Registration)*([NH18+_DOJ_Black]/([NH18+_DOJ_Black]+[NH18+_DOJ_White]))

Ultimately, the Totality of Circumstances, including Communities of Interest, preservation of neighborhood, city, county, and geographic boundaries, and meeting the other criteria in the State Constitution must be ensured to the extent possible in order to preserve or develop new Section 2 seats. For example:
Latino Districts (11)
· 27th District- Hisp Pop- 68.67%; Hisp VAP- 64.09%; Hisp CVAP- 50.69%; Latino Reg 49.1%

· 31st District- Hisp Pop- 71.1%; Hisp VAP- 66.05%; Hisp CVAP- 55.43%; Latino Reg 55.24%

· 38th District- Hisp Pop- 66.02%; Hisp VAP- 61.65%; Hisp CVAP- 51.45%; Latino Reg 49.45%

· 34th District- Hisp Pop- 74.61%; Hisp VAP- 70.96%; Hisp CVAP- 63.44%; Latino Reg 59.67%

· 39th District- Hisp Pop- 57.74%; Hisp VAP- 52.84%; Hisp CVAP- 44.8%; Latino Reg 41.89%

· 26th District- Hisp Pop- 55.87%; Hisp VAP- 51.02%; Hisp CVAP- 41.04%; Latino Reg 36.31%

· 43rd District- Hisp Pop- 64.07%; Hisp VAP- 59.31%; Hisp CVAP- 46.74%; Latino Reg 42.01%

· 45th District- Hisp Pop- 57.73%; Hisp VAP- 52.23%; Hisp CVAP- 38.53%; Latino Reg 36.12%

· 47th District- Hisp Pop- 67.87%; Hisp VAP- 62.39%; Hisp CVAP- 43.36%; Latino Reg 43.19%

· 52nd District- Hisp Pop- 56.53%; Hisp VAP- 51.84%; Hisp CVAP- 39.92%; Latino Reg 41.56%

· 51st District- Hisp Pop- 61.07%; Hisp VAP- 54.38%; Hisp CVAP- 40.34%; Latino Reg 39.79%

African-American Districts (2)
· 33rd District- Black Pop- 23.45%; Black VAP- 24.95%; Black CVAP- 40.76%; Black Reg 45.9%

· 35th District- Black Pop- 29.73%; Black VAP- 31.94%; Black CVAP- 46.54%; Black Reg 52.03%

Asian District (1)
· 32nd District- API Pop- 48.73%; API VAP- 50.99%; API CVAP 44.53%; API Reg 33.34%
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