RESOLUTION NO. 2021-05
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES CITIZENS REDISTRICTING COMMISSION

ADOPTING A REDISTRICTING REPORT FOR THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY SUPERVISORIAL
DISTRICTS PURSUANT TO ELECTIONS CODE SECTION 21534, subd. (d)(3)

WHEREAS, the California Legislature enacted Elections Code sections 21530-21535 and established
the Citizens Redistricting Commission of the County of Los Angeles (“Commission”); and

WHEREAS, the Commission’s task is to establish the boundaries of the five single-member
supervisorial districts for the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (c)(4)(A), the Commission
established a public calendar of all public hearings, and scheduled those hearings at various times and
days of the week to accommodate a variety of work schedules and to reach as large an audience as
possible; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (c)(2), before drawing draft maps
the Commission held 12 public hearings before drawing draft maps on June 14, June 23, June 28, July
14, July 20, July 28, August 7, August 11, August 19, August 22, September 22, and September 29, 2021,
with at least one hybrid meeting held within each existing supervisorial district; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (¢)(3)(A), the Commission posted
draft maps for consideration and public comment on its webpage; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (¢)(3)(B), the Commission held
four public hearings to receive public testimony regarding draft maps on November 7, November 17,
December 1, and December 7, 2021; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (c)(6), the Commission sought
to encourage County residents to participate in the redistricting public review process by (A) providing
information through media, social media, and public service announcements, (B) coordinating with
community organizations, and (C) posting information on the internet websites of the County of Los
Angeles and the Commission that explained the redistricting process and included a notice of each
public hearing and the procedures for testifying during a hearing or submitting written testimony
directly to the Commission; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (c)(7), the public was provided
ready access to redistricting data and computer software equivalent to what was available to the

commission members for the purposes of drawing draft maps; and

WHEREAS, the Commission provided training on how to use the redistricting mapping software
on September 9, October 8, and October 14, 2021.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Commission hereby finds, determines, does and orders
the following:
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Recitals. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into this
Resolution by this reference.

Redistricting Report. Pursuant to Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (d)(3), the
Commission issues the Redistricting Report, attached to this Resolution as Attachment A,
explaining the basis on which the Commission made its decision in achieving compliance with
the statutory criteria under Elections Code section 21534, subdivisions (a)-(b).

Delegation of Authority. The Executive Director is authorized and directed to file the
Redistricting Report with the Los Angeles County Registrar-Recorder and to correct any
typographical errors.

Effective Date of Resolution. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Resolution is
for any reason held to be invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the
remaining portions of this Resolution shall nonetheless remain in full force and effect. The
Commission hereby declares that it would have adopted each section, subsection, sentence,
clause, phrase, or portion of this Resolution, irrespective of the fact that any one or more
sections, subsections, sentences, clauses, phrases, or portions of this Resolution be declared
invalid or unenforceable.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission on December 15,
2021 by the following vote:

Motion Made: Co-Chair Carolyn Wiliams

Motion Seconded: | Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda

Outcome: Approved

Yes Commissioner Jean Franklin Yes Commissioner Priscilla Orpinela-Segura
Yes Commissioner David Holtzman Yes Commissioner Hailes Soto

Yes Commissioner Mary Kenney Yes Commissioner Saira Soto

Yes Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda Yes Commissioner Brian Stecher

Yes Commissioner Mark Mendoza Yes Commissioner John Vento

Yes Commissioner Apolonio Morales Yes Co-Chair Carolyn Williams

Yes Commissioner Nelson Obregon Yes Commissioner Doreena Wong
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December 15, 2021

On behalf of the inaugural County of Los Angeles Citizens Redistricting
Commission (LA County CRC), our staff, and the many people and
organizations who took part in this process, we are pleased to present our
final report on the 2021 Los Angeles County supervisorial redistricting
process and maps.

We are the first redistricting body to draw new supervisorial district maps
for Los Angeles County in a process that is completely independent of the
Board of Supervisors (BOS). As such, the 14 members of the CRC were
selected without input from the BOS. Our final map cannot be altered or
rejected by the elected Supervisors. The Commission reflects a fair
representation of the County’s demographic diversity, based on race,
ethnicity, gender, age, and political party. There were multiple
Commissioners from each of the existing supervisorial districts and we
reasonably represented most areas of our vast County. Despite our
varying backgrounds, the Commissioners were united in our commitment
to serve the County’s population as we began our collective journey on
January 13, 2021.

Among our first orders of business were to adopt bylaws and core values
by which to govern ourselves. We created Ad Hoc Working Groups to
focus on key issues, which evolved and changed as we dove deeper into
the redistricting process. Our early efforts focused on public outreach and
education for ourselves and the communities. We provided numerous
presentations to a variety of organizations. We also relied on the expertise
of Commission-selected consultants in key critical areas, such as the
Federal Voting Rights Act and demography.

Limited by the impact of COVID-19, our meetings and hearings were held
virtually on Zoom and recorded for on-demand playback on YouTube. To
try to bridge the digital divide, we also held in-person public hearings in
every supervisorial district to gather testimony directly from residents of
the County, making those hearings also available online in a hybrid
manner. We also held a public hearing in the Spanish language, a first of
its kind for the County.
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Our accountability to the 10 million residents of Los Angeles County is to create maps that allow them to have
fair representation and increase the likelihood that their needs would be recognized and addressed by their
elected County representatives. Because the LA County CRC could draw only five districts with approximately
two million residents each, this process was not easy. In conducting our work, the Commission leaned on its
values of inclusion and equity while pursuing our mission with transparency and integrity.

We believe that as a Commission, we have done our best to address important but often conflicting public
input. There were tradeoffs that had to be made, and we approached those tradeoffs judiciously. Any tweak
to a proposed District had an impact on another part of the County. Fashioning a map that has to take into
consideration the needs of 88 cities, 122 unincorporated communities, more than 100 Los Angeles City
neighborhoods, and dozens of Communities of Interest (COls) identified during public hearings was truly
daunting. But it also presented a unique opportunity and challenge that this independent Commission
relished.

As with any complex journey of this magnitude, we experienced serious and unanticipated issues along the
way. The long delay of the release by the U.S. Bureau of the Census of its 2020 census data, issues with the
mapping software, and other challenges required the Commission to be nimble. These challenges significantly
truncated our timeline for developing maps.

We thank the Commissioners and staff for their dedication and willingness to meet almost daily in the final
two weeks to complete our mission by the December 15, 2021, statutory deadline.

We hereby submit the Commission’s final map and accompanying final report documenting in detail this
unique endeavor. It has been a great privilege for us to serve as Co-Chairs of this first-ever County of Los
Angeles Citizens Redistricting Commission.

Sincerely,
Daniel Mark Mayeda, Co-Chair Carolyn Williams, Co-Chair
Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission
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ABBREVIATIONS AND TERMINOLOGY USED

Description of Abbreviation or Terminology

ACS American Community Survey, conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau

ARCBridge ARCBridge Consulting & Training Inc.: Demographer and mapping consultants for LA
County CRC

BOS County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors

BRC Boundary Redistricting Committee: The BOS-appointed advisory committee for

redistricting in 2011

California CRC

California Citizens Redistricting Commission

CBO

Community Based Organization

City of Los Angeles

Used when referring to the formal governmental entity that governs Los Angeles City

CoG

Council of Governments

Col

Community of Interest: A community of interest is a contiguous population that
shares common social and economic interests that should be included within a single
district for purposes of its effective and fair representation. Communities of interest
shall not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or political
candidates.

County of Los Angeles

Term used when referring to the formal governmental entity that governs Los
Angeles County

CSA Countywide Statistical Areas?

CVAP Citizen Voting Age Population, based on the American Community Survey

DOJ U.S. Department of Justice

DONE City of Los Angeles Department of Neighborhood Empowerment

Elect. Code California Election Code

Esri Vendor providing the redistricting mapping software

FBO Faith Based Organization

FCC Federal Compliance Consulting LLC, subcontractor to ARCBridge

GIS Geographic Information System: A computer system that analyzes and displays
geographically referenced information, based on unique locations.

ISD County of Los Angeles Internal Services Department: The department in charge of the

software contract and its installation, including the data sets

1 https://arcgis.gis.lacounty.gov/arcgis/rest/services/DRP/Gentrification/MapServer/0
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Description of Abbreviation or Terminology

KH KH Consulting Group: Firm retained by the County of Los Angeles to provide the
Executive Director, GIS/Technical support, media strategy, and contracting services
for demographer, mapping, and racially polarized voting analysis

LA City CRC Los Angeles City Citizens Redistricting Commission (not an independent commission)
LA County CRC Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission

LEP Limited English Proficiency

LGBTQIA+ Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, Intersex, and Asexual

NC Neighborhood Councils, which are part of DONE, in the City of Los Angeles
PL Public Law

PRA California Public Records Act

RDU Redistricting Data Units or Redistricting Units

RPV Racially polarized voting

RR/CC County of Los Angeles Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk

SB Senate Bill

SD Supervisorial Districts (there are 5 SDs in Los Angeles County)

SOwW Statement of Work

SPA Service Planning Area

U.S. Census Bureau U.S. Bureau of the Census

VAP Voting Age Population, based on the Census data

VRA Federal Voting Rights Act of 1965

Race/Ethnicity U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Race/Ethnicity Categories
Latino (LAT) Everyone who responded affirmatively to Hispanic Origin ethnicity question
regardless of race

Following race categories are Non-Hispanic or Latino:

White (WHT) Single race White alone

Black (BLA) Single race Black and 2 race Black and White
American Single race AIN and 2 race AIN and White
Indian/Alaska Native

(AIN)

Asian (ASI) Single race Asian and 2 race Asian and White
Hawaiian or Pacific Single race HPI and 2 race HPI and White
Islander (HPI)
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Race/Ethnicity U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Race/Ethnicity Categories

Other Race (OTH) Single race Other and 2 race Other and White
Multi Minority Race All multi race categories except those assigned above.
(MMR)
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A.1 - OVERVIEW

In 2016, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 958, requiring the County of Los Angeles to assemble the
Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission (LA County CRC) following the 2020 Federal Census. The
LA County CRC’s role is to establish the boundary lines of five single-member Supervisorial Districts (SDs) of
the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors (BOS), following each Federal decennial Census.

The LA County CRC is to be independent from the influence of the BOS and reasonably representative of the
County’s diversity. As an independent commission, the LA County CRC’s approved map is the final map and
cannot be redrawn by the BOS.

This Final Report is pursuant to Elections Code Section 21534, subdivision (d)(4. This report is divided into
three parts:

* Part A (this part) — provides an executive summary, presents the final supervisorial map, and shares
lessons learned for future LA County CRCs

* Part B: Year in Review — documents the process, starting with the formation of the LA County CRC and
how it was organized. It outlines public outreach efforts, community of interest (COI) Public Hearings
during the summer, the mapping database and software, selection of mapping options for Public
Hearings, and Public Hearings on the map options that led to the adoption of the final map.

= Part C: Appendices — presents additional background information and reports on the process, such as
LA County CRC-approved documents (e.g., Public Outreach Plan, calendar); racially polarized voter
(RPV) analysis performed; lists of the Census tracks and blocks assigned to each SD; and assigned staff
support.

REDISTRICTING CONTEXT

Los Angeles County is the most populous county in the United States with a population greater than 10 million
people. It is home to 25% of California’s population and has a population greater than 41 individual U.S. states.
It is the largest non-state level government entity in the United States, and the third largest metropolitan
economy in the world. It covers 4,000 square miles and consists of 88 cities and 122 unincorporated areas that
include 10% of the County’s population. The City of Los Angeles alone has 4 million people and is divided into
35 planning areas, 99 Neighborhood Councils, and 15 City Council Districts.
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California is one of eight states that uses a non-partisan approach to

redistricting. The California Citizens Redistricting Commission (California

CRC) proved this approach could work in 2011 and implemented it again in

2021. The County of Los Angeles is one of at least 10 local jurisdictions in

California using this approach for the first time in 2021 and is the largest Cakand
county in the nation to adopt this independent approach at the local level.

Thus, the LA County CRC’s approach can serve as a model for other local

and state jurisdictions in the coming years. Santa Barbara Coun

Los Angeles Count

Population shifts over time may result in unequal district populations. EEDthCt
Therefore, every 10 years, the district lines must be redrawn to make each Escondido.
SD reasonably even in population again, based on the latest Census data. e

In Los Angeles County for 2021, this requirement translates into about 2

million people per SD. Drawing the boundaries is called “redistricting.”

CALFORMIf

Sacramento
Roseville

CHALLENGES

The difficulties and growing pains that come with 2021 being the first year a LA County CRC was created were
only compounded by further challenges of historic proportion.

2020 Census Data Delays

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, the U.S. Bureau of the Census (U.S. Census Bureau) conducted the 2020
Census online for the first time in U.S. history and could not conduct the usual in-person follow-up surveys to
capture the current population count more accurately. Moreover, the COVID-19 pandemic caused the U.S.
Census Bureau to extend the deadline to complete the Census survey to October 2020, which affected its
timeline for delivering the Census data.

In December 2020, the U.S. Census Bureau reported that it would “...continue to process the data collected
and plan to deliver a complete and accurate state population count for apportionment in early 2021, as close
to the statutory deadline as possible.”* The U.S. Census Bureau added the caveats that the reporting schedule
was not “static” and that “projected dates [were] fluid.”

The U.S. Census Bureau did not release the 2020 Census data until August 2021, however. The late arrival of
the Census data delayed much of the work of the LA County CRC, including delays with inputting the data into
the County of Los Angeles software program. The County of Los Angeles finally uploaded this Census data into

1 https://www.Census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-Census-update-apportionment.html|
FINAL REPORT, PART A, PAGE A-8



https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-census-update-apportionment.html

the mapping software so that the LA County CRC could train the public on the software and so the public could
submit preliminary draft maps in August 2021.

California Census Data Adjustments for In-State Incarcerated Individuals

Another first was the implementation of a new statute (Elec. Code § 21003) that requires Census data be
adjusted for the in-state incarcerated population. Specifically, if incarcerated individuals were in-state
residents before incarceration, they are to be counted based on their last known place of residence, and not in
the location of their incarceration. The State did not release that adjustment — referred to as the Public Law
(P.L) Census data — until September 20, 2021. In a typical decennial redistricting cycle, such data would have
been released no later than 90 days following the release of the Census data, which is July 1 in a year in which
the Census data is released on April 1. The deferred release, more than 11 weeks late, caused further delays in
drafting potential redistricting maps.

Elections Code sections 21534, subdivision (d)(1) and 21508, subdivision (d)(3) required the LA County CRC to
wait a minimum of one week after the Public Law Census data was released before it could release its own
draft maps. Because of the delay in the release of the Census data, described next, this wait period was not
possible.

Mapping Software

Another first was the use of more user-friendly mapping software that was cloud-based and accessible
electronically using a browser. This software allowed users to simply create a username and password and
have access to both the free software and datasets required for redistricting purposes. A decade ago, this
technology was not possible. Users would have had to have larger computers that could handle downloading
the redistricting software and large data files. Typically, they would have had to have a background in
Geographic Information Systems (GIS).

Instead, the cloud-based software permitted many more interested members of the public to participate in LA
County CRC training workshops, view online training videos, and build their own redistricting maps without
the need for sophisticated software or hardware. In total, 113 maps were submitted as of December 11, 2021,
when the LA County CRC selected their Final Map, pending Formal Resolution.

The LA County CRC identified refinements and upgrades needed to the mapping software. By the time the
Public Law Census data was uploaded into the upgraded software, the launch date of the official mapping
software with the official datasets for redistricting purposes was October 7, 2021, leaving little time before the
final map had to be submitted by December 15, 2021.
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COVID-19 Pandemic

The LA County CRC also had to perform its mission in the midst of the worst health pandemic in a century. On
December 11, 2020, when the LA County CRC was being formed, Los Angeles County reported 20,671 cases in
the prior 7 days. Residents were on edge about the potential spread of COVID-19.

Therefore, the COVID-19 pandemic required that the majority of LA County CRC meetings and Public Hearings
be held virtually (i.e., access via the “Zoom”? webinar program). The LA County CRC held 56 meetings virtually,
including 5 in a hybrid format where the public could attend either in person or virtually. Both the virtual and
hybrid formats were “firsts” for any commission in County of Los Angeles history.

Exacerbating the challenges was that a number of the Commissioners, staff, and their family members
contracted COVID-19. Moreover, the Commissioners had limited opportunities to interact with each other in
person —an important factor in building working relationships and working efficiently.

Despite these challenges, the Commissioners soldiered on, working overtime with staff, and were able to
meet their deadlines.

Commissioner Workload

When the Commissioners applied to serve on the LA County CRC, they anticipated a 6-month process with
possibly meeting twice a month. In addition to their career and family obligations, and stress associated with
the COVID-19 pandemic, these dedicated Commissioners embarked on a 12-month process with many more
meetings and Public Hearings than anticipated.

For example, between November 1, 2021, and December 12, 2021, approximately 1,676 individuals attended
the 14 meetings/Public Hearings held via webinar while another 1,587 watched the Public Hearings and
meetings on YouTube?, for a total of 3,263 viewers. The Commissioners and staff listened to 599 members of
the public make oral presentations and reviewed 3,800 written comments submitted during that same period.

Time Periods for Public Input and LA County CRC Deliberations

Based on the delay in the release of the Public Law 2020 Census data, both the public and the LA County CRC
had a truncated timeline to submit and review official maps, using that official data. Despite the shortened

2Zoom is a cloud-based video conferencing platform that can be used through a computer desktop, mobile app or telephone, and
allows users to connect online for video conference meetings, webinars, live chat, screen-sharing, and other collaborative
capabilities. During the COVID-19 crisis, Zoom experienced a surge in popularity, with millions of people using it to stay in touch with
others.

3 YouTube is an online video sharing and social media platform that is cloud-based.
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timeline, the public submitted 31 official maps between October 7, 2021, and October 28, 2021. The LA
County CRC identified four map options for the initial Public Hearings by October 28, 2021.

The public continued to submit maps and refinements to the map options during the Public Hearings that
started on November 7, 2021. Before the final map was adopted, the LA County CRC had reviewed 113 maps
and promoted 18 maps for public input at Public Hearings and subsequent regular and special meetings.

Finally, the LA County CRC had a short timeframe after the last Public Hearing on December 7, 2021, to submit
the final map by December 15, 2021.

Public Interest in County Supervisorial Redistricting Overshadowed by Other Redistricting Efforts

The level of public engagement was not as robust as desired. Residents were confused by redistricting efforts
being conducted by various jurisdictions. Within Los Angeles County during 2021, there were four major,
concurrent redistricting commissions operating: the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Unified School District,
the City of Long Beach, and the BOS. Simultaneously, the California CRC was focused on its statewide
redistricting efforts, which included drawing districts within Los Angeles County for the U.S. Congress,
California State Senate, and California State Assembly. Simultaneously, other smaller cities in Los Angeles
County (e.g., Bellflower and Downey) were performing their own redistricting.

As a result, residents who were aware of the importance of redistricting had to set priorities regarding on
which redistricting process to focus. In addition, the LA County CRC routinely received comments meant for
the City of Los Angeles redistricting boundaries for the City Council Districts. Staff took the time to help
redirect such members of the public to the right venue so they could make their voices heard.

Despite the importance of the SDs to the residents of Los Angeles County, supervisorial redistricting often took
second place to local City Council Districts. Specific community-based organizations (CBOs) were intimately
involved throughout the process. Their staff and stakeholders attended meetings, gave public testimony, and
monitored the work of the LA County CRC to ensure transparency. Some also submitted maps.

The non-independent commissions garnered significant media attention because of some of the controversial
steps in their process. For example, the City of Los Angeles redistricting efforts were performed by an advisory
and non-independent commission. This commission had high turnover, received considerable public input
(and outrage), and became even more politicized when the Los Angeles City Council rejected the commission’s
maps and decided to appoint its own ad hoc redistricting committee to redraw the Los Angeles City Council
Districts, which they approved on December 8, 2021.
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In light of that media attention, the LA County CRC was not in the limelight, but nevertheless conducted its
work in a transparent way. Moreover, the LA County CRC worked hard to ensure the lines were drawn to keep
COls together.

MAJOR COMMISSIONER WORK EFFORTS

Public Engagement Process

Despite these challenges, extensive public input led to the adoption of the Final Map. The unpaid
Commissioners devoted hundreds of hours to the redistricting efforts, which entailed:

= 56 regular and special meetings and Commissioner workshops, including 16 Public Hearings and 1 press
conference (see website for meetings)

= 9 Ad Hoc Working Groups working on various issues, involving public outreach, Bylaws and values
development, and selection of a replacement Commissioner (see Part B, Chapter B.2, that describes
the Ad Hoc Working Groups’ charters and memberships)

= 12 COlI Public Hearings, exceeding the minimum of 7 required COI Public Hearings by more than 60%

» 4 Public Hearings to review map options, doubling the minimum of the 2 statutorily required Public
Hearings (does not include time preparing and reviewing public input for the Public Hearings)

= Dozens of workshops and presentations made
= Hundreds of pages of written public comment read, including:
o Many hours of public oral comments from LA County CRC meetings

o Thousands of written public comments, emails, and letters submitted throughout the year on
agenda items or as general comments

o Formal written letters from CBOs, Chambers of Commerce, governments (e.g., city councils,
Councils of Governments (COGs)), and others

» Review of 113 Official District Draft Maps submitted after October 28th, 2021, and using the datasets
uploaded to the mapping software with the official Public Law Census datasets

COIl Maps

A COl is a contiguous population that shares common social and economic interests that should be included
within a single district for purposes of its effective and fair representation. COls shall not include relationships
with political parties, incumbents, or political candidates.
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After completing 12 COI Public Hearings between June and September 2021, the LA County CRC developed
three different maps that displayed COls, based on public input to date. These COl map models were an effort
to codify the major communities described during the 12 Public Hearings. Because the LA County CRC received
conflicting viewpoints at times, three COl models were necessary. Appendix C.6 contains more details about
the process for developing these COl models.

Community of Interest (COI) Groupings: Models A, B, C

COI Model A: Presented on 10/13/21 COIl Model B: Developed on 10/18/21 COI Model C: Developed on 10/18/21

These COI models were useful reference tools as the LA County CRC began to consider draft SD maps and
make the final SD map selection.

Subject Matter Experts and Staff Resources

KH Consulting Group (KH) was retained to provide support services for the LA County CRC, including an
Executive Director, GIS/Technical support, media strategy, and contracting services for demographer,
mapping, and RPV analysis.

The LA County CRC selected subcontractors for KH to retain to provide the following services:

= Subject matter experts in the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (VRA) and RPV analysis
= ARCBridge to provide mapping and demography services

The final SD map is described next in Chapter A.2.
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A.2 — FINAL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT MAP

The Commission adopted its final map on December 15, 2021, by Resolution No. 21-04. The final map had to
provide for five Supervisorial Districts (SDs), reasonably equal in size or about 2 million people per SD. The
Commission had no authority to change the number of SDs. Any such change would require voter approval in
the future.

REDISTRICTING CRITERIA

This chapter explains how the Commission achieved compliance with the criteria specified in Elections Code
section 21534, subdivisions (a) and (b). The LA County CRC used the following criteria in order of priority:

1. Districts shall comply with the United States Constitution and each district shall have a reasonably
equal total population with other districts except where deviation is required to comply with the
federal Voting Rights Act of 1965.

2. Districts shall comply with the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (52 U.S.C. § 10101 et seq.).
3. Districts shall be geographically contiguous.

4. The geographic integrity of any city, local neighborhood, or local community of interest shall be
respected in a manner that minimizes its division to the extent possible without violating the
requirements of paragraphs (1) to (3), inclusive. A community of interest is a contiguous population
that shares common social and economic interests that should be included within a single district for
purposes of its effective and fair representation. Communities of interest shall not include
relationships with political parties, incumbents, or political candidates.

5. To the extent practicable, and where it does not conflict with paragraphs (1) to (4), districts shall be
drawn to encourage geographical compactness such that nearby areas of population are not bypassed
for more distant areas of population.

Additionally, the place of residence of any incumbent or political candidate shall not be considered in the
creation of a map. And districts shall not be drawn for purposes of favoring or discriminating against an
incumbent, political candidate, or political party.

FINAL MAP

Based on such criteria, the Commission adopted the following final map:

FINAL REPORT, PART A, PAGE A-14



The map is based on the GIS shapefile approved by the Commission, which can be found on the Commission’s
website at https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/final map and submissions/.

NOTE: If there are any discrepancies between the GIS shapefile approved by the Commission and this Report,
the GIS shapefile controls.
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Reasonably Equal Population

The LA County CRC established five SDs reasonably equal in total population, with a total deviation between
the highest and lowest population districts of 9.32% (maximum deviation). Table A.2-1 displays the deviation,

by SD.

Table A.2-1: Deviations for each Supervisorial District, Based on Total Population

A WN -

5

Population and Demographics

1,982,511
2,023,783
2,061,345
2,083,832
1,896,455

-27,074
14,198
51,760
74,247

-113,130

-1.35%
0.71%
2.58%
3.69%

-5.63%

Table A.2-2 presents the total County-wide 2020 Census population figures for 2020 and 2010, including by

race.

Table A.2-2: 2020 and 2010 Census Data for Population and VAP, by Race

County Totals  Total Pop
HISPANIC 4,804,763
NH WHITE 2,563,609
NH BLACK 760,689
NH NATIVE 18,453
ASIAN 1,474,237
HAWAIIAN PI 20,522
OTHER 58,683
MIXED 2+ 313,053
Totals 10,014,009
VAP %

% Total

47.98%
25.60%
7.60%
0.18%
14.72%
0.20%
0.59%
3.13%

100.00%

VAP
3,562,733
2,225,821

620,048

15,448
1,259,477
16,494
41,946

217,824
7,959,791

79.49%

% Voting
44.76%
27.96%

7.79%
0.19%
15.82%
0.21%
0.53%
2.74%
100.00%

Total Pop % Total VAP % VAP
4,687,810 47.75% 3,199,338  43.14%
2,727,444 27.78% 2,318,166 31.26%
815,054 8.30% 627,686 8.46%
18,886 0.19% 15,440 0.21%
1,325,447 13.50% 1,097,373 14.80%
22,464 0.23% 16,730 0.23%
25,366 0.26% 17,045 0.23%
194,897 1.99% 123,558 1.67%
9,817,368 100.00% 7,415,336 100.00%

75.53%

Table A.2-3 compares the differences in 2020 and 2010 for Total Population and VAP, by race.
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Table A.2-3: Comparison of Total Population and VAP: 2020 and 2010
Difference in Total | Difference in Total

Population Population Difference in VAP Difference in VAP
(Number) (Percent) (Number) (Percent)
County Totals Number Percent Number Percent
HISPANIC 116,953 2.49% 363,395 11.36%
NH WHITE -163,835 -6.01% -92,345 -3.98%
NH BLACK -54,365 -6.67% -7,638 -1.22%
NH NATIVE -433 -2.29% 8 0.05%
ASIAN 148,790 11.23% 162,104 14.77%
HAWAIIAN PI -1,942 -8.64% -236 -1.41%
OTHER 33,317 131.35% 24,901 146.09%
MIXED 2+ 118,156 60.62% 94,266 76.29%
Totals 196,641 2.00% 544,455 7.34%

Table A.2-4 presents the total County-wide 2020 Census population figures for 2020 and 2010, including by
race.

Table A.2-4: 2020 and 2010 Census Data for Population and CVAP, by Race (Note: Total and percentages do not include all other

racial groups)

County Totals Total Pop % Total CVAP % Voting Total Pop % Total CVAP % CVAP

HISPANIC 4,804,763 47.98% 2,451,768 39.37% 4,687,810 47.75% 1,778390 33.37%
NH WHITE 2,563,609  25.60% 2,143,680  34.42% 2,727,444 27.78% 2,219,908 41.65%
NH BLACK 760,689 7.60% 650,141 10.44% 815,054  830% 612,800 11.50%
NH NATIVE 18,453 0.18% NA NA 18,886 0.19% NA NA
ASIAN 1,474,237  14.72% 981,769  15.77% 1,325,447 13.50% 718,770  13.49%
HAWAIIAN PI 20,522 0.20% NA NA 22,464 0.23% NA NA
OTHER 58,683 0.59% NA NA 25,366 0.26% NA NA
MIXED 2+ 313,053 3.13% NA NA 194,897 1.99% NA NA
Totals 10,014,009 100.00% 9,817,368 100.00% 5,329,868

Table A.2-5 compares the differences in 2020 and 2010 for Total Population and VAP, by race.
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Table A.2-5: Comparison of Total Population and CVAP: 2020 and 2010
Difference in Total
Population

Difference in Total

Population

(Number)
County Totals Number
HISPANIC 116,953
NH WHITE -163,835
NH BLACK -54,365
NH NATIVE -433
ASIAN 148,790
HAWAIIAN PI -1,942
OTHER 33,317
MIXED 2+ 118,156
Totals 196,641

Racial Make-up By Supervisorial District

(Percent)

Percent
2.49%
-6.01%
-6.67%
-2.29%
11.23%
-8.64%
131.35%
60.62%
2.00%

Difference in CVAP | Difference in CVAP
(Number)

Number
673,378
-76,228
37,341
N/A
262,999
N/A
N/A
N/A
897,490

(Percent)

Percent
-7.23%
-1.06%

N/A
2.28%
N/A
N/A
N/A
14.41%
-7.23%

Table A.2-6 displays the racial make-up of each SD, followed by Table A.2-4, which displays this information

graphically.

Table A.2-6: Racial Make-up, By Supervisorial District (Data Table)

Latino
1 1,152,944 58.16% 228,659 11.53% 61,739 3.11% 507,251 25.59%
2 1,041,515 51.46% 297,216 14.69% 406,408 20.08% 220,839 10.91%
3 767,107 37.21% 880,436 42.71% 91,310 4.43% 269,638 13.08%
4 1,229,591 59.01% 387,665 18.60% 130,267 6.25% 282,497 13.56%
5 630,546 33.25% 771,965 40.71% 133,107 7.02% 307,867 16.23%
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Table A.2-7: Racial Make-up, By Supervisorial District (Graphic Display)
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Tables A.2-8, A.2-9, and A.2-10 display Total Population, Voting Age Population (VAP), and Citizen Voting Age
(CVAP) for the Total Population.

Table A.2-8: Total Population, By Race

LATINO 1,152,944 1,041,515 767,107 1,229,591 630,546
LATINO % 58.16% 51.46% 37.21% 59.01% 33.25%
WHITE 228,659 297,216 880,436 387,665 771,965
WHITE% 11.53% 14.69% 42.71% 18.60% 40.71%
BLACK 61,739 406,408 91,310 130,267 133,107
BLACK % 3.11% 20.08% 4.43% 6.25% 7.02%
AIAN 7,347 7,019 9,879 10,974 14,040
AIAN % 0.37% 0.35% 0.48% 0.53% 0.74%
ASIAN 507,251 220,839 269,638 282,497 307,867
ASIAN % 25.59% 10.91% 13.08% 13.56% 16.23%
HAWAIIAN 2,390 6,935 3,049 10,281 2,984
HAWAIIAN % 0.12% 0.34% 0.15% 0.49% 0.16%
OTHER 12,368 20,278 26,969 17,879 20,965
OTHER % 0.62% 1.00% 1.31% 0.86% 1.11%
2+RACES 9,813 23,573 12,957 14,678 14,981
2+RACES% 0.49% 1.16% 0.63% 0.70% 0.79%
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TOTAL

SD1
7 1,982,511
Table A.2-9: Voting Age Population (VAP), By Race

SD 2
2,023,783

SD3 |
2,061,345

SD 4
2,083,832

SD5

1,896,455

SD1
LATINO 872,887 756,496 580,012 910,896 459,404
LATINO % 54.80% 47.94% 34.39% 55.96% 30.45%
WHITE 207,644 257,393 762,079 341,480 659,531
WHITE% 13.04% 16.31% 45.19% 20.98% 43.72%
BLACK 53,778 330,667 76,717 102,912 102,306
BLACK % 3.38% 20.96% 4.55% 6.32% 6.78%
AIAN 6,239 5,757 8,501 9,539 11,858
AIAN % 0.39% 0.36% 0.50% 0.59% 0.79%
ASIAN 434,264 189,241 226,881 231,666 246,591
ASIAN % 27.26% 11.99% 13.45% 14.23% 16.35%
HAWAIIAN 1,946 5,482 2,455 8,051 2,339
HAWAIIAN % 0.12% 0.35% 0.15% 0.49% 0.16%
OTHER 9,015 14,958 20,587 13,139 16,010
OTHER % 0.57% 0.95% 1.22% 0.81% 1.06%
2+RACES 7,175 17,973 9,270 10,108 10,466
2+RACES% 0.45% 1.14% 0.55% 0.62% 0.69%
TOTAL 1,592,948 1,577,967 1,686,502 1,627,791 1,508,505
Table A.2-10: Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP), By Race
SD1 SD 2 ‘ SD3 SD 4 SD5

LATINO 629,190 439,191 392,059 654,294 337,034
LATINO % 51.51% 37.97% 28.68% 50.01% 26.70%
WHITE 202,334 234,808 719,057 356,596 630,885
WHITE% 16.57% 20.30% 52.60% 27.26% 49.99%
BLACK 50,582 334,343 73,652 97,192 94,372
BLACK % 4.14% 28.91% 5.39% 7.43% 7.48%
AIAN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
AIAN % N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
ASIAN 325,630 129,375 166,447 179,550 180,767
ASIAN % 26.66% 11.19% 12.18% 13.72% 14.32%
HAWAIIAN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
HAWAIIAN % N/AV N/AV N/AV N/A N/A
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SD1 7 SD 2 7 SD3 7 SD4 7 SD5

OTHER ' 13,485 18,769 15,951 20,631 19,117
OTHER % 1.10% 1.62% 1.17% 1.58% 1.51%
2+RACES N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2+RACES% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL 7 1,207,882 1,126,185 1,378,999 1,321,142 1,281,272

Constitutional and VRA Compliance

Before drawing any maps, the Commission retained experts to conduct an analysis of racially polarized voting
in County of Los Angeles supervisorial elections. In summary, the analysis revealed no legally cognizable
racially polarized voting in supervisorial elections. The full report of such analysis is included in Appendix C.9

Additionally, the Commissioner’s VRA subject matter expert analyzed the final map, including SD1, and
concluded it complied with constitutional requirements and did not violate the VRA. The full report of such
analysis is included in Appendix C.10.

Geographic Contiguity

All five SDs are geographically contiguous. No territory is interrupted by other land or water, except for Santa
Catalina Island and San Clemente Island in SD 4. Santa Catalina is connected to Los Angeles County by ferry
lines via San Pedro and Long Beach, both of which are in SD 4. San Clemente Island is owned and operated by
the United States Navy and public access is restricted as a result. From its station on Santa Catalina Island, the
Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department provides law enforcement services to San Clemente Island. Based on
this connection, San Clemente is included in the same SD as Santa Catalina Island.

Geographic Integrity of Communities of Interest

Geographic Units Used

As elaborated on further in Part B, Chapter B.5, the LA County CRC used two geographic devices to minimize
the splitting of cities and unincorporated areas.

Countywide Statistical Areas (CSAs). The Countywide Statistical Areas (CSA) project was developed to provide
a common geographic boundary for reporting departmental statistics for cities and unincorporated areas. The
City of Los Angeles’ neighborhoods were identified by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering. CSAs
differ from the more informal “Community” geographies because:

* They represent geographies comprised of Census block groups split by cities.
= They must cover the entire unincorporated and incorporated areas of Los Angeles County.
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= There can be no holes or overlapping areas.

The CSAs originally were created using Census Block Groups split by cities (e.g., "Split Block Groups") as a
geographic building block. A full listing of the 348 CSAs is posted on the LA County CRC website. They include
the 87 cities, 139 CSAs within the City of Los Angeles, and the 122 unincorporated areas.

Redistricting Data Units (RDUs). The County developed and used RDUs for redistricting to:

» Reflect the administrative and governmental jurisdictions within the County

= Align with U.S. Census Bureau geographies, which is required to provide population figures for the
redistricting process

» Bring clarity to city and unincorporated area boundaries

RDUs are primarily census tracts, split along city boundaries, from which data have been compiled for use in
the redistricting software.

The tract, block group, block, and RDU geographies are nested. The totals for each level of geography add up
to the total population of the County.

Census data Levels Actual Rounded
Blocks 91,626 92,000
Block Groups 6,591 6,600
Tracts 2,498 2,500
RDU at Block Group level with CSAs 7,029 7,000
RDU at Tract Level with CSAs 2,957 3,000
CSAs 348 350

Split CSAs and Neighborhood Councils in Los Angeles City

Throughout the process, the Commission worked to minimize splitting communities of interest in the final
map. The SD map drafted in 2011 split 25 CSAs, or about 7% of the 348 CSAs in the County and split 25 of the
99 neighborhood councils. The final adopted map improves over the base map and reduces the CSA splits to
11, or about 3% of all CSAs, and splits 17 Neighborhood Councils.

Table A.2-11: Number of Split Cities/CSAs and LA City Neighborhood Councils

L - -
“ County Statistical Areas (CSAs) 0s Ange(l;s:jﬁ:ci\(sl\(lzlég;borhood

Number Percent Number Percent
Total Number 348 99
Number Split in 2011 25 7% 25 25%
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“ County Statistical Areas (CSAs) Los Angeéiiﬁ:?{;}';f:)borhwd

Number Split in 2021 11 3% 17 17%

The Commission could not avoid splitting the City of Los Angeles, which contains a population of about 4
million, too many to include in one SD. As a result, the Commission placed the City of Los Angeles in multiple
SDs, based on public testimony regarding communities of interest (COls) and other factors including, but not
limited to, geographic, demographic, socio-economic, cultural, and environmental factors to list but a few.
CSAs within the City of Los Angeles that are split are described later, by SD.

The LA County CRC also evaluated the Final Map option against the COls identified during the 12 COI Public
Hearings held, described further in Part B, Chapter B.4. Because of conflicting viewpoints presented by the
public during the Public Hearings, the Commissioners developed three COl models. In all three COI models, the
2021 Final Map outperforms the 2011 SD map.

Table A.2-12: Number of Split Cities/CSAs, LA City Neighborhood Councils, and COls

COl Alignment COl Model A COl Model B COIl Model C

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Total Number of COls 27 27 27
2011 Not Aligned with COI Model 13 48% 11 41% 13 48%
2021 Not Aligned with COI Model 9 33% 8 30% 10 37%

Geographic Compactness

Of the five criteria enumerated in Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (a), geographic compactness has
the lowest priority. Geographic compactness is to be achieved “to the extent practicable” where it does not
conflict with the first four criteria.

The Commission’s demographer evaluated submitted maps using the Polsby-Popper Compactness Score. The
Polsby—Popper test is a widely used mathematical compactness measure of a geographic shape that measures
the degree of compactness — or gerrymandering — of districts. A district's Polsby—Popper score will always fall
within 0 to 1, with a score of 0 indicating complete lack of compactness and a score of 1 indicating maximum
compactness. The supervisorial map drafted in 2011 had three SDs with a score of at least .2. The
Commission’s adopted map has three SDs with a score of at least .3 (SD 2, SD 3, and SD 5).

The Final Map achieves such compactness by not bypassing nearby populations to reach more distant areas of
population, except where doing so conflicted with other, higher-priority criteria.
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Incumbents/Candidates/Political Parties

The Commission did not consider the residence of any incumbent or candidate in drawing SD 1. Nor did it
draw any SDs for purposes of discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party. For
example, the Commission was not presented with any data regarding the political affiliation of registered
voters in any proposed SD. Similarly, the Commission neither asked for nor was presented with any maps
depicting the residences of incumbents or candidates. At no point during any of the Commissioners’
deliberations did they discuss the residences of incumbents other than to note that such consideration was
prohibited by the Elections Code. At no point during any of the Commissioners’ deliberations did they discuss
discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party other than to note that the
Elections Code prohibited such considerations in drafting the map.
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SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS

Table A.2-33 at the end of the chapter lists the cities and unincorporated areas in each SD in alphabetical
order — cities first, followed by unincorporated areas.

Supervisorial District 1

SD 1 is depicted in the map below:
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Population and Demographics
Table A.2-13 displays SD 1’s total population, VAP, and CVAP.

Table A.2-13: SD 1’s Racial Profile by Total Population, VAP, and CVAP

Race Total Pop VAP CVAP
LATINO 58.16% 54.80% 51.51%
WHITE 11.53% 13.04% 16.57%
BLACK 3.11% 3.38% 4.14%
ASIAN 25.59% 27.26% 26.66%
OTHER 0.62% 0.57% 1.10%

Constitutional and VRA Compliance

Before drawing any maps, the Commission retained experts to conduct an analysis of racially polarized voting
in County of Los Angeles supervisorial elections. In summary, the analysis revealed no legally cognizable
racially polarized voting in supervisorial elections. The full report of such analysis is included in Appendix C.9

Additionally, the Commissioner’s VRA subject matter expert analyzed the final map, including SD1, and
concluded it complied with constitutional requirements and did not violate the VRA. The full report of such
analysis is included in Appendix C.10.

Geographic Contiguity

SD 1 is geographically contiguous as its territory is not interrupted by other land or water.

Geographic Integrity of Communities of Interest

Table A.2-14 lists the incorporated cities and the neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles that are assigned to
SD 1 and kept whole.
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Table A.2-14: Whole Cities in SD 1

Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 1 Population

City of Alhambra 83,108
City of Azusa 50,204
City of Baldwin Park 72,490
City of Covina 51,444
City of Diamond Bar 55,181
City of El Monte 109,905
City of Industry 276
City of Irwindale 1,483
City of La Puente 38,205
City of Los Angeles - Angelino Heights 2,439
City of Los Angeles - Atwater Village 14,485
City of Los Angeles - Boyle Heights 79,020
City of Los Angeles - Chinatown 8,723
City of Los Angeles - Downtown 40,411
City of Los Angeles - Eagle Rock 36,392
City of Los Angeles - East Hollywood 24,593
City of Los Angeles - Echo Park 13,301
City of Los Angeles - El Sereno 38,310
City of Los Angeles - Elysian Park 4,728
City of Los Angeles - Elysian Valley 8,894
City of Los Angeles - Glassell Park 28,244
City of Los Angeles - Highland Park 43,273
City of Los Angeles - Historic Filipinotown 12,056
City of Los Angeles - Lincoln Heights 29,526
City of Los Angeles - Little Armenia 6,966
City of Los Angeles - Little Tokyo 5,698
City of Los Angeles - Mt. Washington 21,431
City of Los Angeles - Silverlake 41,250
City of Los Angeles - Temple-Beaudry 34,851
City of Los Angeles - Thai Town 8,758
City of Los Angeles - University Hills 3,322
City of Los Angeles - Westlake 56,513
City of Los Angeles - Wholesale District 40,188
City of Montebello 62,879
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Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 1 Population

City of Monterey Park 61,255
City of Pomona 152,555
City of Rosemead 51,336
City of San Gabriel 39,687
City of South El Monte 19,649
City of Walnut 28,488
City of West Covina 109,856

Table A.2-15 displays the unincorporated areas that are assigned to SD 1 and kept whole.

Table A.2-15: Unincorporated Areas in SD 1

Unincorporated Areas in SD 1 Population

Unincorporated - Avocado Heights 6,550
Unincorporated - Azusa 14,827
Unincorporated - Bassett 13,979
Unincorporated - Charter Oak 32
Unincorporated - Covina 16,278
Unincorporated - East Los Angeles 119,284
Unincorporated - El Monte 144
Unincorporated - Hacienda Heights 53,952
Unincorporated - North Whittier 7,588
Unincorporated - Pellissier Village 871
Unincorporated - Pomona 2,911
Unincorporated - San Jose Hills 20,065
Unincorporated - South El Monte 1,680
Unincorporated - South San Gabriel 8,495
Unincorporated - Valinda 22,515
Unincorporated - West Puente Valley 9,156
Unincorporated - Whittier Narrows 76
Unincorporated — Walnut 0

Table A.2-16 displays the CSA splits in SD 1 that are greater than 5% in the Final Map.

Table A.2-16: CSA Splits ( Greater than 5%) in SD 1 (Listed from Highest Percent)

Percent in
Cities and Unincorporated Areas Percent in SD 1
Another SD

Los Angeles - Pico-Union 83.06% 16.94%
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Percent in
Cities and Unincorporated Areas Percent in SD 1
Another SD

City of La Verne 21.53% 78.47%
Unincorporated - Northeast San Gabriel 1 19.80% 5 80.20%

Note: The only RDU split is RDU0529, which is split in SD 1 and SD 3. It has 2 blocks in Census tract 190510 —
Block number 1000 and 1003. The area is bounded by N. Serrano Avenue on the right, West Sunset Boulevard
on the south, North Western Avenue on the left, and Hollywood Boulevard on the north.

That portion of the City of La Verne south of Bonita Avenue, which is nearest to and most impacted by the
Fairplex, was assigned to SD 1 to keep it with the remainder of the Fairplex complex in a single SD. The reason
for the split was based on the public’s input that one supervisor should represent the Fairplex. The portion of
the City of La Verne was added because of traffic problems affecting the nearby residences and businesses. In
this way, a single supervisor could address those concerns as well.

Almost all of the Hollywood neighborhood in the City of Los Angeles is in SD 3, with only a small portion of the
neighborhood on its eastern border that is part of historic Thai Town placed in SD 1 to keep historic Thai Town
mostly whole.

The Los Angeles neighborhood of Pico-Union was split to keep two RDUs that are part of historic Koreatown in
SD 2 to keep Koreatown whole. The portion that is north of West Pico Boulevard and west of South Hoover
Street is assigned to SD 2. The remainder of Pico-Union is assigned to SD 1.

Unincorporated Northeast San Gabriel is actually two discontiguous areas labeled as Northeast San Gabriel
North and Northeast San Gabriel South. That portion known as Northeast San Gabriel North is adjacent to San
Marino, East Pasadena, Arcadia, and Temple City, all of which are in SD 5. For that reason, Northeast San
Gabriel North is placed with them in SD 5. That portion known as Northeast San Gabriel South is placed in SD 1
with San Gabriel and Rosemead, its neighbors to the south and east.

The City of Whittier, assigned to SD 4, owns a portion of the Whittier Narrows, which is not contiguous with
the City of Whittier or within its corporate boundaries. This Whittier Narrows area is assigned to SD 1 to keep
it whole with the remainder of the Whitter Narrows complex in SD 1.

Geographic Compactness

SD 1 achieves compactness by not bypassing nearby populations to reach more distant areas of population.

Incumbents/Candidates/Political Parties

The Commission did not consider the residence of any incumbent or candidate in drawing SD 1. Nor did it
draw SD 1 for purposes of discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party. For
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example, the Commission was not presented with any data regarding the political affiliation of registered
voters in any proposed SD. Similarly, the Commission neither asked for nor was presented with any maps
depicting the residences of incumbents or candidates. At no point during any of the Commissioners’
deliberations did they discuss the residences of incumbents other than to note that such consideration was
prohibited by the Elections Code. At no point during any of the Commissioners’ deliberations did they discuss
discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party other than to note that the
Elections Code prohibited such considerations in drafting the map.
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Supervisorial District 2

SD 2 is depicted in the map below:
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Population and Demographics
Table A.2-17 displays SD 2’s total population, VAP, and CVAP.

Table A.2-17:SD 2’s Racial Profile by Total Population, VAP, and CVAP
Race Total Pop VAP CVAP SD 2

LATINO 51.46% 47.94% 37.97% Total Pop, VAP, CVAP

60.00%

WHITE 14.69% 16.31% 20.30% 50.00%

40.00%

BLACK 20.08% 20.96% 28.91% 30.00%

20.00%
ASIAN 10.91% 11.99% 11.19% 10.00% III II III
0.00% e

LATINO WHITE BLACK ASIAN OTHER

0, 0, 0,
OTHER 1.00% 0.95% 1.62% mTotal Pop MVAP B CVAP

Constitutional and VRA Compliance

Before drawing any maps, the Commission retained experts to conduct an analysis of racially polarized voting
in County of Los Angeles supervisorial elections. In summary, the analysis revealed no legally cognizable
racially polarized voting in supervisorial elections. The full report of such analysis is included in Appendix C.9

Additionally, the Commissioner’s VRA subject matter expert analyzed the final map, including SD1, and
concluded it complied with constitutional requirements and did not violate the VRA. The full report of such
analysis is included in Appendix C.10.

Geographic Contiguity

SD 2 is geographically contiguous as its territory is not interrupted by other land or water.

Geographic Integrity of Communities of Interest

Table A.2-18 lists the incorporated cities and the neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles that are assigned to
SD 2 and kept whole.
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Table A.2-18: Whole Cities in SD 2

Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 2 Population

City of Carson 95,994
City of Compton 96,571
City of Culver City 40,892
City of El Segundo 17,358
City of Gardena 61,296
City of Hawthorne 88,502
City of Hermosa Beach 19,789
City of Inglewood 108,396
City of Lawndale 31,930
City of Los Angeles - Adams-Normandie 7,639
City of Los Angeles - Alsace 10,622
City of Los Angeles - Baldwin Hills 30,370
City of Los Angeles - Brookside 724
City of Los Angeles - Central 34,891
City of Los Angeles - Century Palms/Cove 33,030
City of Los Angeles - Cloverdale/Cochran 13,357
City of Los Angeles - Country Club Park 14,073
City of Los Angeles - Crenshaw District 13,503
City of Los Angeles - Del Rey 29,360
City of Los Angeles - Exposition 3,190
City of Los Angeles - Exposition Park 42,692
City of Los Angeles - Faircrest Heights 3,659
City of Los Angeles - Figueroa Park Square 8,637
City of Los Angeles - Florence-Firestone 46,171
City of Los Angeles - Gramercy Place 10,694
City of Los Angeles - Green Meadows 21,369
City of Los Angeles - Hancock Park 16,374
City of Los Angeles - Harbor Gateway 41,278
City of Los Angeles - Harvard Heights 15,878
City of Los Angeles - Harvard Park 38,511
City of Los Angeles - Hyde Park 29,293
City of Los Angeles - Jefferson Park 7,384
City of Los Angeles - Koreatown 47,462
City of Los Angeles - Lafayette Square 4,150
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Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 2 Population

City of Los Angeles - Leimert Park 15,937
City of Los Angeles - Little Bangladesh 27,395
City of Los Angeles - Longwood 3,870
City of Los Angeles - Manchester Square 8,487
City of Los Angeles - Marina Peninsula 4,920
City of Los Angeles - Mid-city 14,623
City of Los Angeles - Miracle Mile 17,316
City of Los Angeles - Park La Brea 12,306
City of Los Angeles - Playa Del Rey 2,962
City of Los Angeles - Playa Vista 16,253
City of Los Angeles - South Park 36,241
City of Los Angeles - St EImo Village 3,977
City of Los Angeles - Sycamore Square 675
City of Los Angeles - University Park 25,863
City of Los Angeles - Vermont Knolls 17,806
City of Los Angeles - Vermont Square 7,648
City of Los Angeles - Vermont Vista 40,352
City of Los Angeles - Vernon Central 49,177
City of Los Angeles - Victoria Park 7,422
City of Los Angeles - Watts 42,726
City of Los Angeles - Wellington Square 4,687
City of Los Angeles - West Adams 26,512
City of Los Angeles - West Vernon 51,410
City of Los Angeles - Westchester 50,905
City of Los Angeles - Wilshire Center 47,281
City of Los Angeles - View Heights 3,476
City of Manhattan Beach 35,669
City of Redondo Beach 71,748

Table A.2-19 displays the unincorporated areas that are assigned to SD 2 and kept whole.

Table A.2-19: Unincorporated Areas in SD 2

Unincorporated - Athens-Westmont 43,751
Unincorporated - Athens Village 5,367
Unincorporated - Del Aire 4,564
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Unincorporated - Del Rey 604
Unincorporated - East Rancho Dominguez 15,221
Unincorporated - El Camino Village 8,597
Unincorporated - Florence-Firestone 62,456
Unincorporated - Harbor Gateway 6
Unincorporated - Hawthorne 2,450
Unincorporated - Ladera Heights 6,673
Unincorporated - Lennox 20,423
Unincorporated - Marina del Rey 11,392
Unincorporated - Rancho Dominguez 3,253
Unincorporated - Rosewood 1,358
Unincorporated - Rosewood/East Gardena 1,565
Unincorporated - Rosewood/West Rancho Dominguez 3,415
Unincorporated - View Park/Windsor Hills 11,465
Unincorporated - West Carson 22,940

Table A.2-20 displays the CSA splits in SD 2 that are greater than 5% in the Final Map.

Table A.2-20: CSA Splits ( Greater than 5%) in SD 2 (Listed from Highest Percent)

Percent in
Cities and Unincorporated Areas “ Percent in SD 2 “ P——

Los Angeles - South Carthay 2 53.81% 3 46.19%
Los Angeles - Crestview 2 38.52% 3 61.48%
Los Angeles - Pico-Union 2 16.94% 1 83.06%
Los Angeles - Venice 2 8.92% 3 90.16%

The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Pico-Union was split to keep two RDUs that are part of historic
Koreatown in SD 2 to keep historic Koreatown whole. The portion that is north of West Pico Boulevard and
west of South Hoover Street is assigned to SD 2. The remainder of Pico-Union is assigned to SD 1.

The initial Map F, submitted by the People’s Bloc, included the Los Angeles County Museum of Art as part of
SD 2. Considerable public testimony was provided in support of the northern extension of SD 2. As a result:

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Crestview was divided along La Cienega Boulevard. The
portion east of La Cienega was assigned to SD 2 and the part west of La Cienega was assigned to SD 3.

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of South Carthay was divided along La Cienega Boulevard. The
portion east of La Cienega was assigned to SD 2 and the part west of La Cienega was assigned to SD 3.
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The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Venice was divided so that the southeastern portion of the
neighborhood nearest the Ballona Wetlands was kept whole with the Ballona Wetlands area in SD 2. The
remaining portion of Venice was assigned to SD 3 to remain with its neighboring beach city to the north, Santa
Monica.

Geographic Compactness

SD 2 achieves compactness by not bypassing nearby populations to reach more distant areas of population.

Incumbents/Candidates/Political Parties

The Commission did not consider the residence of any incumbent or candidate in drawing SD 2. Nor did it
draw SD 2 for purposes of discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party. For
example, the Commission was not presented with any data regarding the political affiliation of registered
voters in any proposed SD. Similarly, the Commission neither asked for nor was presented with any maps
depicting the residences of incumbents or candidates. At no point during any of the Commissioners’
deliberations did they discuss the residences of incumbents other than to note that such consideration was
prohibited by the Elections Code. At no point during any of the Commissioners’ deliberations did they discuss
discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party other than to note that the
Elections Code prohibited such considerations in drafting the map.
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Supervisorial District 3

SD 3 is depicted in the map below:
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Population and Demographics
Table A.21-18 displays SD 3’s total population, VAP, and CVAP.

Table A.2-21: SD 3’s Racial Profile by Total Population, VAP, and CVAP

Race Total Pop VAP CVAP
LATINO 37.21% 34.39% 28.68%
WHITE 42.71% 45.19% 52.60%
BLACK 4.43% 4.55% 5.39%
ASIAN 13.08% 13.45% 12.18%
OTHER 1.31% 1.22% 1.17%

Constitutional and VRA Compliance

Before drawing any maps, the Commission retained experts to conduct an analysis of racially polarized voting
in County of Los Angeles supervisorial elections. In summary, the analysis revealed no legally cognizable
racially polarized voting in supervisorial elections. The full report of such analysis is included in Appendix C.9

Additionally, the Commissioner’s VRA subject matter expert analyzed the final map, including SD1, and
concluded it complied with constitutional requirements and did not violate the VRA. The full report of such
analysis is included in Appendix C.10.

Geographic Contiguity

SD 3 is geographically contiguous as its territory is not interrupted by other land or water.

Geographic Integrity of Communities of Interest

Table A.2-22 lists the incorporated cities and the neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles that are assigned to
SD 3 and kept whole.
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Table A.2-22: Whole Cities in SD 3

Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 3 Population

City of Agoura Hills
City of Beverly Hills

City of Calabasas

City of Hidden Hills

City of Los Angeles - Arleta

City of Los Angeles - Bel Air

City of Los Angeles - Beverly Crest
City of Los Angeles - Beverlywood
City of Los Angeles - Brentwood

City of Los Angeles - Cadillac-Corning
City of Los Angeles - Canoga Park
City of Los Angeles - Carthay

City of Los Angeles - Century City
City of Los Angeles - Chatsworth

City of Los Angeles - Cheviot Hills
City of Los Angeles - Encino

City of Los Angeles - Granada Hills
City of Los Angeles - Lake Balboa
City of Los Angeles - Mandeville Canyon
City of Los Angeles - Mar Vista

City of Los Angeles - Melrose

City of Los Angeles - Mission Hills
City of Los Angeles - North Hills

City of Los Angeles - Northridge

City of Los Angeles - Pacific Palisades
City of Los Angeles - Pacoima

City of Los Angeles - Palisades Highlands
City of Los Angeles - Palms

City of Los Angeles - Panorama City
City of Los Angeles - Porter Ranch
City of Los Angeles - Rancho Park
City of Los Angeles - Regent Square
City of Los Angeles - Reseda

20,346
32,761

23,280

1,732
31,568

7,758
11,954
13,000
30,379

6,117
62,835
14,104
13,616
36,926

9,602
45,148
57,142
39,641

3,249
39,659
71,353
18,875
58,256
68,420
20,986
72,431

3,921
42,259
69,762
35,786

6,681

2,508
74,688
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Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 3 Population

City of Los Angeles - Reseda Ranch 4,398
City of Los Angeles - Reynier Village 4,040
City of Los Angeles - Sylmar 82,086
City of Los Angeles - Tarzana 31,068
City of Los Angeles - Valley Glen 28,541
City of Los Angeles - Van Nuys 90,932
City of Los Angeles - West Hills 39,168
City of Los Angeles - West Los Angeles 37,691
City of Los Angeles - Westwood 57,322
City of Los Angeles - Winnetka 49,585
City of Los Angeles - Woodland Hills 71,390
City of Malibu 10,673
City of San Fernando 28,594
City of Santa Monica 93,291
City of West Hollywood 35,829
City of Westlake Village 8,047

Table A.2-23 displays the unincorporated areas that are assigned to SD 3 and kept whole.

Table A.2-23: Unincorporated Areas in SD 3

Unincorporated - Franklin Canyon 1
Unincorporated - Lake Manor 1,819
Unincorporated - Miracle Mile 0
Unincorporated - Santa Monica Mountains 18,392
Unincorporated - West Chatsworth 24
Unincorporated - West LA 1,195
Unincorporated - Westhills 792

Table A.2-24 displays the CSA splits in SD 3 that are greater than 5% in the Final Map.

Table A.2-24: CSA Splits ( Greater than 5%) in SD 3 (Listed from Highest Percent)

Percent in
Cities and Unincorporated Areas Percent in SD 3
Another SD

Los Angeles - Venice 90.16% 8.92%
Los Angeles - North Hollywood 3 64.14% 5 35.86%
Los Angeles - Crestview 3 61.48% 2 38.52%
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. . . Percent in
Cities and Unincorporated Areas “ Percent in SD 3 “ P

Los Angeles - Studio City 3 47.56% 5 52.44%
Los Angeles - South Carthay 3 46.19% 2 53.81%
Los Angeles - Hollywood Hills 3 33.11% 5 66.89%
Los Angeles - Sun Valley 3 32.08% 5 67.92%

Note: The only RDU split is RDU0529, which is split in SD 1 and SD 3. It has 2 blocks in Census tract 190510 —
Block number 1000 and 1003. The area is bounded by N. Serrano Avenue on the right, West Sunset Boulevard
on the south, North Western Avenue on the left, and Hollywood Boulevard on the north.

The initial Map F, submitted by the People’s Bloc, included the Los Angeles County Museum of Art as part of
SD 2. Considerable public testimony was provided in support of the northern extension of SD 2. As a result:

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Crestview was divided along La Cienega Boulevard. The
portion east of La Cienega was assigned to SD 2 and the part west of La Cienega was assigned to SD 3.

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of South Carthay was divided along La Cienega Boulevard. The
portion east of La Cienega was assigned to SD 2 and the part west of La Cienega was assigned to SD 3.

Almost all of the Hollywood neighborhood in the City of Los Angeles is in SD 3, with only a small portion of the
neighborhood on its eastern border that is part of historic Thai Town placed in SD 1 to keep historic Thai Town
mostly whole.

The Commissioners evaluated various economic “engines” within proposed districts when evaluating map
options. An outgrowth of that discussion was an interest in grouping communities with significant
entertainment industry activity together so that more of the entertainment industry could be combined into a
supervisorial district. In creating such a district, the following geographic alignments were made:

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Hollywood Hills was divided along the Mulholland Drive and
Outpost Drive. The area southwest of Mulholland Drive and west of Qutpost Drive is assigned to SD 3.
The area east of Mulholland Drive and Outpost Drive is assigned to SD 5 alongside neighboring
Universal City, Burbank, and Studio City.

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of North Hollywood was divided with its southeastern portion
assigned to SD 5 to be kept with other areas with entertainment industry activity such as Universal City,
the part of Studio City containing the CBS Radford lot, and Burbank. The northwest portion was
assigned to SD 3.

= A small portion of the City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Sherman Oaks is assigned to SD 5 to be kept
with other areas with active entertainment industry activity, including such as portions of North
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Hollywood, the part of Studio City containing the CBS Radford lot, and Burbank. The portion assigned
to SD 5 is bounded on the north by Riverside Drive, on the south by Moorpark Street, on the east by
Laurel Canyon Boulevard, and on the west by Whitsett Avenue. The remainder of Sherman Oaks is
assigned to SD 3.

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Studio City is divided along Laurel Canyon Boulevard. The
portion east of Laurel Canyon Boulevard is assigned to SD 5 to be kept with other areas with active
entertainment industry activity such as Universal City, portions of North Hollywood, and Burbank. The
portion west of Laurel Canyon Boulevard is assigned to SD 3.

The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Sun Valley was divided such that most of its area west of San
Fernando Road is assigned to SD 5. The Commissioner received repeated public input from the foothill
communities, abutting the Verdugo Mountains, Angeles National Forest, and Big Tujunga Wash, including Lake
View Terrace, Shadow Hills, and La Tuna Canyon. They shared interests in horse-keeping in an agrarian setting
and had worked to develop mitigation and response plans for fire protection and flood evacuation. The area
generally west of San Fernando Road is assigned to SD 3 to be kept with the neighboring communities of
interest of Pacoima and San Fernando.

The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Venice was divided so that the southeastern portion of the
neighborhood nearest the Ballona Wetlands was kept whole with the Ballona Wetlands area in SD 2. The
remaining portion of Venice was assigned to SD 3 to remain with its neighboring beach city to the north, Santa
Monica.

Geographic Compactness

SD 3 achieves compactness by not bypassing nearby populations to reach more distant areas of population.

Incumbents/Candidates/Political Parties

The Commission did not consider the residence of any incumbent or candidate in drawing SD 3. Nor did it
draw SD 3 for purposes of discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party. For
example, the Commission was not presented with any data regarding the political affiliation of registered
voters in any proposed SD. Similarly, the Commission neither asked for nor was presented with any maps
depicting the residences of incumbents or candidates. At no point during any of the Commissioners’
deliberations did they discuss the residences of incumbents other than to note that such consideration was
prohibited by the Elections Code. At no point during any of the Commissioners’ deliberations did they discuss
discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party other than to note that the
Elections Code prohibited such considerations in drafting the map.
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Supervisorial District 4

SD 4 is depicted in the map below:

FINAL REPORT, PART A, PAGE A-43



Population and Demographics
Table A.2-25 displays SD 4’s total population, VAP, and CVAP.

Table A.2-25: SD 4’s Racial Profile by Total Population, VAP, and CVAP

Race Total Pop VAP CVAP
LATINO 59.01% 55.96% 50.01%
WHITE 18.60% 20.98% 27.26%
BLACK 6.25% 6.32% 7.43%
ASIAN 13.56% 14.23% 13.72%
OTHER 0.86% 0.81% 1.58%

Constitutional and VRA Compliance

Before drawing any maps, the Commission retained experts to conduct an analysis of racially polarized voting
in County of Los Angeles supervisorial elections. In summary, the analysis revealed no legally cognizable
racially polarized voting in supervisorial elections. The full report of such analysis is included in Appendix C.9

Additionally, the Commissioner’s VRA subject matter expert analyzed the final map, including SD1, and
concluded it complied with constitutional requirements and did not violate the VRA. The full report of such
analysis is included in Appendix C.10.

Geographic Contiguity

Except for Santa Catalina Island and San Clemente Island, SD 4 is geographically contiguous as its territory is
not interrupted by other land or water. Santa Catalina is connected to Los Angeles County by ferry lines via
San Pedro and Long Beach, both of which are in SD 4. San Clemente Island is owned and operated by the
United States Navy and public access is restricted as a result. From its station on Santa Catalina Island, the Los
Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department provides law enforcement services to San Clemente Island. From its
station on Santa Catalina Island, the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department provides law enforcement
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services to San Clemente Island. Based on this connection, San Clemente is included in the same SD as Santa
Catalina Island.

Geographic Integrity of Communities of Interest

Table A.2-26 lists the incorporated cities and the neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles that are assigned to
SD 4 and kept whole.

Table A.2-26: Whole Cities in SD 4

Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 4 Population
City of Artesia 16,446
City of Avalon 3,467
City of Bell 33,701
City of Bell Gardens 39,701
City of Bellflower 79,560
City of Cerritos 49,697
City of Commerce 12,460
City of Cudahy 22,903
City of Downey 114,712
City of Hawaiian Gardens 14,231
City of Huntington Park 55,141
City of La Habra Heights 5,711
City of La Mirada 48,123
City of Lakewood 82,712
City of Lomita 20,982
City of Long Beach 468,894
City of Los Angeles - Harbor City 28,647
City of Los Angeles - Harbor Pines 2,578
City of Los Angeles - San Pedro 74,071
City of Los Angeles - Wilmington 51,766
City of Lynwood 67,622
City of Maywood 25,254
City of Norwalk 103,180
City of Palos Verdes Estates 13,373
City of Paramount 54,003
City of Pico Rivera 62,335
City of Rancho Palos Verdes 42,358
City of Rolling Hills 1,742
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Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 4
City of Rolling Hills Estates

City of Santa Fe Springs
City of Signal Hill

City of South Gate

City of Torrance

City of Vernon

Population
8,298
19,236
11,911
93,114
147,385

226

Table A.2-27 displays the unincorporated areas that are assigned to SD 4 and kept whole.

Table A.2-27: Unincorporated Areas in SD 4

Unincorporated Areas in SD 4 Population

Unincorporated - Bandini Islands
Unincorporated - Cerritos

Unincorporated - East La Mirada
Unincorporated - East Whittier
Unincorporated - La Habra Heights
Unincorporated - La Rambla
Unincorporated - Lakewood
Unincorporated - Long Beach
Unincorporated - Lynwood
Unincorporated - Palos Verdes Peninsula
Unincorporated - San Clemente Island
Unincorporated - Santa Catalina Island
Unincorporated - South Whittier
Unincorporated - Sunrise Village
Unincorporated - Walnut Park
Unincorporated - West Whittier/Los Nietos
Unincorporated - Westfield/Academy Hills
Unincorporated - Whittier

0

479
5,468
4,954
665
1,819
117
1,452
6

722
160
255
56,620
1,320
15,288
26,332
1,398
3,601

There are no split CSA in SD 4 that are greater than 5% in the Final Map.

Table A.2-28 displays the communities of interest that the Commission placed partially in SD 4 and partially in

other SDs.
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Table A.2-28: Communities of Interest Partially in SD 4 and Partially in Other SDs (Listed Alphabetically)

Category Split Cities and Unincorporated Areas Population SD Split
City Whittier 87,592 land4

The City of Whittier, assigned to SD 4, owns a portion of the Whittier Narrows, which is not contiguous with
the City of Whittier or within its corporate boundaries. This Whittier Narrows area is assigned to SD 1 to keep
it whole with the remainder of the Whittier Narrows complex in SD 1.

Geographic Compactness

SD 4 achieves compactness by not bypassing nearby populations to reach more distant areas of population.

Incumbents/Candidates/Political Parties

The Commission did not consider the residence of any incumbent or candidate in drawing SD 4. Nor did it
draw SD 4 for purposes of discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party. For
example, the Commission was not presented with any data regarding the political affiliation of registered
voters in any proposed SD. Similarly, the Commission neither asked for nor was presented with any maps
depicting the residences of incumbents or candidates. At no point during any of the Commissioners’
deliberations did they discuss the residences of incumbents other than to note that such consideration was
prohibited by the Elections Code. At no point during any of the Commissioners’ deliberations did they discuss
discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party other than to note that the
Elections Code prohibited such considerations in drafting the map.
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Supervisorial District 5

SD 5 is depicted in the map below:
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Population and Demographics
Table A.2-29 displays SD 5’s total population, VAP, and CVAP.

Table A.2-29: SD 5’s Racial Profile by Total Population, VAP, and CVAP

Race  TotalPop | VAP CVAP
LATINO 33.25% 30.45% 26.70%
WHITE 40.71% 43.72% 49.99%
BLACK 7.02% 6.78% 7.48%
ASIAN 16.23% 16.35% 14.32%
OTHER 1.11% 1.06% 1.51%

Constitutional and VRA Compliance

Before drawing any maps, the Commission retained experts to conduct an analysis of racially polarized voting
in County of Los Angeles supervisorial elections. In summary, the analysis revealed no legally cognizable
racially polarized voting in supervisorial elections. The full report of such analysis is included in Appendix C.9

Additionally, the Commissioner’s VRA subject matter expert analyzed the final map, including SD1, and
concluded it complied with constitutional requirements and did not violate the VRA. The full report of such
analysis is included in Appendix C.10.

Geographic Contiguity

SD 5 is geographically contiguous as its territory is not interrupted by other land or water.

Geographic Integrity of Communities of Interest

Table A.2-30 lists the incorporated cities and the neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles that are assigned to
SD 5 and kept whole.

FINAL REPORT, PART A, PAGE A-49



Table A.2-30: Whole Cities in SD 5

Cities/Los Angeles City Neighborhoods in SD 5 Population

City of Arcadia 56,780
City of Bradbury 925
City of Burbank 107,613
City of Claremont 37,410
City of Duarte 21,798
City of Glendale 196,980
City of Glendora 52,726
City of La Canada Flintridge 20,602
City of Lancaster 171,488
City of Los Angeles - Angeles National Forest 11
City of Los Angeles - Lakeview Terrace 12,841
City of Los Angeles - Los Feliz 21,079
City of Los Angeles - Shadow Hills 4,664
City of Los Angeles - Sunland 20,823
City of Los Angeles - Toluca Lake 8,868
City of Los Angeles - Toluca Terrace 1,360
City of Los Angeles - Toluca Woods 1,765
City of Los Angeles - Tujunga 27,436
City of Los Angeles - Valley Village 24,943
City of Monrovia 38,048
City of Palmdale 170,391
City of Pasadena 138,611
City of San Dimas 35,018
City of San Marino 12,536
City of Santa Clarita 229,158
City of Sierra Madre 11,302
City of South Pasadena 27,021
City of Temple City 36,592

Table A.2-31displays the unincorporated areas that are assigned to SD 5 and kept whole.

Table A.2-31: Unincorporated Areas in SD 5

Unincorporated - Acton 7,764
Unincorporated - Agua Dulce 4,136
Unincorporated - Altadena 43,017
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Unincorporated Areas in SD 5
Unincorporated - Anaverde

Unincorporated - Angeles National Forest
Unincorporated - Arcadia
Unincorporated - Bouquet Canyon
Unincorporated - Bradbury
Unincorporated - Canyon Country
Unincorporated - Castaic
Unincorporated - Claremont
Unincorporated - Del Sur
Unincorporated - Desert View Highlands
Unincorporated - Duarte
Unincorporated - East Covina
Unincorporated - East Lancaster
Unincorporated - East Pasadena
Unincorporated - Elizabeth Lake
Unincorporated - Glendora
Unincorporated - Hi Vista
Unincorporated - Kagel/Lopez Canyons
Unincorporated - La Crescenta-Montrose
Unincorporated - La Verne
Unincorporated - Lake Hughes
Unincorporated - Lake Los Angeles
Unincorporated - Leona Valley
Unincorporated - Littlerock
Unincorporated - Littlerock/Juniper Hills
Unincorporated - Littlerock/Pearblossom
Unincorporated - Llano

Unincorporated - Monrovia
Unincorporated - Newhall
Unincorporated - North Lancaster
Unincorporated - Padua Hills
Unincorporated - Palmdale
Unincorporated - Pearblossom/Llano
Unincorporated - Placerita Canyon
Unincorporated - Quartz Hill

Population

1,414
958
7,509
1,108
344
2,003
26,633
466
2,629
2,692
4,422
309
86
7,930
1,517
637
841
1,530
20,043
2,134
504
13,503
1,532
3,987
1,636
3,780
708
3,774
241
1,207
127
604
1,626
103
13,313

FINAL REPORT, PART A, PAGE A-51



Unincorporated - Roosevelt 1,093
Unincorporated - San Francisquito Canyon/Bouquet Canyon 268
Unincorporated - San Pasqual 2,107
Unincorporated - Sand Canyon 323
Unincorporated - Saugus 644
Unincorporated - Saugus/Canyon Country 484
Unincorporated - South Antelope Valley 383
Unincorporated - South Edwards 0
Unincorporated - Southeast Antelope Valley 729
Unincorporated - Stevenson Ranch 21,005
Unincorporated - Sun Village 6,300
Unincorporated - Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain 1,594
Unincorporated - Universal City 0
Unincorporated - Val Verde 3,109
Unincorporated - West Antelope Valley 1,377
Unincorporated - White Fence Farms 3,603
Unincorporated - Valencia 3,364

Table A.2-32 displays the CSA splits in SD 5 that are greater than 5% in the Final Map.

Table A.2-32: CSA Splits (Greater than 5%) in SD 5 (Listed from Highest Percent)

Percent in
Cities and Unincorporated Areas Percent in SD 5
Another SD

Unincorporated - Northeast San Gabriel 5 80.20% 1 19.80%
City of La Verne 5 78.47% 1 21.53%
Los Angeles - Sun Valley 5 67.92% 3 32.08%
Los Angeles - Hollywood Hills 5 66.89% 3 33.11%
Los Angeles - Studio City 5 52.44% 3 47.56%
Los Angeles - North Hollywood 5 35.86% 3 64.14%

That portion of the City of La Verne south of Bonita Avenue, which is nearest to and most impacted by the
Fairplex, was assigned to SD 1 to keep it with the remainder of the Fairplex complex in a single SD. The reason
for the split was based on the public’s input that one supervisor should represent the Fairplex. The portion of
the City of La Verne was added because of traffic problems affecting the nearby residences and businesses. In
this way, a single supervisor could address those concerns as well.
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Unincorporated Northeast San Gabriel is actually two discontiguous areas labeled as Northeast San Gabriel
North and Northeast San Gabriel South. That portion known as Northeast San Gabriel North is adjacent to San
Marino, East Pasadena, Arcadia, and Temple City, all of which are in SD 5. For that reason, Northeast San
Gabriel North is placed with them in SD 5. That portion known as Northeast San Gabriel South is placed in SD 1
with San Gabriel and Rosemead, its neighbors to the south and east.

The Commissioners evaluated various economic “engines” within proposed districts when evaluating map
options. An outgrowth of that discussion was an interest in grouping communities with significant
entertainment industry activity together so that more of the entertainment industry could be combined into a
supervisorial district. In creating such a district, the following geographic alignments were made:

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Hollywood Hills was divided along the Mulholland Drive and
Outpost Drive. The area southwest of Mulholland Drive and west of Outpost Drive is assigned to SD 3.
The area east of Mulholland Drive and Outpost Drive is assigned to SD 5 alongside neighboring
Universal City, Burbank, and Studio City.

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of North Hollywood was divided with its southeastern portion
assigned to SD 5 to be kept with other areas with active entertainment industry activity such as
Universal City, the part of Studio City containing the CBS Radford lot, and Burbank. The northwest
portion was assigned to SD 3.

= A small portion of the City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Sherman Oaks is assigned to SD 5 to be kept
with other areas with active entertainment industry activity, including such as portions of North
Hollywood, the part of Studio City containing the CBS Radford lot, and Burbank. The portion assigned
to SD 5 is bounded on the north by Riverside Drive, on the south by Moorpark Street, on the east by
Laurel Canyon Boulevard, and on the west by Whitsett Avenue. The remainder of Sherman Oaks is
assigned to SD 3.

= The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Studio City is divided along Laurel Canyon Boulevard. The
portion east of Laurel Canyon Boulevard is assigned to SD 5 to be kept with other areas with active
entertainment industry activity such as Universal City, portions of North Hollywood, and Burbank. The
portion west of Laurel Canyon Boulevard is assigned to SD 3.

The City of Los Angeles neighborhood of Sun Valley was divided such that most of its area west of San
Fernando Road is assigned to SD 5. The Commissioner received repeated public input from the foothill
communities, abutting the Verdugo Mountains, Angeles National Forest, and Big Tujunga Wash, including Lake
View Terrace, Shadow Hills, and La Tuna Canyon. They shared interests in horse-keeping in an agrarian setting
and had worked to develop mitigation and response plans for fire protection and flood evacuation. The area
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generally west of San Fernando Road is assigned to SD 3 to be kept with the neighboring communities of
interest of Pacoima and San Fernando.

Geographic Compactness

SD 5 achieves compactness by not bypassing nearby populations to reach more distant areas of population.

Incumbents/Candidates/Political Parties

The Commission did not consider the residence of any incumbent or candidate in drawing SD 5. Nor did it
draw SD 5 for purposes of discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party. For
example, the Commission was not presented with any data regarding the political affiliation of registered
voters in any proposed SD. Similarly, the Commission neither asked for nor was presented with any maps
depicting the residences of incumbents or candidates. At no point during any of the Commissioners’
deliberations did they discuss the residences of incumbents other than to note that such consideration was
prohibited by the Elections Code. At no point during any of the Commissioners’ deliberations did they discuss
discriminating against or favoring an incumbent, candidate, or political party other than to note that the
Elections Code prohibited such considerations in drafting the map.

CITIES AND UNINCORPORATED AREAS BY SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT

Table A.2-33 lists the cities, followed by unincorporated areas, alphabetically and their assigned SD. Appendix
C.11 delineates the RDUs, census tracks, blocks, and partial blocks in each SD.

Table A.2-33: Assign Supervisorial Districts to Cities of Unincorporated Areas (Alphabetical Listing)

Category City/Unincorporated Population SD

City Agoura Hills City of Agoura Hills 20,346 3
City Alhambra City of Alhambra 83,108 1
City Arcadia City of Arcadia 56,780 5
City Artesia City of Artesia 16,446 4
City Avalon City of Avalon 3,467 4
City Azusa City of Azusa 50,204 1
City Baldwin Park City of Baldwin Park 72,490 1
City Bell City of Bell 33,701 4
City Bell Gardens City of Bell Gardens 39,701 4
City Bellflower City of Bellflower 79,560 4
City Beverly Hills City of Beverly Hills 32,761 3
City Bradbury City of Bradbury 925 5
City Burbank City of Burbank 107,613 5
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Category
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City

City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City

Calabasas
Carson

Cerritos
Claremont
Commerce
Compton
Covina

Cudahy

Culver City
Diamond Bar
Downey
Duarte

El Monte

El Segundo
Gardena
Glendale
Glendora
Hawaiian Gardens
Hawthorne
Hermosa Beach
Hidden Hills
Huntington Park
Industry
Inglewood
Irwindale

La Canada
Flintridge

La Habra Heights
La Mirada

La Puente

La Verne
Lakewood
Lancaster
Lawndale
Lomita

Long Beach

City/Unincorporated

City of Calabasas

City of Carson

City of Cerritos

City of Claremont

City of Commerce

City of Compton

City of Covina

City of Cudahy

City of Culver City

City of Diamond Bar
City of Downey

City of Duarte

City of El Monte

City of El Segundo

City of Gardena

City of Glendale

City of Glendora

City of Hawaiian Gardens
City of Hawthorne
City of Hermosa Beach
City of Hidden Hills
City of Huntington Park
City of Industry

City of Inglewood

City of Irwindale

City of La Canada Flintridge

City of La Habra Heights
City of La Mirada

City of La Puente

City of La Verne

City of Lakewood

City of Lancaster

City of Lawndale

City of Lomita

City of Long Beach

Population SD
23,280

95,994
49,697
37,410
12,460
96,571
51,444
22,903
40,892
55,181
114,712
21,798
109,905
17,358
61,296
196,980
52,726
14,231
88,502
19,789
1,732
55,141
276
108,396
1,483
20,602

U P, N P D WNDNDPOUOUONNNDEREOPREPRPNPENPDOGOBSDNDW

5,711 4
48,123 4
38,205 1
31,426 land5
82,712 4

171,488
31,930
20,982

468,894 4

N O
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Category
City

City
City

City

City
City

City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City

City
City
City
City
City

City
City
City
City

City

City

City
City
City
City

Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

City/Unincorporated

Adams-Normandie

Alsace

Angeles National
Forest
Angelino Heights

Arleta
Atwater Village

Baldwin Hills
Bel Air

Beverly Crest
Beverlywood
Boyle Heights
Brentwood
Brookside
Cadillac-Corning

Canoga Park
Carthay

Central

Century City
Century Palms/Cove

Chatsworth

Cheviot Hills
Chinatown
Cloverdale/Cochran

Country Club Park
Crenshaw District

Crestview
Del Rey
Downtown
Eagle Rock

Los Angeles - Adams-
Normandie
Los Angeles - Alsace

Los Angeles - Angeles
National Forest

Los Angeles - Angelino
Heights

Los Angeles - Arleta

Los Angeles - Atwater
Village

Los Angeles - Baldwin Hills
Los Angeles - Bel Air

Los Angeles - Beverly Crest
Los Angeles - Beverlywood
Los Angeles - Boyle Heights
Los Angeles - Brentwood
Los Angeles - Brookside

Los Angeles - Cadillac-
Corning
Los Angeles - Canoga Park

Los Angeles - Carthay

Los Angeles - Central

Los Angeles - Century City
Los Angeles - Century
Palms/Cove

Los Angeles - Chatsworth
Los Angeles - Cheviot Hills
Los Angeles - Chinatown
Los Angeles -
Cloverdale/Cochran

Los Angeles - Country Club
Park

Los Angeles - Crenshaw
District

Los Angeles - Crestview
Los Angeles - Del Rey

Los Angeles - Downtown

Los Angeles - Eagle Rock

Population SD
7,639 2

10,622
11

2,439 1

31,568
14,485

30,370
7,758
11,954
13,000
79,020
30,379
724
6,117

W N WL W Ww wnN

62,835
14,104
34,891
13,616
33,030

N W N W W

36,926
9,602
8,723

13,357

N P W W

14,073 2
13,503 2

11,337 2and3

29,360 2
40,411 1
36,392 1
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Category
City

City
City
City
City
City
City
City

City

City

City

City
City

City
City

City
City
City

City
City

City
City
City

City
City

City
City
City

Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

City/Unincorporated

East Hollywood

Echo Park

El Sereno
Elysian Park
Elysian Valley
Encino
Exposition
Exposition Park

Faircrest Heights
Figueroa Park Square
Florence-Firestone

Glassell Park
Gramercy Place

Granada Hills
Green Meadows

Hancock Park
Harbor City
Harbor Gateway

Harbor Pines
Harvard Heights

Harvard Park
Highland Park
Historic Filipinotown

Hollywood
Hollywood Hills

Hyde Park
Jefferson Park
Koreatown

Los Angeles - East
Hollywood

Los Angeles - Echo Park
Los Angeles - El Sereno

Los Angeles - Elysian Park
Los Angeles - Elysian Valley
Los Angeles - Encino

Los Angeles - Exposition
Los Angeles - Exposition
Park

Los Angeles - Faircrest
Heights

Los Angeles - Figueroa Park
Square

Los Angeles - Florence-
Firestone

Los Angeles - Glassell Park
Los Angeles - Gramercy
Place

Los Angeles - Granada Hills
Los Angeles - Green
Meadows

Los Angeles - Hancock Park

Los Angeles - Harbor City
Los Angeles - Harbor
Gateway

Los Angeles - Harbor Pines
Los Angeles - Harvard
Heights

Los Angeles - Harvard Park
Los Angeles - Highland Park
Los Angeles - Historic
Filipinotown

Los Angeles - Hollywood
Los Angeles - Hollywood
Hills

Los Angeles - Hyde Park
Los Angeles - Jefferson Park

Los Angeles - Koreatown

Population SD
24,593 1
13,301 1
38,310 1
4,728 1
8,894 1

45,148 3
3,190 2

42,692 2
3,659 2
8,637 2

46,171 2

28,244

10,694

57,142

21,369

16,374 2

28,647

41,278 2
2,578

15,878 2

38,511 2

43,273

12,056

65,655 land3

29,719 3and5

29,293 2
7,384 2

47,462 2
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Category
City

City
City

City
City

City
City

City
City
City
City

City

City
City

City
City
City
City
City

City
City

City
City

City
City

City
City

Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

City/Unincorporated

Lafayette Square

Lake Balboa
Lakeview Terrace

Leimert Park
Lincoln Heights

Little Armenia
Little Bangladesh

Little Tokyo
Longwood

Los Feliz
Manchester Square

Mandeville Canyon

Mar Vista
Marina Peninsula

Melrose
Mid-city
Miracle Mile
Mission Hills
Mt. Washington

North Hills
North Hollywood

Northridge
Pacific Palisades

Pacoima
Palisades Highlands

Palms
Panorama City

Los Angeles - Lafayette
Square
Los Angeles - Lake Balboa

Los Angeles - Lakeview
Terrace

Los Angeles - Leimert Park
Los Angeles - Lincoln
Heights

Los Angeles - Little Armenia
Los Angeles - Little
Bangladesh

Los Angeles - Little Tokyo
Los Angeles - Longwood
Los Angeles - Los Feliz

Los Angeles - Manchester
Square

Los Angeles - Mandeville
Canyon

Los Angeles - Mar Vista
Los Angeles - Marina
Peninsula

Los Angeles - Melrose

Los Angeles - Mid-city
Los Angeles - Miracle Mile
Los Angeles - Mission Hills
Los Angeles - Mt.
Washington

Los Angeles - North Hills
Los Angeles - North
Hollywood

Los Angeles - Northridge
Los Angeles - Pacific
Palisades

Los Angeles - Pacoima
Los Angeles - Palisades
Highlands

Los Angeles - Palms

Los Angeles - Panorama
City

Population SD
4,150 2

39,641
12,841

15,937 2
29,526

6,966
27,395

N =

5,698
3,870
21,079
8,487

N O N -

3,249 3

39,659 3
4,920

N

71,353
14,623
17,316
18,875
21,431

R W NN W

58,256 3
142,507 3and5

68,420
20,986

72,431
3,921

42,259
69,762 3
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Category
City
City
City
City
City
City
City

City
City
City

City
City
City

City
City
City
City

City
City
City
City

City
City
City

City
City
City

City
City
City

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

City/Unincorporated

Park La Brea
Pico-Union
Playa Del Rey
Playa Vista
Porter Ranch
Rancho Park
Regent Square

Reseda
Reseda Ranch
Reynier Village

San Pedro
Shadow Hills
Sherman Oaks

Silverlake
South Carthay
South Park

St Elmo Village

Studio City

Sun Valley
Sunland
Sycamore Square

Sylmar
Tarzana
Temple-Beaudry

Thai Town
Toluca Lake
Toluca Terrace

Toluca Woods
Tujunga
University Hills

Los Angeles - Park La Brea
Los Angeles - Pico-Union
Los Angeles - Playa Del Rey
Los Angeles - Playa Vista
Los Angeles - Porter Ranch
Los Angeles - Rancho Park

Los Angeles - Regent
Square
Los Angeles - Reseda

Los Angeles - Reseda Ranch
Los Angeles - Reynier
Village

Los Angeles - San Pedro
Los Angeles - Shadow Hills

Los Angeles - Sherman
Oaks
Los Angeles - Silverlake

Los Angeles - South Carthay
Los Angeles - South Park
Los Angeles - St ElImo
Village

Los Angeles - Studio City
Los Angeles - Sun Valley
Los Angeles - Sunland
Los Angeles - Sycamore
Square

Los Angeles - Sylmar

Los Angeles - Tarzana

Los Angeles - Temple-
Beaudry

Los Angeles - Thai Town
Los Angeles - Toluca Lake
Los Angeles - Toluca
Terrace

Los Angeles - Toluca Woods
Los Angeles - Tujunga
Los Angeles - University
Hills

Population
12,306

39,184
2,962
16,253
35,786
6,681
2,508

74,688
4,398
4,040

74,071
4,664
87,995

41,250
10,398
36,241

3,977

22,492
51,081
20,823

675

82,086
31,068
34,851

8,758
8,868
1,360

1,765
27,436
3,322
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Category
City

City
City
City
City
City

City

City

City

City
City
City
City

City
City
City

City
City
City
City
City

City
City

City
City

City
City
City

Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Lynwood
Malibu
Manhattan Beach

City/Unincorporated

University Park

Valley Glen
Valley Village
Van Nuys
Venice
Vermont Knolls

Vermont Square
Vermont Vista
Vernon Central

Victoria Park
View Heights
Watts

Wellington Square

West Adams
West Hills
West Los Angeles

West Vernon
Westchester
Westlake
Westwood
Wholesale District

Wilmington
Wilshire Center

Winnetka
Woodland Hills

Los Angeles - University
Park

Los Angeles - Valley Glen
Los Angeles - Valley Village
Los Angeles - Van Nuys
Los Angeles - Venice

Los Angeles - Vermont
Knolls

Los Angeles - Vermont
Square

Los Angeles - Vermont
Vista

Los Angeles - Vernon
Central

Los Angeles - Victoria Park
Los Angeles - View Heights
Los Angeles - Watts

Los Angeles - Wellington
Square

Los Angeles - West Adams
Los Angeles - West Hills
Los Angeles - West Los
Angeles

Los Angeles - West Vernon
Los Angeles - Westchester
Los Angeles - Westlake
Los Angeles - Westwood
Los Angeles - Wholesale
District

Los Angeles - Wilmington
Los Angeles - Wilshire
Center

Los Angeles - Winnetka
Los Angeles - Woodland
Hills

City of Lynwood

City of Malibu

City of Manhattan Beach

Population SD
25,863 2
28,541 3
24,943 5
90,932 3
33,593 2and3
17,806 2

7,648 2
40,352 2
49,177 2

7,422 2

3,476 2
42,726 2

4,687 2
26,512 2
39,168 3
37,691 3
51,410 2
50,905 2
56,513 1
57,322 3
40,188 1
51,766 4
47,281 2
49,585
71,390 3
67,622
10,673
35,669
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Category
City
City
City
City
City
City
City

City
City
City
City
City

City
City
City

City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City

Maywood
Monrovia
Montebello
Monterey Park
Norwalk
Palmdale

Palos Verdes
Estates
Paramount

Pasadena
Pico Rivera
Pomona

Rancho Palos
Verdes
Redondo Beach

Rolling Hills

Rolling Hills
Estates
Rosemead

San Dimas

San Fernando
San Gabriel

San Marino
Santa Clarita
Santa Fe Springs
Santa Monica
Sierra Madre
Signal Hill
South El Monte
South Gate
South Pasadena
Temple City
Torrance
Vernon

Walnut

West Covina

City/Unincorporated

City of Maywood

City of Monrovia

City of Montebello

City of Monterey Park

City of Norwalk

City of Palmdale

City of Palos Verdes Estates

City of Paramount

City of Pasadena

City of Pico Rivera

City of Pomona

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

City of Redondo Beach
City of Rolling Hills
City of Rolling Hills Estates

City of Rosemead

City of San Dimas

City of San Fernando
City of San Gabriel

City of San Marino

City of Santa Clarita
City of Santa Fe Springs
City of Santa Monica
City of Sierra Madre
City of Signal Hill

City of South EI Monte
City of South Gate

City of South Pasadena
City of Temple City
City of Torrance

City of Vernon

City of Walnut

City of West Covina

Population SD
25,254

38,048
62,879
61,255
103,180
170,391
13,373

Eo G N L * 2 I

54,003
138,611
62,335
152,555
42,358

N e YA

71,748
1,742
8,298

AN

51,336
35,018
28,594
39,687
12,536
229,158
19,236
93,291
11,302
11,911
19,649
93,114
27,021
36,592
147,385
226
28,488
109,856

[l T ~ Y~ O 5 B ) B S N 2 O R I 2 B R VS R 0 B )
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Category

City

City

City
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

West Hollywood
Westlake Village
Whittier

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

City/Unincorporated

Acton
Agua Dulce

Altadena
Anaverde

Angeles National
Forest
Arcadia

Athens Village
Athens-Westmont
Avocado Heights

Azusa
Bandini Islands

Bassett
Bouquet Canyon

Bradbury
Canyon Country

Castaic
Cerritos
Charter Oak

Claremont

Covina
Covina (Charter Oak)

Del Aire
Del Rey
Del Sur

City of West Hollywood
City of Westlake Village
City of Whittier
Unincorporated - Acton
Unincorporated - Agua

Dulce

Unincorporated - Altadena
Unincorporated - Anaverde
Unincorporated - Angeles
National Forest
Unincorporated - Arcadia
Unincorporated - Athens
Village

Unincorporated - Athens-
Westmont
Unincorporated - Avocado
Heights

Unincorporated - Azusa
Unincorporated - Bandini
Islands

Unincorporated - Bassett
Unincorporated - Bouquet
Canyon

Unincorporated - Bradbury
Unincorporated - Canyon
Country

Unincorporated - Castaic
Unincorporated - Cerritos
Unincorporated - Charter
Oak

Unincorporated -
Claremont
Unincorporated - Covina
Unincorporated - Covina
(Charter Oak)
Unincorporated - Del Aire
Unincorporated - Del Rey
Unincorporated - Del Sur

Population SD
35,829 3
8,047 3
87,592 land 4
7,764 5
4,136 5
43,017
1,414
958
7,509
5,367 2
43,751 2
6,550 1
14,827 1
0 4
13,979
1,108 5
344
2,003
26,633 5
479
32 1
466 5
16,278
12,680 5
4,564
604
2,629
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Category

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

City/Unincorporated

Desert View Highlands

Duarte
East Covina

East La Mirada
East Lancaster
East Los Angeles
East Pasadena
East Rancho
Dominguez

East Whittier

El Camino Village

El Monte
Elizabeth Lake

Florence-Firestone
Franklin Canyon

Glendora
Hacienda Heights

Harbor Gateway
Hawthorne

Hi Vista
Kagel/Lopez Canyons

La Crescenta-
Montrose
La Habra Heights

Unincorporated - Desert
View Highlands
Unincorporated - Duarte

Unincorporated - East
Covina

Unincorporated - East La
Mirada

Unincorporated - East
Lancaster

Unincorporated - East Los
Angeles

Unincorporated - East
Pasadena

Unincorporated - East
Rancho Dominguez
Unincorporated - East
Whittier

Unincorporated - El Camino
Village

Unincorporated - El Monte
Unincorporated - Elizabeth
Lake

Unincorporated - Florence-
Firestone

Unincorporated - Franklin
Canyon

Unincorporated - Glendora

Unincorporated - Hacienda
Heights

Unincorporated - Harbor
Gateway

Unincorporated -
Hawthorne
Unincorporated - Hi Vista

Unincorporated -
Kagel/Lopez Canyons
Unincorporated - La
Crescenta-Montrose
Unincorporated - La Habra
Heights

Population SD
2,692 5
4,422

309
5,468 4
86 5
119,284 1
7,930 5
15,221 2
4,954 4
8,597 2
144
1,517 5
62,456 2
1 3
637 5
53,952
6 2
2,450 2
841
1,530
20,043 5
665 4
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Category

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

City/Unincorporated

La Rambla

La Verne
Ladera Heights

Lake Hughes
Lake Los Angeles
Lake Manor
Lakewood

Lennox
Leona Valley

Littlerock
Littlerock/Juniper Hills

Littlerock/Pearblossom

Llano
Long Beach

Lynwood
Marina del Rey

Miracle Mile

Monrovia
Newhall
North Lancaster

North Whittier
Northeast San Gabriel
Padua Hills

Palmdale

Unincorporated - La
Rambla
Unincorporated - La Verne

Unincorporated - Ladera
Heights

Unincorporated - Lake
Hughes

Unincorporated - Lake Los
Angeles

Unincorporated - Lake
Manor

Unincorporated -
Lakewood
Unincorporated - Lennox

Unincorporated - Leona
Valley
Unincorporated - Littlerock

Unincorporated -
Littlerock/Juniper Hills
Unincorporated -
Littlerock/Pearblossom
Unincorporated - Llano
Unincorporated - Long
Beach

Unincorporated - Lynwood
Unincorporated - Marina
del Rey

Unincorporated - Miracle
Mile

Unincorporated - Monrovia
Unincorporated - Newhall

Unincorporated - North
Lancaster

Unincorporated - North
Whittier

Unincorporated - Northeast
San Gabriel
Unincorporated - Padua
Hills

Unincorporated - Palmdale

Population SD
1,819 4
2,134 5
6,673

504 5
13,503 5
1,819 3
117 4
20,423
1,532
3,987
1,636
3,780 5
708 5
1,452
6
11,392 2
0 3
3,774
241
1,207
7,588 1
22,828 land5
127 5
604 5
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Category

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

City/Unincorporated

Palos Verdes Peninsula

Pearblossom/Llano
Pellissier Village
Placerita Canyon

Pomona
Quartz Hill

Rancho Dominguez

Roosevelt
Rosewood

Rosewood/East
Gardena
Rosewood/West
Rancho Dominguez

Rowland Heights
San Clemente Island
San Francisquito
Canyon/Bouquet
Canyon

San Jose Hills

San Pasqual

Sand Canyon

Santa Catalina Island
Santa Monica

Mountains
Saugus

Saugus/Canyon
Country

Unincorporated - Palos
Verdes Peninsula
Unincorporated -
Pearblossom/Llano
Unincorporated - Pellissier
Village

Unincorporated - Placerita
Canyon

Unincorporated - Pomona

Unincorporated - Quartz
Hill

Unincorporated - Rancho
Dominguez
Unincorporated - Roosevelt

Unincorporated -
Rosewood
Unincorporated -
Rosewood/East Gardena
Unincorporated -
Rosewood/West Rancho
Dominguez
Unincorporated - Rowland
Heights

Unincorporated - San
Clemente Island
Unincorporated - San
Francisquito
Canyon/Bouquet Canyon
Unincorporated - San Jose
Hills

Unincorporated - San
Pasqual

Unincorporated - Sand
Canyon

Unincorporated - Santa
Catalina Island
Unincorporated - Santa
Monica Mountains
Unincorporated - Saugus

Unincorporated -
Saugus/Canyon Country

Population SD
722 4
1,626 5
871 1
103 5
2,911
13,313 5
3,253 2
1,093
1,358
1,565 2
3,415 2
48,419 1
160 4
268 5
20,065 1
2,107 5
323 5
255 4
18,392 3
644
484
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Category

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

City/Unincorporated

South Antelope Valley
South Edwards
South El Monte
South San Gabriel
South Whittier
Southeast Antelope
Valley

Stevenson Ranch
Sun Village

Sunrise Village
Twin Lakes/Oat
Mountain

Universal City

Val Verde
Valencia
Valinda

View Park/Windsor
Hills
Walnut

Walnut Park

West Antelope Valley
West Carson

West Chatsworth

West LA
West Puente Valley

West Rancho
Dominguez

Unincorporated - South
Antelope Valley
Unincorporated - South
Edwards

Unincorporated - South El
Monte

Unincorporated - South San
Gabriel

Unincorporated - South
Whittier

Unincorporated - Southeast
Antelope Valley
Unincorporated -
Stevenson Ranch
Unincorporated - Sun
Village

Unincorporated - Sunrise
Village

Unincorporated - Twin
Lakes/Oat Mountain
Unincorporated - Universal
City

Unincorporated - Val Verde
Unincorporated - Valencia
Unincorporated - Valinda

Unincorporated - View
Park/Windsor Hills
Unincorporated - Walnut

Unincorporated - Walnut
Park

Unincorporated - West
Antelope Valley
Unincorporated - West
Carson

Unincorporated - West
Chatsworth
Unincorporated - West LA

Unincorporated - West
Puente Valley
Unincorporated - West
Rancho Dominguez

Population SD
383 5
0 5
1,680 1
8,495 1
56,620 4
729 5
21,005 5
6,300 5
1,320 4
1,594 5
0 5
3,109 5
3,364 5
22,515 1
11,465 2
0 1
15,288
1,377 5
22,940 2
24 3
1,195 3
9,156
1,424 2
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Category

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated
Unincorporated

Unincorporated

Unincorporated

City/Unincorporated

West Whittier/Los

Nietos

Westfield/Academy

Hills
Westhills

White Fence Farms

Whittier

Whittier Narrows

Willowbrook

Wiseburn

Unincorporated - West
Whittier/Los Nietos
Unincorporated -
Westfield/Academy Hills
Unincorporated - Westhills
Unincorporated - White
Fence Farms
Unincorporated - Whittier
Unincorporated - Whittier
Narrows

Unincorporated -
Willowbrook
Unincorporated - Wiseburn

Population SD

26,332 4

1,398 4
792
3,603

3,601 4

76 1

36,074 2

5,807 2
10,047,926
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A.3 — LESSONS LEARNED

Los Angeles County is large, complex, and diverse, and has a greater population than most U.S. states. It is the
hope that the LA County CRC can serve as a role model for future independent redistricting commissions by
demonstrating that citizens can successfully redistrict the five Supervisorial Districts (SDs) of Los Angeles
County. The LA County CRC hopes that the success can lay the groundwork for independent redistricting to
become the prevailing practice throughout the country, not just California.

The LA County CRC was successful despite the COVID-19 pandemic and Census data delays, pioneering new
ways of performing redistricting analysis, including new technologies. The LA County CRC had to adjust to
virtual and hybrid meeting formats, interpret new State legislation with little guidelines, and develop new
protocols for implementing redistricting efforts. The LA County CRC humbly proffer some lessons learned,
which are presented in two groupings:

= Lessons learned for future LA County CRCs or other redistricting commissions
= Lessons learned for the County of Los Angeles governmental agencies

Lessons Learned for Future LA County CRCs

Lesson 1. Future LA County CRCs should retain subject matter expertise for performing RPV analysis.

The LA County CRC retained expertise early in the SD mapping process to perform RPV analysis to establish a
baseline assessment of the current SDs and review the SD final map before it was adopted. Future LA County
CRCs should continue this practice.

Lesson 2. Future LA County CRCs should modify the public COI input format by asking the public to define the
geographic areas before describing the nature of the COIs. They should also explore new surveying
techniques to gather more quantitative data on COls.

The LA County CRC used COI questions that the California CRC used in 2011 and 2021 for consistency. The LA
County CRC too often found that residents went to great lengths to describe the social, culture, and economic
aspects of their COIs — both in writing and oral public comments — but dedicated little time to precisely
defining the geographic locations of their COI.

On the basis of these LA County CRC’s experiences, these requests should be reordered and consolidated as
follows:
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* Clearly describe the geographic location of the COI being described (city names, streets bordering it,
significant locations in the neighborhood, etc.)

» List the other COls that are most similar to your COIl and with which you would like to be in the same
SD with; explain why or why not

* Describe the resources (e.g., universities, fairgrounds, ports, airports, commercial areas, parks) that
your COl shares with the COls that are similar

» List the nearby COls that are most dissimilar to your COI and that you would prefer not to be in the
same SD with; explain why or why not

= Describe your COI, including:

a. The economic and social interests that bind your COI together
Why your COI should be kept together for fair and effective representation
How your COl comes together to advocate for important services, better schools, roads, or
health centers in your neighborhood

In addition, during the coming years, new and better ways to collect quantitative data on COls will become
available. For example, some organizations are using geospatial mobility data to analyze interactions among
people who live near each other at various times of the day. Researchers can then apply algorithms to define
COls. Future redistricting commissioners should explore this approach and others for gaining more robust COI
information versus relying on the testimony of a small percent of the public who have the incentive and time
to attend and speak.*

Lesson 3. Future LA County CRCs should revisit and update LA County CRC values and Bylaws.

The LA County CRC created not only values, but also strong Bylaws by which to govern itself. Both were useful
throughout the process regarding Commissioner conduct and adherence to both. The LA County CRC values
are:

= Accountability: We are accountable to the process and each other to serve all the constituents of Los
Angeles County.

= Transparency: We are committed to openness in all aspects of the redistricting process.

= Objectivity: We are careful, intentional, fair-minded, and impartial and will actively resist undue
influence in establishing SD boundaries in an equitable manner.

4 https://electionlawblog.org/?p=126158
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= Integrity: We are honest, truthful, ethical, principled, respectful, and professional.

* Inclusion & Equity: We seek to create and foster a true sense of belonging and eliminate potential
barriers by being purposeful, deliberate, and effective in comprehensive public outreach, engagement,
and feedback.

The Bylaws were particularly useful and guided the LA County CRC on such issues as filling vacancies,
communications, conduct, and meeting protocol (see Appendix C.1).

Lesson 4. Future LA County CRCs should implement a robust outreach and engagement plan, and strongly
consider hiring an outreach and engagement coordinator/manager.

The importance of outreach and engagement is inherent in the LA County CRC value of “Inclusion and Equity.”
In addition, engagement underlies the entire redistricting process. A county-level commission of this
importance should have more resources and County of Los Angeles support to:

= |mplement a robust outreach plan

= Communicate the process and relevancy of redistricting to the public and key community organizations
and groups

= Ensure outreach efforts are early and that ongoing contact with the public is sustained

= Launch a media campaign earlier in the process, starting with the COI Public Hearings

= Use social media texting to reach more individual residents

In February 2021, the LA County CRC approved an Outreach Plan, building on the approach for outreach
developed during the 2020 Census. This approach focused on CBOs, cities and governmental agencies, and
other organizations so that they would in turn reach out to their stakeholders.

In December 2020, at that start of the LA County CRC, there were 50 individuals who had signed up on the
email distribution list. By December 2021, the distribution list had grown to 9,500 emails, still a small number
given the population of Los Angeles County. Routine bulletins were sent out to these individuals and
organizations, and the LA County CRC was reliant on them to spread the word. Some organizations did a
better job than others.

The LA County CRC outreach efforts evolved into three phases. These phases should be integrated into the
next Outreach Plan:

* Phase 1. In the beginning, the Commissioners must focus on education — what is redistricting and how
it impacts communities.

* Phase 2. As organizations and community groups become increasingly interested in redistricting, they
need to learn more about how to communicate and provide public input to the LA County CRC.
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* Phase 3. A final phase should focus on community input and understanding of the mapping reiterative
process. The community’s understanding of how to stay current as the process and maps evolve is
important.

An outreach plan should also go beyond simply using media and find ways that are effective in all five SDs,
taking into consideration the diverse ethnic communities in Los Angeles County.

During 2021, most groups in the process represented business groups (e.g., chambers) or community-based
alliances. A few of these groups developed and submitted their own maps, including the People’s Bloc, a
coalition of 27 CBOs. The LA County CRC observed that many organizations and individuals who might have an
interest were not involved, possibly because they did not understand the importance of engagement or knew
how to engage in the process.

To be most effective, future LA County CRCs should hire an outreach coordinator/manager to provide
outreach to key communities, CBOs, and other groups to ensure more engagement throughout the
redistricting process. Although Commissioners participated in a number of discussions and workshops,
additional staff resources are needed. This staff position would be responsible for working directly with CBOs
and other groups to coordinate presentations and support for workshops. The intended outcome is to
increase engagement by helping more people understand the importance of SD redistricting and their role in
the process.

The County of Los Angeles could help support this outreach effort further by routinely putting banners across
its website about upcoming LA County CRC Public Hearings, reaching out to other cities to request that they
promote residents to sign up, etc. The City of Los Angeles could also do more to help get the word out to its
Neighborhood Councils through EmpowerLA.

Lesson 5. Future LA County CRCs should continuously educate the public regarding the VRA and redistricting
criteria.

At the start of each COIl Public Hearing, the LA County CRC provided a 10-minute overview of the redistricting
process, including a summary of the VRA and redistricting mapping criteria. This overview was important
because the public needed to understand the redistricting criteria for establishing SD boundaries. Repeating it
was important because new people were attending each Public Hearing.

As time progressed and the LA County CRC began reviewing submitted maps, more members of the public
became engaged. Many of these members of the public had not attended the COI Public Hearings and were
not schooled in redistricting. As a result, many public comments were couched in racial terms with specified
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racial targets, instead of COI descriptions. This situation drove home the need for ongoing education of the
public about the redistricting criteria.

Lesson 6. Future LA County CRCs should establish a process for discussing and refining map options before
final map adoption.

The LA County CRC was new and different approaches were tried in developing and discussing map options.
Commissioners and staff reviewed the maps submitted by the public and other Commissioners.
Commissioners submitted revised maps to capture modifications that they wanted to put before their
colleagues and the public. When the LA County CRC was focused on one and only one map after Public
Hearing No. 4, the Co-Chairs used a round robin approach where Commissioners described their suggested
map modifications.

At the second to last meeting (December 12, 2021), the LA County CRC made modifications to the draft final
map that were adopted by motions. Some Commissioners believe it would have been helpful to have clearly
defined the process at the outset so that adequate discussions could take place. Moreover, more time should
have been given for public comment on the modifications proposed; however, given the challenges with the
timing of this redistricting year, such time had to be truncated.

Having an agreed upon process well in advance of the meeting to finalize the draft final map for submission as
the final map, pending resolution, is important to ensure that all voices are heard.

Lesson 7. The current LA County CRC should continue to meet to develop guidelines for future LA County
CRCs.

With hindsight and experience, the current LA County CRC should continue to meet and improve the
redistricting process by incorporating lessons learned to develop a more effective and efficient redistricting
process. These meetings can help the next and successive LA County CRCs to get a head start and move more
effectively to implement their redistricting plans, while continuing to improve the redistricting process each
time.
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Lessons Learned for the County of Los Angeles Departments

Lesson 8. The County of Los Angeles should ensure the Commissioners have adequate staffing, budget, and
technological support.

Staffing Decisions

The County of Los Angeles and the LA County CRC should determine how to staff future LA County CRCs —
either with County of Los Angeles staff, outside expertise selected by the County of Los Angeles, outside
expertise selected by the Commissioners, or some combination of both, which was the case in 2021.

As background, the LA County CRC needed staff to get established — to develop Bylaws, prepare meeting
agendas, coordinate training programs, prepare public outreach plans, etc. It would have been useful if the
Commissioners had had greater input regarding the firms and individuals selected to staff the LA County CRC.
That said, other CRCs in the State that solicited such input relied on county staff to get set up and took much
longer to get established.

Prior to the formation of the LA County CRC, the County of Los Angeles decided not to staff the LA County CRC
with County staff to reinforce its independence. County staff wanted to build an arms-length relationship
between the LA County CRC and the County of Los Angeles. Therefore, the County of Los Angeles retained the
services of two private firms:

= County of Los Angeles County Counsel retained Colantuono, Highsmith & Whatley, PC to provide legal
services for the LA County CRC.

= The County of Los Angeles’s Executive Office used a master list of pre-approved consulting firms
maintained by the Chief Executive Officer to retain the services of KH. KH responded to a Statement of
Work (SOW).

Both firms were brought on in early December 2020 and informed that the full LA County CRC had to be put
into place by December 31, 2021. This late start necessitated a compact schedule of 4 meetings with the 8
randomly selected Commissioners, including one on December 26 and 28, to select the other 6 Commissioners
from the remaining 52 highly qualified applicants (see Chapter B.1 on the “Formation of Independent
Commission” for details).

When the full LA County CRC met for the first time on January 13, 2021, an Agenda item was “Consent Under
California Professional Rule of Responsibility No. 1.8.6 to Independent Legal Counsel’s Representation of the
Commission” regarding approval of Holly O. Whatley, Esq., as the LA County CRC’s Independent Legal Counsel.
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KH’s President, Gayla Kraetsch Hartsough, Ph.D., presented her firm qualifications in February 2020, outlining
the firm’s work with performing management audits and performance reviews on behalf of various county
and city agencies (e.g., County of Los Angeles Civil Grand Jury). Her team resources included:

= Gayla Kraetsch Hartsough as the Executive Director

= Thai V. Le for his Geographic Information System (GIS) and technical expertise (Note: The
Commissioners later appointed him as the LA County CRC Clerk.)

= (Carlos De Alba for marketing media strategy

= KH support staff

At that same meeting, the Project Manager from the Executive Office reviewed the budget with the LA County
CRC Commissioners.

Additional Subject Matter Experts
The Commissioners reviewed the proposals and credentials of the other subject matter experts and had KH
contract with them on their behalf, including:

= ARCBridge Consulting & Training Inc., Priti Mathur, Mapping and Demographic Analysis and ESRI
Mapping Software Consulting Services

=  Bruce Adelson, Esq., Federal Compliance Consulting LLC, for VRA expertise

= Dr.Jonathan N. Katz, California Institute of Technology, for RPV Analysis

Budget

KH established the budget, based on the SOW and requirements outlined in California Senate Bill 958. The
actual work scope far exceeded the expectations outlined in the SOW — both in terms of time, frequency of
meetings, number of Public Hearings, technical GIS support required of the Commissioners and public, and
related matters. The staffing budget should have been greater and included an individual devoted to outreach,
described in Lesson 4.

In addition, the $100,000 media budget should have been increased significantly, given the highly competitive
media market in Los Angeles County.

The County of Los Angeles developed a budget for providing internal support for the LA County CRC, including
the website, mapping software, and email services, among other services. The email system was clunky for
Commissioners to access and its use became burdensome. Consequently, emails were distributed via both
their @crc.lacounty.gov email and personal emails for effective (but not efficient) communication. The County
of Los Angeles should address this shortcoming.
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Technological Support

Some of the Commissioners struggled with the technology necessary to participate in webinars and analysis of
maps. The County of Los Angeles should consider providing increased technology support to future LA County
CRCs, including possibly the loan of County equipment, to enable Commissioners to participate fully.
Moreover, efforts should be made to ensure Commissioners have adequate bandwidth to participate fully.

Lesson 9. The County of Los Angeles should draw the names of the initial eight Commissioners earlier (in the
year in which the decennial Federal Census is taken), especially if the Commissioners are to select their own
Executive Director and/or Independent Legal Counsel

Despite the challenges and limitations faced by the LA County CRC, the Commissioners successfully developed
the SD map for 2021-2030. An earlier swearing in, however, is needed. If the Commissioners could be
onboarded earlier, it would allow the time required to:

= Establish the new Commission

= Consider its selection of its Legal Counsel and Executive Director

= Receive additional critical training, elaborated on later in this lesson

= Evaluate consultants, including a demographer and a subject matter expert with knowledge of the VRA
and RPV

= Schedule Public Hearings based on a reasonable timeline

= Review map options and hone the final map

Earlier Swearing In and Selection of Legal Counsel and Executive Director

The County of Los Angeles should draw the names of the initial eight Commissioners no later than September
1 in the year in which the decennial federal Census is taken (e.g., for the 2031 redistricting cycle, by
September 1, 2030). If the LA County CRC is to select its own Executive Director and/or independent Legal
Counsel, then the County of Los Angeles should draw the names no later than June 1 (e.g., for the 2031
redistricting cycle, by June 1, 2030).

From the time the original eight names were drawn on November 24, 2020, the LA County CRC took
approximately three full months to accomplish the initial tasks necessary for formation including, but not
limited to, selection of the remaining six Commissioners; approval of Bylaws and values; selection of Co-
Chairs; training on the Brown Act, conflict-of-interest laws, and Public Records Act; formation of Ad Hoc
Working Groups to tackle discrete tasks.

This time, while necessary, deferred the LA County CRC's start on the core task of redistricting. The deadline
should be no later than June 1 if the LA County CRC is permitted to select its Executive Director and
Independent Legal Counsel. That process will likely entail preparation of a Request for Proposal (RFP),
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evaluation of proposal responses, interviews with finalists, and negotiation of the contract. As a result, the
process will increase the time required to establish a fully staffed and functioning LA County CRC by an
estimated 90 to 120 days.

As it was, the County of Los Angeles retained the Independent Legal Counsel and Executive Director with her
team of a GIS technical expert, marketing and media strategist, and support staff in early December 2021 with
the mandate to convene the eight randomly selected Commissioners immediately so they could select the
other six Commissioners by December 31, 2021.

Additional Training
Having an earlier swearin- in date will enable Commissioners to receive additional critical training to:

= Understand Los Angeles County and COls, including the many political jurisdictions and boundaries for
cities, unincorporated areas, and communities within the City of Los Angeles, including Neighborhood
Councils.

o In addition, such training will increase the Commissioners’ awareness of what it means to live in
an unincorporated area versus a city in Los Angeles County.

= Understand the implications of changing district lines on COls

= |nterpret data (e.g., VAP, CVAP, and socio-economic, environmental, other demographics metrics).
= Understand the social determinants of health and health outcomes throughout Los Angeles County
= Build a knowledge base of the community assets in the various SDs

Additional Time for Analyzing Maps

This additional time will also be vital for reviewing map options and selecting the final SD map. The LA County
CRC would have benefitted from more time to consider different map iterations before selecting a final SD
map.

Lesson 10. The Los Angeles County Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk (RR/CC) should inform Commissioner
applicants about the time commitment and consider some form of compensation given the demands on
their time.

The RR/CC should make sure applicants understand the time commitment for serving as redistricting
commissioners, as it is considerable. The LA County CRC Commissioners were dedicated and made the time,
despite the added responsibilities of family, work, and health during the COVID-19 pandemic. A Commissioner
should anticipate devoting between one to two days per month to redistricting. For this redistricting effort:
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During the first six months, Commissioners averaged two meetings per month, combined with Ad Hoc
Working Group meetings in between. This effort equated to approximately one full working day per
month.

During the next three months, Commissioners dedicated approximately three hours for each of the 12
COI Public Hearings. Each of the Public Hearings required preparation time to review the agenda and
public comments to submitted.

During the last three months, Commissioners’ workload increased as they reviewed the many maps
submitted, conducted four additional Public Hearings, and met to hone the final map. The
Commissioners’ meetings lasted four or more hours and increased in frequency to meeting five times in
the last week.

The County of Los Angeles should assess what other state redistricting commissions or grand juries are paid
and develop plans to cover meeting time, mileage, and parking for meetings.

Lesson 11. The County of Los Angeles should work with the redistricting mapping software vendor to
develop software enhancements that meet the Commissioners’ and public’s needs well in advance of the
redistricting process.

The County of Los Angeles Internal Services Department (ISD) should issue a Request for Qualifications (RFQ)
from multiple vendors to see what features are available. ISD should work with the selected vendor ahead of
time to ensure the needed enhancements are built into the software well in advance of the redistricting
process, including such important software features as:

User-friendly software

Multiple levels of user-sophistication options for the public, ranging from novice to sophisticated
demographer (e.g., a simplified version without all of the bells-and-whistles, as well as a “pro” version
with multiple data layers and capabilities)

Improved visuals on par with other GIS maps (e.g., Google, Waze, MapQuest) that display streets,
terrain, and landmarks with clarity

Provision of software earlier in the process to work out kinks ahead of time
The ability for users to start with either Census blocks or RDUs
o The current software only allows one of the two options.

o Moreover, while using RDUs as the basic geographic unit facilitates initial map drawing, the
software should also include lower-level geographies, including Census blocks and tracks.
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Lesson 12. The County of Los Angeles should negotiate with the California Senate to modify the conflict-of-
interest restrictions so that a broader pool of potential bidders who can provide mapping and consulting
services.

The California Senate Bill’s conflict-of-interest provisions narrowed the pool of demographers who could bid
on the mapping and demographic consulting services Request for Proposal (RFP), prepared by the LA County
CRC. Although there were multiple qualified firms that could do the work, the LA County CRC only received
three bids.

It is critical that the demographer have intimate knowledge of the communities in Los Angeles County, which
is important for redistricting. Demographers need to understand the complexities of Los Angeles County’s
historic COls, Neighborhood Councils, unincorporated areas, and geography and topography.

Lesson 13. The County of Los Angeles should adopt new technological advancements for conducting hybrid
public meetings.

The County of Los Angeles and the LA County CRC should continue to adopt new technological advancements
in conducting hybrid public meetings — an anticipated trend in the coming years. Hybrid meetings allow the
public to attend either remotely (via webinar or other platforms) or in person.

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, this LA County CRC pioneered new approaches out of necessity, including
convening both virtual and hybrid meetings in compliance with the Brown Act, expanding access to meetings
through multiple platforms and social media, and holding the first press conference in front of the Hall of
Administration since the COVID-19 pandemic started in March 2020. Some future considerations are to:

= Adopt a hybrid meeting format which allows:

o Individuals who cannot drive or do not want to drive to in-person meetings to still have access
to meetings

o Individuals to use their phones to call in and provide their public comments
o Individuals to attend in person

o Individuals and communities, who struggle with the digital barrier, to attend in person or at
other sites

*= Continue to record live meetings on YouTube or other similar channels because many individuals who
could not attend the meetings later viewed the recorded meetings
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» Select sites for the in-person/hybrid meetings in communities where there may have been substantial
technological barriers to access the meetings virtually

Lesson 14. The County of Los Angeles should approach the California Legislature to establish an integrated
approach with shared software and databases across the State.

During the redistricting process, LA County CRC staff became involved in forming a coalition of GIS redistricting
experts from other California cities and counties who were experiencing similar challenges with the software.
Together, they were able to resolve shared problems with the software vendor.

On a statewide level, the California Legislature should consider the development of an integrated database
and common software for redistricting purposes across the State. In this way:

* It would be more cost-effective than having every city, county, school district, water district, and other
governmental jurisdiction procure their own software, build databases, train the public in its use, etc.

* It would be easier for the public to learn one mapping tool for all California redistricting initiatives
versus learning multiple GIS systems that are used frequently in the same geographic vicinity (e.g.,
most recently, redistricting efforts for the County of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles, City of Long
Beach, and Los Angeles Unified School District.)

* It might bring greater clarity about the differences among the various redistricting initiatives, many of
which overlap.

Lesson 15. The County of Los Angeles should explore a ballot measure and legislative changes to increase
the number of Board of Supervisors

Although beyond the scope of the LA County CRC, the Commissioners received frequent input regarding the
size of the SDs and the benefits of increasing the number of County Supervisors. Editorials on this topic
appeared in the media throughout the year.

The currently large SDs of two million residents are extremely heterogeneous. The concerns of smaller COls
are easily overwhelmed by the concerns of larger COls. It is difficult to manage a SD of two million people,
particularly given the diversity of Los Angeles County in terms of COls, geography, and infrastructure.
Members of the public indicated that they thought increasing the number of SDs would enable:

= Supervisors to be more responsive to their communities’ needs
= |ndividual COls to have greater opportunities to have their voices heard
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B.1 - FORMATION OF INDEPENDENT COMMISSION

PAST PRACTICES

In the past, the BOS appointed an advisory Boundary Redistricting Committee (BRC) to study proposed
changes to the Supervisorial District (SD) boundaries. The BOS could make revisions before adopting the final
redistricted boundaries. The five SDs established in 2011 are displayed in the map.

INDEPENDENT COMMISSION TODAY

Today, the LA County CRC is independent of the BOS. In 2016, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 958
requiring the County of Los Angeles to assemble an independent citizens redistricting commission following
the 2020 Federal Decennial Census.

Based on the U.S. Census Bureau 2020 population data and applicable legal requirements, the LA County CRC’s
responsibility is to define how the SDs will be drawn to account for population and demographic changes since
the 2010 Census.

Selection of the Commissioners

The selection of the LA County CRC Commissioners was a three-phased process:
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Phase 1. Applications to the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk (RR/CC)

During 2020, the LA County CRC was in the process of being formed. The County of Los Angeles Registrar-
Recorder/County Clerk (RR/CC) received 741 applications and identified 533 that were qualified (e.g., Los
Angeles County residents and registered voters), which they then scored to establish a pool of 60 qualified
applicants. The applications of these qualified applicants are available by candidates’ first names at: LA County
CRC Applications

Phase 2. Auditor-Controller Random Drawing of the 8 Commissioners

The County of Los Angeles Auditor-Controller (Auditor-Controller) conducted a random drawing at the BOS’
meeting on November 24, 2020, selecting one Commissioner from each of the five existing SDs and three
Commissioners randomly drawn from the remaining 55 applicants. The following Commissioners were
selected through this random drawing:

=  Commissioner Jean Franklin

=  Commissioner David Adam Holtzman

= Commissioner Daniel Mark Mayeda

= Commissioner Nelson Obregon

= Commissioner Priscilla Orpinela-Segura
= Commissioner Hailes Horacio Soto

= Commissioner Brian Mark Stecher, PhD
=  Commissioner John Patrick Kevin Vento

Phase 3. Selection of the Six Remaining Commissioners

The randomly selected eight Commissioners met at four posted special meetings during December 2020 to
select the remaining six Commissioners from the remaining 52 most qualified applicants. The following
Commissioners were selected through this process:

=  Commissioner Mark Mendoza

= Commissioner Apolonio Morales
= Commissioner Saira Soto

= Commissioner Priya Sridharan

= Commissioner Carolyn Williams
= Commissioner Doreena Wong

Effective December 28, 2020, the CRC had its full complement of 14 Commissioners to begin its work with the
necessary quorum to meet, starting in 2021.

Appendix C.2 contains the report on the selection process in 2020.
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Replacement of a Commissioner Who Resigned

In April 2021, Commissioner Priya Sridharan resigned. Commissioner Mary Kenney was selected to replace her
in May 2021. Appendix C.3 outlines the process for making the selection of her replacement. The report is also
available at: LA County CRC Commissioner Replacement Process.

COMMISSIONERS

The LA County CRC has two Co-Chairs — Daniel Mayeda and Carolyn Williams — approved by a quorum vote of
the Commissioners. Their biographies and emails are posted on the LA County CRC website. The 14

Commissioners today are:

Commissioner Jean Franklin
Commissioner David Holtzman
Commissioner Mary Kenney
Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda
Commissioner Mark Mendoza
Commissioner Apolonio Morales
Commissioner Nelson Obregon

Commissioner Priscilla Orpinela-Segura
Commissioner Hailes Soto
Commissioner Saira Soto
Commissioner Brian Stecher
Commissioner John Vento

Co-Chair Carolyn Williams
Commissioner Doreena Wong
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B.2 — COMMISSION ORGANIZATION

OATH OF OFFICE

The County of Los Angeles Executive Office led the swearing in ceremony for the Commissioners on January
13, 2021. Here is the Oath of Office they took:

I, (state your name) , during such times as | hold the office of the County of Los Angeles Citizens
Redistricting Commission do solemnly swear (or affirm) that | will support and defend the Constitution
of the United States and the Constitution of the State of California against all enemies, foreign and
domestic; that | will bear true faith and allegiance to the Constitution of the United States and the
Constitution of the State of California; that | take this obligation freely, without any mental reservation
or purpose of evasion and that | will well and faithfully discharge the duties upon which | am about to
enter.

INITIAL TRAINING
During the January 2021 regular meetings, Holly O. Whatley, Esq., CRC Independent Legal Counsel, covered:

= Brown Act requirements

»=  Conflict of Interest

=  Public Records Act (PRA)

= Requirement to complete AB 1234 Ethics training online within 60 days
* Election Code

BYLAWS

The LA County CRC developed its bylaws during January and February 2021 and decided to follow Rosenberg’s
Rules of Order. The revised bylaws were expanded to include social/interactive and non-interactive media on
October 27, 2021. Resolutions passed, discussed later regarding virtual meetings, are also posted with the

bylaws.

The Senate Bill 958 requires that the LA County CRC have a quorum of 9 members to conduct the business of
the Commission; 9 members to vote on any official actions; and 9 “yes” votes to pass any action.

VALUES

The Commission adopted the following values:
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* Accountability: We are accountable to the process and each other to serve all the constituents of Los
Angeles County.

* Transparency: We are committed to openness in all aspects of the redistricting process.

* Objectivity: We are careful, intentional, fair-minded, and impartial and will actively resist undue
influence in establishing SD boundaries in an equitable manner.

* Integrity: We are honest, truthful, ethical, principled, respectful, and professional.

* Inclusion & Equity: We seek to create and foster a true sense of belonging and eliminate potential

barriers by being purposeful, deliberate, and effective in comprehensive public outreach, engagement,
and feedback.

TIMELINE

Because of COVID-19, there was uncertainty regarding when the 2020 Census data would be released, so the

target dates were in flux until May 2021 when the U.S. Census Bureau indicated it would release legacy data
by mid-August 2021. Key milestones were:

Appendix C.4 contains the details of the Calendar of the Year. The timeline was aggressive in light of:

* The delayed availability of the Census data

*» The added delay in receiving the Census data adjusted for the incarcerated population on September
20, 2021

= The impact of COVID-19 restrictions and precautions necessarily throughout the redistricting process

The LA County CRC and its Ad Hoc Working Group on Legislation reached out to the California State legislation
to extend the deadline beyond December 15, 2021, on multiple occasions:
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* June 29, 2021: Letter to Senator Steven M. Glazer, State Capitol, regarding support for Senate Bill (SB)
594 (As Amended S/3/2021) if amended

* August 22, 2021: Letter to Senator Steven M. Glazer, State Capitol, Opposition to SB 594 (as amended
8/16/2021) unless amended

* August 24, 2021: Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda’s oral testimony before the California Assembly Elections
Committee on SB 594

The State legislation rejected all requests.

MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING FORMATS

Virtual and Hybrid Meetings

Because of COVID-19 and for the safety of the public, the Commissioners, and staff, the LA County CRC
meetings and business were conducted virtually, except for five Communities of Interest (COIl) Public Hearings
held in a hybrid format (a combination of virtual and in-person model) in August and September 2021 (see
Chapter B.4 on the COI Public Hearings).

Governor’s Executive Order

The meetings were conducted using video conferencing and electronic means, consistent with Governor
Newsom’s Executive Order N-29-20, regarding the COVID-19 pandemic. The Governor extended the Executive
Order through September 30, 2021.

Resolutions

In September 2021, new legislation allowed legislative bodies to continue to conduct teleconference meetings
after September 30, 2021, if certain criteria are met and findings are made regarding health and safety issues.
The LA County CRC passed a total of three resolutions to continue remote teleconference meetings in
accordance with Government Code section 54953(e) and other applicable provisions of the Brown Act.

Bob Hope Patriotic Hall

The LA County CRC identified Bob Hope Patriotic Hall; 1816 S. Figueroa St., Los Angeles, CA 90015 as the site
for hybrid meetings and Public Hearings because of its central location, seating capacity, safety protocols in
light of COVID-19, and access to public transportation. The LA County CRC held a special meeting at Patriotic
Hall on September 14, 2021, and then decided to defer holding additional hybrid meetings for the balance of
the year because of COVID-19 safety concerns.
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Regular and Special Meetings

The LA County CRC regular meetings were scheduled for the second and fourth Wednesday of every month,
starting at 7:00 p.m. By October 2021, the number of meetings increased to weekly meetings. By December
2021, the Commissioners held six meetings over a two-week period to deliberate on potential maps, map
modifications, and the adoption of the final map.

The public had multiple means for accessing meetings.
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All regular and special meetings, as well as Public Hearings, are conducted in accordance with Brown Act and
recorded live on the LA County CRC YouTube channel and directly at:
https://www.youtube.com/c/LACountyRedistricting/videos.
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Agenda, minutes, recordings, and supporting materials are posted on the CRC website:
https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/ (discussed in Chapter B.2).

Threshold Languages

The LA County CRC received no requests (but would have responded to all requests) for interpreters as per
Senate Bill and Brown Act guidelines. In addition to the COI Public Hearings, all meetings after November 7,
2021, had Spanish interpreters. The following instructions were provided:

Attention all participants: you must select your preferred language.
Click on “Interpretation” at the bottom of your screen. Select English
or Spanish. You then can choose to “mute original audio” for a clearer
interpretation. If you do not choose a language, you will not hear the
interpretation.

Atencion todos los participantes: haga clic en la interpretacion
(“Interpretation”) abajo en su pantalla a mano derecha Elija Inglés, o
Espariiol. Debe elegir el idioma que prefiere. Luego, puede optar por
silenciar el audio original (“mute the original audio”) para escuchar
una interpretacion mds clara. Si usted no selecciona un idioma, no
podrd escuchar la interpretacion.
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COMMISSIONER EDUCATION

The LA County CRC established the following policy regarding honorariums:

»  Will endeavor to secure speakers who are willing to donate their time
= If not au gratis, can pay an honorarium up to $1,000 per speaker
*= Make no payments, honorariums, or donations to nonprofit organizations

In addition to the training provided through the Independent Legal Counsel, just discussed, some of the
speakers before the Commissioners were:

* Justin Levitt, Esq., Loyola Law School faculty, Topic: Voting Rights Ac5 (Full bio at:
https://www.lls.edu/faculty/facultylistl-r/justinlevitt/)

» Kathay Feng, Esq., National Redistricting Director, Common Cause; Topic: Redistricting 101 (Full bio at:
https://www.commoncause.org/people/kathay-feng-2)

= Community Based Organizations (CBOs) engaged in the redistricting process, including a panel of:

Rosalind Gold, Jacqueline Coto, and Giovany Hernandez from NALEO Educational Fund
Karen Diaz from CHIRLA

Daniel Jeon and Charles Evans from Asian Americans Advance Justice - Los Angeles

Kirk Samuels from Community Coalition

Alejandra Ramirez-Zarate from Advancement Project

Margo Reeg and Fatima Malik from the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles County
Yvonne Gonzalez Duncan and Kimberly Fuentes from California LULAC

Julia Gomez from ACLU SoCal

Steven Ochoa from MALDEF

0O O 0O 0O 0O 0o o0 O O

= Dr. Raphael J. Sonenshein, Executive Director, Pat Brown Institute for Public Affairs at Cal State LA (Full
bio: https://calstatela.patbrowninstitute.org/who-we-are/executive-director/ )

= County of Los Angeles Panel on Mapping Tool Being Developed

o Steven J. Steinberg, Ph.D., MPA, GISP, Geographic Information Officer, County of Los Angeles
o Richard Leadbeater, Esri Redistricting Team
o David Ely, Compass Demographics, Inc.

*= 2011 County of Los Angeles Border Redistricting Committee (BRC) on Experiences and Lessons learned
o Steve Napolitano, former BCR Committee Alternate; currently City Council Member, City of
Manhattan Beach, CA

FINAL REPORT, PART B, PAGE B.14


https://www.lls.edu/faculty/facultylistl-r/justinlevitt/
https://www.commoncause.org/people/kathay-feng-2/
https://calstatela.patbrowninstitute.org/who-we-are/executive-director/

o Martin Zimmerman, Assistant Chief Executive Officer, serving as BCR Executive Director (now

retired)

o Mark Greninger, GIS Manager, Mapping & GIS Services, County of Los Angeles Public Works
o Nick Franchino, GIS Manager, County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning

= Matt A. Barreto, Professor of Political Science & Chicana/o and Central American Studies, UCLA, and
Director of UCLA Voting Rights Project (Full bio at: http://mattbarreto.com)

AD HOC WORKING GROUPS

Throughout the year, the LA County CRC saw the benefit of forming Ad Hoc Working Groups to review
materials or information for consideration by the full Commission. The following Ad Hoc Working Groups were
created by the Co-Chairs, who attended some pre-assigned ones.

Demography — Selection of demographer
and review of redistricting mapping
software and training plan

Members

Ad Hoc Working Groups

Co-Leaders

= Commissioner Brian Stecher

= Commissioner John Vento

= Commissioner Priya Sridharan (original Leader until she
resigned)

Members

= Commissioner Nelson Obregon

= Commissioner David Holtzman

= Commissioner Doreena Wong

Co-Chair Liaison: Co-Chair Carolyn Williams

Education — Identification of
Commissioners’ topics of interest and
subject matter experts as speakers

Leader: Commissioner Mark Mendoza
Member: Commissioner John Vento
Co-Chair Liaison: Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda

Outreach — Review of the Public Outreach
Plan, leveraging community organization
networks, conducting presentations or
workshops on redistricting, and reviewing
the media strategy for promoting the
Public Hearings

Leader: Commissioner Apolonio Morales
Members

= Commissioner Priscilla Orpinela-Segura
= Commissioner Saira Soto

= Commissioner Doreena Wong

= Commissioner Hailes Soto

= Commissioner Jean Franklin

Co-Chair Liaison: Co-Chair Carolyn Williams
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Ad Hoc Working Groups

Legislation and Other CRC Best Practices —
Updates about other redistricting
commissions

Members

Leader: Commissioner David Holtzman
Members

=  Commissioner Mary Kenney

= Commissioner Brian Stecher

Co-Chair Liaison: Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda

Mapping — Integration of the COIl input into
mapping models

Leader: Commissioner Hailes Soto

Members

= Commissioner Brian Stecher

= Commissioner Saira Soto

= Commissioner Doreena Wong

= Commissioner John Vento

Co-Chair Liaison: None assigned because the Co-Chairs
preferred to review the Ad Hoc Working Group’s input
simultaneously with the full Commission

Specific Map Refinements — Refinement of
map options discussed at Public Hearing
Nos. 3 and 4

Map Option B Series

*  Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda

= Commissioner Hailes Soto

= Commissioner Jean Franklin

= Commissioner Mark Mendoza
=  Commissioner Mary Kenney
Map Option F and G Series

= Co-Chair Carolyn Williams

= Commissioner Apolonio Morales
= Commissioner Brian Stecher

= Commissioner John Vento

= Commissioner Saira Soto

Technical Report (this document) — Review
of the draft report before presentation to
the full Commission

Leaders: Co-Chair Carolyn Williams and Co-Chair Daniel
Mayeda

Members

* Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda

*  Co-Chair Carolyn Williams

= Commissioner Apolonio Morales — Outreach

= Commissioner Mary Kenney — Legislation

= Commissioner Hailes Soto — Mapping
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Ad Hoc Working Groups

’ Members

= Commissioner Doreena Wong — Demography and
Outreach

Commission Replacement — Development
of a process for vetting and selecting a
commissioner for consideration by the full
Commission

Leaders

*  Co-Chair Daniel Mayeda

*  Co-Chair Carolyn Williams
Members

= Commissioner John Vento

= Commissioner Mark Mendoza
= Commissioner Saira Soto

Values— Development of the LA County CRC
tenets on how to behave and treat each
other and the public

Leader: Commissioner John Vento
Members

= Commissioner Mark Mendoza

= Commissioner Apolonio Morales

= Commissioner Nelson Obregon
Co-Chair Liaison: Co-Chair Carolyn Williams
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B.3 — PUBLIC OUTREACH

PUBLIC OUTREACH PLAN

Appendix C.5 contains the Public Outreach Plan, adopted in February 2021 and posted on the LA County CRC
website. Its contents are:

I.  Overview: Plan Purpose and Redistricting Overview

. Public Access and Outreach: Website, Other CRC Communication Vehicles, Building on Existing
Organizational Networks, Media Outlets and Media Buys

lll.  Public Involvement: Overview, Threshold Languages, Timetable, Redistricting Map Submissions,
Metrics

Attachments: CBOs Potentially Interested in Redistricting

THRESHOLD LANGUAGES

Threshold languages are defined as: “a language for which the number of residents of the County of Los
Angeles who are members of a language minority is greater than or equal to 3 percent of the total voting age
residents of the county.” As a result, the threshold languages in Los Angeles County are:

1. Armenian 7. Korean

2. Cambodian/Khmer 8. Russian

3. Chinese 9. Spanish

4. Farsi 10. Tagalog/Filipino
5. Hindi 11. Thai

6. Japanese 12. Vietnamese

During the course of the year, the California Secretary of State identified additional threshold languages
(Arabic, Armenian, Hmong, Persian, Punjabi, and Syriac) for Los Angeles County as a result of a lawsuit.!

1 Memo from Alex Padilla, Secretary of State, State of California Elections Division to All County Clerks/Registrars of Voters,
“Additional Languages Required under California Elections Code Section 14201, Language Minority Determinations,” May 21, 2020.
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One in three Angelenos are foreign born.? In Los Angeles County, approximately 25% of the population is
characterized as having Limited English Proficiency (LEP). These 12 threshold languages represent 96% of Los
Angeles County’s LEP population. The remaining 4% of the LEP population speak more than 100 different
languages and represent approximately 97,000 residents.

County of Los Angeles commissions normally request 72-hours notification for interpreter services for regular
and special meetings. The Election Code requires that the CRC provide interpreter services within 24-hours
notification for the Public Hearings in the Summer 2021 and the Public Hearings in November-December 2021.

WEBSITE

The LA County CRC quickly put together a website that was launched in late January 2021, available at:
https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/ The website was also tested to ensure ADA compliance and access on
phones and tablets.

The major tabs on the homepage website are :

= About Us, Meetings

*  Community Outreach

= Making a Redistricting Map
=  Want to Know More??

2 University of Southern California, Dornsife, “State of Immigrants in L.A. 2020 Report,” January 9, 2020:
https://dornsife.usc.edu/csii/state-of-immigrants-la

3 By law, the 2011 redistricting website had to be available through September 2021. The 2021 LA County CRC website had a link to
the 2011 website to meet this requirement under “Want to Know More?”.
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Individuals can sign up on the website for alerts and bulletins about upcoming meetings and Public Hearings.
Although the LA County CRC recognized the limitations of Google Translate, the LA County CRC used it to
increase the accessibility to the website via more than 100 language options.

Branding

For consistency, meeting information, reports, PowerPoint presentations, and promotional materials carried
the LA County CRC logo and website graphics. The logo and graphics were designed with a friendly
motif that was less bureaucratic than other governmental entities.

GovDelivery

The LA County CRC relied on the County’s GovDelivery system for disseminating bulletins about upcoming
regular and special meetings, workshops, presentations, mapping options, and Public Hearings. Building the
email database consisted of such contacts as:

* Los Angeles County 2020 Census

= CRCsign-ups

= City managers, clerks, mayors, and council members
= 2011 Border Redistricting Committee outreach
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* Media outlets

The number of emails on our list serve grew from 50 in December 2020 to more than 9,500 by December
2021.

FACT SHEET AND OUTREACH TOOLKIT

The Ad Hoc Working Group — Outreach developed a one-page Fact Sheet and
outreach toolkit, which were available in English and most of the County’s
threshold languages.
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WORKSHOPS

LA County CRC-Sponsored Workshops

The Ad Hoc Working Group — Outreach conducted two workshops in April 2021. The purpose of these
workshops was to inform and engage organizations in outreach and redistricting. The workshops targeted the
following groups:

= April 6 at 5:00-6:00 pm: CBOs & Faith Based
Organizations (FBOs)

= April 20 at 5:00-6:00 pm: Cities, government agencies,
educational systems

During the workshops, the Commissioners focused on how the
organizations could participate and assist with outreach,
particularly during the Public Hearings, to solicit input from COls
and later to provide input on the November-December Public
Hearings on map options.

The Executive Director routinely met with CBOs to update them
on the LA County CRC’s activities and planned next steps to
solicit input and help promote the Commission with their
respective stakeholders. She also conducted a workshop in
October 2021 about:

* The LA County CRC’s timeline for the November-
December Public Hearings
*  Process for submitting maps for consideration by the LA County CRC

As elaborated on in Chapter B.5 on the mapping software and datasets, the LA County CRC also provided
videos and workshops on how to use the mapping software. Virtual workshops were held on:

* August 2021 when the preliminary Census data were released

* October 2021 when the Public Law Census data adjusted for the incarcerated population and updated
software were available

* October 2021 in Spanish, using the Public Law Census data and updated software

* October 2021 in English, using the Public Law Census data and updated software
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Invitations to Speak

The Commissioners and staff conducted educational presentations for various organizations throughout the
year. Highlights are:

Avalon City Council

Calabasas City Council

CHIRLA en tu Casa

Dymally Institute at CSUDH (a state coalition of black organizations to have a voice in redistricting)
Las Virgenes-Malibu Council of Governments

Los Angeles Jewish Foundation Jewish Federation of Southern California

Northeast Neighbors (NEN) and North of Montana Avenue (NoMA) neighborhood associations in Santa
Monica

Panel Webinar on Redistricting for the Nonprofit Community with Common Cause California

Pastor Raymond Dennis of Gospel Mission Baptist Church of Los Angeles, Pastor Jason Malveaux of
Progressive Community Church of Inglewood Presentation on Redistricting

Power of Prayer Radio

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments

South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce

Torrance Chamber of Commerce, Government Relations Committee

West Valley Democratic Club panel with LA County CRC and LA City Redistricting Commissioner Richard
Katz

Wilmont Neighborhood Association

Women in Leadership Vital Voices, NAACP, including First AME Church Pasadena, We Breathe
Committee, Metropolitan Baptist Church, National Black Women Congress - SGVC, AME VAlert, AME
WMS Political Action Committee

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce

KPWR-FM / KDAY-FM radio/podcast interviews — with Cece and Teddy

Harvard Kennedy School interview for its Data-Smart City Solutions blog:
https://datasmart.ash.harvard.edu/maps-give-los-angeles-county-residents-voice-redistricting
Southeast Los Angeles Collaboration (SELA)

Commissioner External Communications

Commissioners reported any external or ex parte communications with the public. Such communications were
posted on the LA County CRC website and made available to the public for review.
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PROMOTION OF PUBLIC HEARINGS

Flyers
The LA County CRC promoted the COI Public Hearings through:

* Flyersin the 12 threshold languages, shared with hundreds of community-based organizations

* Gov-Delivery bulletins

*  Workshops

» Collaboration with CBOs and other governmental agencies to promote the Public Hearings: County of
Los Angeles departments, Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), Los Angeles City
DONE and EMPOWERLA (99 Neighborhood Councils), Los Angeles Community College District (LACCD),
etc.

* Cross-promotional efforts with California CRC, Los Angeles City CRC, and Long Beach Independent
Redistricting Commission

Social Media

The LA County CRC established the following social media links:

=  Website: https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/

=  YouTube: https://www.youtube.com/LACountyRedistricting/
= Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/RedistrictingLACounty
=  Twitter: #DrawLACounty

LA County CRC bulletins were posted on Facebook and Twitter. LA County CRC workshops, meetings, and
Public Hearings are posted on YouTube. Meetings and Public Hearings were broadcasted live on YouTube.
Sample Ballot/Voter Information Guide

RR/CC included a small blurb about redistricting in the Sample Ballot/Voter Information Guide for the
September 14, 2021, California Gubernatorial Election. This Guide was sent to every household in LA County
and targeted to reach the county’s 5.7 million registered voters.
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Help Draw the Lines for the Supervisorial Districts for Electing County Board of Supervisors

The independent Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission is holding Communities of Interest

(COI) Public Hearings about how to redraw the supervisorial district lines.

Details at: https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/ Help Draw LA County!

Media Coverage and Outreach

As of December 12, 2021, more than 20 news articles that cite the LA
County CRC are posted on the website under Redistricting in the
News.

Because of the limited size of the media budget, the media buy was
deferred and used to promote the November-December Public
Hearings on the map options. The media buys were combinations of
on-air radio spots, social media Zoom interviews (KPWR-FM / KDAY-
FM), one on-air interview (KIRN-AM), social media, digital banner ads,
radio streaming, on-air radio spots, and print ads.

English Radio - General Market, African American, and Others
*  KPWR-FM & KDAY-FM
»  KJLH-FM
Spanish Radio - Hispanic Market
=  KLVE-FM
»  KRCD-FM
»  KSCA-FM

English
English

Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
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Platform Language

Asian Market
»  KWRM-AM (Chinese Radio) Chinese
= KOREAN DAILY or KOREAN TIMES Korean
Persian / Armenian Radio
= KIRN 670 AM Socal Persian Persian
= KLOS 95.5 FM HD Socal Armenian Armenian
English Print - General Market, Spanish, and African American Market
* Los Angeles Times English
» Digital Print - General Market, African American, and Hispanic
* Los Angeles Times and Los Angeles Times En Espaiiol English and Spanish
* Los Angeles Sentinel African American/English
*  Our Weekly
Spanish Print and Spanish Digital — Hispanic Market
= La Opinion Spanish
» Los Angeles Times En Espanol Spanish

PRESS RELEASES AND PRESS CONFERENCE

The LA County CRC released Press Releases, which are posted on the website.

On October 7, 2021, the LA County CRC held the first Press Conference in the front of the Hall Administration
since COVID-19 had stopped such press conference in March 2020.
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After the Press Conference, the attending 8 Commissioners were interviewed on different aspects of the
redistricting process. These interviews are posted on the LA County CRC Website and LA County CRC YouTube
Channel.
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LA COUNTY CRC CONTACT POINTS
The public had multiple options for communications with or contacting the LA County CRC:

= Sign up to receive bulletins at: https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/

* An online Public Comment form linked to regular and special meeting agenda

* An online GOOGLE Form for communities of interest to provide input into the Public Hearings

= Correspondence via CRC, P.O. Box 56447, Sherman Oaks, CA 91413

* E-mail via Gayla Kraetsch Hartsough, Ph.D., Executive Director, at ghartsough@crc.lacounty.gov or Thai
V. Le, Clerk, Ph.D., at tle@crc.lacounty.gov

* Phone via (818) 907-0397

* LA County Executive Office

* Co-Chairs Carolyn Williams and Daniel Mayeda who served as contact points for inquiries regarding
presentations, interviews, reporter queries, etc.
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B.4 — COMMUNITY OF INTEREST (COI) PUBLIC HEARINGS

COMMUNITY OF INTEREST (COIl) DEFINITION

According to the California CRC, “A community of interest is a contiguous population that shares common
social and economic interests that should be included within a single district for purposes of its effective and
fair representation. Communities of interest shall not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or
political candidates.”

The LA County CRC asked the public to describe their communities, including:

The economic and social interests that bind your community together

Why your community should be kept together for fair and effective representation
Where your community is located

What nearby areas do they want to or not want to be grouped with

The LA County CRC provided additional guidance, based on the COI questions developed by the California CRC,
for defining a COI; some suggestions were:

Begin with your city or unincorporated area: Mention the street names and significant locations in your
neighborhood to help identify the parameters of your community.

What are your shared interests?

What brings you together?

What is important to your community?

Are there nearby areas you want to be in a district with?

Nearby areas you don't want to be in a district with? Why or why not?

Has your community come together to advocate for important services, better schools, roads, or
health centers in your neighborhood?
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12 COI PUBLIC HEARINGS

Senate Bill 958 requires a minimum of seven Public Hearings
with at least one held in each SD. Because of COVID-19, the LA
County CRC was not required to do on-site Public Hearings;
however, but to ensure the public had access to the
Commission to present their public input, the Commissioners
opted for the hybrid model.

In total, the LA County CRC conducted 12 Public Hearings,
including:
= 1 hybrid (in-person/virtual) in each of the 5 SDs
* 1in Spanish with interpreters for the English-speaking attendees

The LA County CRC designed and provided a form for the public to use to provide COl input:
https://forms.gle/2SDZSxEUKNZ3ZU1KA All

Initial 10 Public Hearing Process and Format

The LA County CRC adopted a regional or zone approach for the initial 10 Public Hearings. In this way, the
Commissioners could receive input from COls that covered a smaller geographic area than the 5 SDs. The LA
County CRC also wanted the geographical areas to differ from the existing SDs since the Commissioners
wanted a fresh look at the districts.

Nine geographic zones were developed for the COI Public Hearings. The basis for the 9 zones were the
County’s 8 Service Planning Areas (SPAs), used primarily for planning, statistical tracking, and provision of
health and social services.* Some adjustments were made to even the populations (e.g., San Fernando Valley
and Santa Clarita Valley were assigned to separate zones). The LA County CRC provided an interactive zone
map to help interested attendees to find the location nearest their zip code.

Public Hearing Submitted Public Comments '
Suggested Zip Codes
Zone Through COl Form
Zone A View Zone A Public 91350; 91351; 91354; 91355; 91381; 91382; 91384, 91387,
Comments 91390; 91321

4 https://www.laalmanac.com/health/he798.php
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Public Hearing Submitted Public Comments

Suggested Zip Codes

Zone Through COIl Form
Zone B View Zone B Public 91042; 91759; 92397; 93243; 93510; 93523; 93532; 93534;
Comments 93535; 93536; 93543; 93544; 93550; 93551; 93552; 93553;

93563; 93591

Zone C View Zone C Public 91040; 91301, 91302; 91303; 91304; 91306; 91307; 91311;
91316; 91324; 91325; 91326; 91330; 91331; 91335; 91340;
91342; 91343; 91344, 91345, 91352; 91356; 91361; 91362;
91364; 91367; 91401, 91402; 91403; 91405; 91406; 91411,
91423; 91436; 91601; 91602; 91604; 91605; 91606; 91607

Comments

Zone D View Zone D Public 90041; 91001; 91011; 91020; 91023; 91046, 91101, 91103;
91104; 91105; 91106; 91107; 91125; 91126; 91201; 91202;
91203; 91204; 91205; 91206; 91207; 91208; 91210; 91214,
91501; 91502; 91504; 91505; 91506; 91521; 91522; 91523

Comments

Zone E View Zone E Public 90001; 90002; 90003; 90004; 90005; 90006; 90007; 90008;
90010; 90011; 90012; 90014; 90015; 90016; 90017; 90018;
90019; 90020; 90021; 90023; 90026; 90027; 90028; 90029;
90031; 90032; 90033; 90036; 90037; 90038; 90039; 90042;
90043; 90044; 90046; 90047; 90048; 90056; 90057; 90058;
90059; 90061; 90062; 90063; 90065; 90068; 90069; 90071;
90089; 90211; 90220; 90222; 90247; 90248; 90249; 90301;
90302; 90303; 90304; 90305; 90746; 90747; 90013; 90090;
91608

Comments

Zone F View Zone F Public 90022; 90040; 90601; 90602; 90603; 90604; 90605; 90606;
90631; 90640; 90660

Comments

Zone G View Zone G Public 91006; 91007; 91008; 91010; 91016; 91024; 91030; 91108;
91702; 91706; 91709; 91710; 91711; 91722; 91723; 91724;
91731; 91732; 91733; 91740; 91741; 91744; 91745; 91746;
91748; 91750; 91754; 91755; 91765; 91766; 91767; 91768;
91770; 91773; 91775; 91776; 91780; 91789; 91790; 91791;
91792; 91801; 91803; 92821; 92823

Comments

Zone H View Zone H Public 90024; 90025; 90034; 90035; 90045; 90049; 90064; 90066;
90067; 90073; 90077; 90094; 90095; 90210; 90212; 90230;
90232; 90245; 90250; 90254; 90260; 90261; 90263; 90265;
90266; 90272; 90274; 90275; 90277; 90278; 90290; 90291;
90292; 90293; 90401; 90402; 90403; 90404; 90405; 90501;

Comments
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Public Hearing
Zone

Submitted Public Comments
Through COIl Form

Suggested Zip Codes

Zone |

Countywide
Spanish

View Zone | Public Comments

View Public Comments
View Translated Public
Comments

90502; 90503; 90504; 90505; 90506; 90704; 90710; 90717;

90731; 90732; 90744, 90745

90201; 90221; 90240; 90241; 90242; 90255; 90262; 90270;
90280; 90623; 90630; 90638; 90639; 90650; 90670; 90701;
90703; 90706; 90712; 90713; 90715; 90716; 90723; 90755;
90802; 90803; 90804; 90805; 90806; 90807; 90808; 90810;
90813; 90814; 90815; 90822; 90831; 90840; 90846; 90802;

90803; 90803; 90803

all zip codes
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Two Additional Hybrid COI Public Hearings
According to the statute governing our Commission in Elec. Code, § 21534 (2)(B):

“(B) In the event any state or local health order prohibits large gatherings, the commission may modify
the location of the hearings, including use of virtual hearings that use technology to permit remote
viewing and participation, to the extent required to comply with public health requirements. If the
commission modifies the location of a hearing, it shall provide opportunities to view and listen to
proceedings by video, to listen to proceedings by phone, and to provide public comment by phone and
in writing with no limitation on the number of commenters. The commission shall, to the greatest
extent practicable, provide an opportunity for in-person participation for at least one hearing in each
supervisorial district. Methods for providing in-person participation may include, but are not limited to,
setting up multiple rooms with audiovisual connections to the hearing, allowing community members
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to make appointments to make public comment, providing personal protective equipment, or holding
hearings in outdoor spaces.”

In July 2021, the COVID-19 situation seemed to be in decline and the Commissioners requested the LA County
CRC staff to design a hybrid approach to the Public Hearings scheduled for August 2021. The LA County CRC
also decided to add 2 more Public Hearings for September 2021. In this way, the LA County CRC met the
requirement of at least one in-person COIl Public Hearing conducted in each of the current five SDs.

Care was given that the hybrid Public Hearing sites be accessible for the handicapped, parking, and public
transportation. In addition, specific communities were identified where there were likely digital barriers for
accessing Public Hearings virtually: El Monte, Bellflower, and San Fernando City. The other two locations were
at community colleges — West Los Angeles College and Antelope Valley College — because they had the
technology to handle hybrid meeting formats.
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Health Safety Protocols

The L.A. County Health Officer Order was modified to align with the State on masking guidance, requirements
for workplaces to adhere to Cal/OSHA standards, and sector-specific protocols that remained in place for
indoor K-12 schools, day cares, camps, and high-risk congregate settings. Currently, Cal/OSHA standards
continue to require distancing and masking for all employees.
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The LA County CRC was the first County commission to
conduct meetings in a hybrid format in history. To conduct
such hybrid Public Hearings required special consideration,
particularly since County facilities had not yet opened to
the public at that time.

Steps were taken to ensure adherence to Los Angeles
County Department of Public Health (LACPDH) protocols.
Masks were required, and care was given to endure safe-
distance seating of the Commissioners and the public. At
the two public library settings, there were limitations on
the number of Commissioners and public who could be in
the space.

For your safety and others:

Wear a mask that covers your
nose and mouth—INDOORS—
regardless of vaccination status

Social distance from others
who don’t live with you

Wash your hands often with
soap and water, or use hand
sanitizer

The County of Los Angeles “re-opened” with the rest of the State on June 15, 2021. Changing conditions in the
County due to the rapid spread of the Delta variant of COVID-19 prompted new LACPDH restrictions. Effective
as of Sunday, July 18, 2021, LACPDH Health Orders required all persons, regardless of vaccination status, to

wear masks/facial coverings at all indoor public settings.

At the start of each hybrid COI Public Hearing, the LA County CRC Clerk outlined the safety protocols:®

Initial Response If Reporting Positive COVID-19 Test
* Immediately home-quarantine for 10 days

= Instruct individual to tell his/her close contacts to home-quarantine for 10 days

= Call your doctor/healthcare provider for further direction

= Continue to monitor symptoms between 11 to 14 days and seek care if symptoms escalate

= Remain in contact with Public Health

= Seek medical attention immediately if you are having difficulty breathing or keeping fluids down

Initial Response if Reporting COVID-19 Symptoms
= Immediately home-quarantine for 10 days

= Get tested at any Public Health test site immediately at a location near you

= Call your doctor/healthcare provider for further direction

= Continue to monitor symptoms between 11 to 14 days and seek care if symptoms escalate

> Source: LACCD, http://laccd.edu/About/News/Documents/Safety-Advisories/Safety%20Advisory%20-

%20Protocols%20for%20Reporting%20COVID-19%20Exposure%20Incidents%20revised%20July%2027%202021.pdf
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» Seek medical attention immediately if you are having difficulty breathing or keeping fluids down

Reporting Positive COVID-19 Test or Symptoms after the Public Hearing
= Contact tle@crc.lacounty.qov to report COVID-19 exposures and positive cases so we can let
individuals who signed in know of their potential risks.

Definition of Infectious and Close Contact Defined
* A patient with presumed or confirmed COVID-19 is considered to be infectious from 2 days before
their symptoms started until their isolation period ends.
*»  Asymptomatic patients with a laboratory-confirmed COVID-19 infection are considered to be
infectious from 2 days before their test was taken until 10 days after their test was taken.
= A “close contact” refers to any of the following people who were exposed to a patient with
presumed or confirmed COVID-19 (“patient”) while they were infectious:
* Anindividual who was within 6 feet of the patient for a total of 15 minutes or more within a
24-hour period
* Anindividual who had unprotected contact with the patient’s body fluids and/or secretions
(e.g., being coughed or sneezed on, sharing utensils or saliva, or providing care without
wearing appropriate protective equipment)

COI INPUT AND COI MAPS

Public COI Map Input

COl input through October 3, 2021 is posted in a sortable Excel Spreadsheet on the LA County CRC website on
the orange bar: CLICK HERE TO VIEW COI INPUT COl input received after October 3, 2021 was posted with the
scheduled special and regular meetings and Public Hearings. The LA County CRC also posted input from the
California CRC so the public could review public testimony made before that commission that might pertain to
the County of Los Angeles SDs.

Overall, the LA County CRC reviewed:

* Hundreds of pages of written public comment

* 500 submissions regarding COls

* 50 formal written letters from CBOs, governments (e.g., city councils, COGs), and others

= 20 COl maps submitted by the public for the LA County CRC's consideration. They are displayed as
“Public's Submitted Communities of Interest Maps” on the LA County CRC website.
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Commissioner COl Models

In October 2021, the LA County CRC formed five teams of two to three Commissioners each to analyze COI
input and develop hypotheses about the COI patterns described in the written and oral public testimonies.
Each zone was reviewed by two teams. The Commissioners’ team meetings were recorded.

The Executive Director summarized the input from the COI teams in a report, “Summary of Community of
Interest (COI) Hypotheses.” The report also includes links to the recorded team meetings; the report is posted
on the website and appears in Appendix C.6.

On the basis of this input, the LA County CRC formed an Ad Hoc Working Group to create visualizations of the
COl input. The full LA County CRC reviewed the models at two public meetings. The outcome was three COI
Models that depicted public input:

Details of each COl model are available at:

= COIl Model A
= COIl Model B
= COIl Model C
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The models reflect the diverse viewpoints received (e.g., keep the San Gabriel Valley together; separate the
foothills from the rest of the San Gabriel Valley; keep the Tri-Cities of Pasadena, Glendale; and Burbank
together; or group Burbank with the San Fernando Valley).
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B.5 - MAPPING DEMOGRAPHER, SOFTWARE AND
DATABASES

SELECTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND MAPPING CONSULTING SERVICES

The LA County CRC issued a Request for Proposal/Statement of Work (RFP/SOW) which is in Appendix C.7. The
criteria for evaluating the proposal were:

Criteria for Evaluating Proposals Weightings

Ethics Requirements (If the Proposer fails this requirement, the bid cannot be Pass/Fail
considered.)®
Proposers’ Plans to meet RFP Objectives and Tasks

Task 1 — Redistricting Mapping Planning 10%
Task 2 — Public Involvement in Redistricting Mapping 10%
Task 3 — Review of Public-Submitted Maps 10%
Task 4 — Preparation of Line drawings of LA County 10%
Proposers’ Proposed Timeline to Satisfy Redistricting Deadlines Realistically 10%
Proposers’ Firm and Team Capabilities 30%
Proposers’ Project Costs and Hourly Rates 20%

The LA County CRC received three proposals. The Ad Hoc Working Group — Demography evaluated the
proposals and submitted two finalists for the full Commission’s consideration: ARCBridge Consulting &
Training Inc. and National Demographics Corporation (NDC). The Commission listened to oral presentations of
both firms. NDC withdrew its proposal. The Commission selected ARCBridge.

CENSUS DATA

According to the U.S. Census Bureau:

6 California Elections Code Sections 21533(d) & 21532(d)(4)
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“The 2020 Census counted every person living in the United States and the five U.S. territories. It
marked the 24t census in U.S. history and the first time that households were invited to respond to the
census online.””

Delayed Release of 2020 Census

In December 2020, the U.S. Census Bureau reported that it would:

“...continue to process the data collected and plan to deliver a complete and accurate state population
count for apportionment in early 2021, as close to the statutory deadline as possible.”®

Unfortunately, that was not the case. The release date of the 2020 Census was a moving target in 2021
because of a) COVID-19; and b) the extension of the Census deadline. The Census data were finally released in
August 2021.

Official California Public Law (P.L. 94-171) Census

In 2012, the voters of California passed a proposition to adjust the Census data for the in-state incarcerated
population. Specifically, if incarcerated individuals were in-state residents prior to incarceration, they are to be
counted in their last known residences’ district population (Elec. Code § 21003). This redistricting cycle was
the first year for implementing P.L. 94-171. Specifically:

P.L. 94-171 redistricting data is a tabulation from the decennial census that includes counts of
population by race and ethnicity (Hispanic or Latino origin); voting age; housing occupancy status; and
group quarter s population, all at the census block level. The California Citizens Redistricting
Commission and many local jurisdictions, including cities and counties are required by law to use the
official redistricting dataset provided by the Statewide Database. This dataset is different form the data
that the U.S. Census Bureau provides in that it has reallocated data from incarcerated persons that
were enumerated in facilities under the control of the California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation to their last known residential address.

The LA County CRC had to wait for the official Census data to be adjusted for the incarcerated population by
the Statewide Database at the University of California, Berkeley. It was released on September 20, 2021.

The GIS-Demography Team at ISD prepared a report on the impact of the adjusted Census data for the
incarcerated population. This report is posted on LA County CRC website: (pages 4-7).

7 https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/decade/2020/2020-census-main.html

8 https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2020/2020-census-update-apportionment.html
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Total Population, VAP, and CVAP Data

The 2020 Census data is the source to use for determining the total population to ensure the map options and
adopted final map are within 10% population deviation among the five districts. Two other population data
points are also used:

* Voter Age Population(VAP), based on 2020 Census data
= (Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) based on the 2019 American Community Survey (ACS)

VAP and CVAP inform the analysis of whether a proposed map complies with the Federal Voting Rights Act of
1965 (VRA). Consideration of 2019 ACS is appropriate for that evaluation. Chapter B.7 elaborates further on
the VAP and CVAP data sets, including limitations in the accuracy of the CVAP.

U.S. Department of Justice Ethnic Categories

The LA County CRC used the ethnic categories developed by the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ):

Latino (LAT) Everyone who responded affirmatively to Hispanic Origin question
regardless of race

The following categories are Not Hispanic or Latino:

White (WHI) Single race White alone

Black (BLK) Single race Black and 2 race Black and White
American Indian (AIN) Single race AIN and 2 race AIN and White

Asian (ASI) Single race Asian and 2 race Asian and White
Hawaiian Pacific Islander (HPI) Single race HPI and 2 race HPI and White

Other Race (OTH) Single race Other and 2 race Other and White

Multi Minority Race (MMR) All multi race categories except those assigned above.

The mapping software provides the DOJ ethnic categories for Adjusted Population (POP_A20), Adjusted
Voting Age Population (VAP_A20), and unadjusted Citizen Voting Age Population from 2019 CVAP tabulation
(CVAP_D19). The variable names combine the ethnic prefix and the universe suffixes.

CITIES AND UNINCORPORATED AREAS

Countywide Statistical Areas (CSAs)

The Countywide Statistical Areas (CSA) project was developed to provide a common geographic boundary for
reporting departmental statistics for cities and unincorporated areas. The City of Los Angeles’ neighborhoods
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were identified by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering. CSAs differ from the more informal
“Community” geographies because:

* They represent geographies comprised of Census block groups split by cities.
* They must cover the entire unincorporated and incorporated areas of Los Angeles County.
= There can be no holes or overlapping areas.

The CSAs originally were created using Census Block Groups split by cities (e.g., "Split Block Groups") as a
geographic building block. These boundaries are subsequently updated as needed based on the cities’
annexation/deannexation records.

CSAs are named according to the following recommended naming conventions:

* All names will be assumed to begin with “Unincorporated” (e.g., Unincorporated El Camino Village) for
the unincorporated areas. They will not be part of the Statistical Geography Name (so the name of the
Statistical Area would be “El Camino Village”).

* Names will not contain “Island,” referring to a small unincorporated area surrounded by incorporated
cities. Such small unincorporated areas also begin their names with “Unincorporated” to distinguish
them from any surrounding cities. There may be one or more exceptions for certain small areas (e.g.,
“Bandini Islands”).

* A forward slash implies an undetermined boundary between two areas within a statistical geography
(e.g., Westfield/Academy Hills or View Park/Windsor Hills).

» Certain established names may include hyphens (e.g., Florence-Firestone).
= Aliases may be defined in parentheses (e.g., Unincorporated Long Beach (Bonner/Carson Park)).

A full listing of the 348 CSAs is posted on the LA County CRC website. They include the 88 cities, 139 CSAs
within the City of Los Angeles, and the 122 unincorporated areas.

Redistricting Data Units (RDUs)

County staff provided the Commissioners with an overview of the 2011 redistricting experiences and
introduced the use of Redistricting Data Units or Redistricting Units (RDUs) at the May 29, 2021, LA County
CRC meeting.’ The County developed and used RDUs for the 2001 and 2011 redistricting to:

» Reflect the administrative and governmental jurisdictions within Los Angeles County

9 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oyil3dHOLFs (Note: The panel starts at 14 minutes 47 seconds.)
FINAL REPORT, PART B, PAGE B.44



https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/CSA.pdf
https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/1043531_LA-City-CommunitiesAlphaWeb.pdf
https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/1043531_LA-City-CommunitiesAlphaWeb.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oyil3dH0LFs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oyil3dH0LFs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oyil3dH0LFs

* Align with U.S. Census Bureau geographies, which is required to provide population figures for the
redistricting process
* Bring clarity to city and unincorporated area boundaries

Today, County of Los Angeles departments use RDUs for regional planning, delivery of municipal services to
unincorporated areas and contract cities, and County operations. RDUs also minimize the problem of cities
and unincorporated areas being unintentionally split between two SDs.

RDUs are primarily census tracts, split along city boundaries,
from which data have been compiled for use in the redistricting
software.

In addition to aligning census geographies with incorporated city
boundaries, the RDUs also delineate the boundaries of the
named unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County that
represent about 1 million residents. The unincorporated areas in
Los Angeles County cover more than 2,600 square miles,
represent 66% of the County’s land, and more than 1 million
residents (10% of the county’s population). The unincorporated
areas are socially and economically diverse.'? They can be small
(a few blocks); large, such as East Los Angeles with more than
150,000 residents; or sparsely populated (high desert). Without
RDUs, users of the software might unknowingly bifurcate
unincorporated areas since the U.S. Census Bureau does not reflect certain unincorporated areas as
contiguous names.

The U.S. Census Bureau is obligated to protect the privacy of people. Blocks are the smallest unit of
geography. In sparsely populated areas, such as North County in Los Angeles County, the blocks are large
because few people live there. In densely populated areas, the blocks are small.

The tract, block group, block, and RDU geographies are nested. The totals for each level of geography add up
to the total population of the County.

Census data Levels Actual Rounded
Blocks 91,626 92,000
Block Groups 6,591 6,600

10 https://planning.lacounty.gov/view/unincorporated los angeles county/
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Census data Levels Actual Rounded

Tracts 2,498 2,500
RDU at Block Group level with CSAs 7,029 7,000
RDU at Tract Level with CSAs 2,957 3,000
CSAs 348 350

The Ad Hoc Working Group for Demography further discussed the pros and cons of RDUs, including the
complexities of manipulating 92,000 Blocks versus 3,000 RDUs during August 2021.

The County’s demographer, David Ely of Compass Demographics, described the datasets built into the
mapping software at the September 29, 2021, LA County CRC meeting.*! He outlined the data sets, being built
into the software, including the importance of each data set for redistricting purposes:

* RDUs, which reflect existing city and unincorporated area boundaries, including CSAs, and reduces the
number of geographic areas to manipulate from 90,000 Census blocks to 3,000 RDUs
= Adjusted population and VAP total, presented based on DOJ categories
* Unadjusted CVAP by the United States Department of Justice (DOJ) categories
» 2020 Voter Registration Total and by surname matched categories
* Socio-Economic Data from the American Community Survey (ACS), 2019, including:
o Language spoken at home, just Spanish, Asian Language, and Other
o Renter/owner occupied
o Income Categories
o Education Categories
o Poverty
The LA County CRC used the RDUs as the building block for redistricting. In the few instances where necessary
to accomplish the Commission’s intent, RDUs were divided at the Block level.

Los Angeles City Neighborhood Councils

Corresponding to the City of Los Angeles Department of Neighborhood Empowerment (DONE), the 99
Neighborhood Councils in the City of Los Angeles was another consideration. They lie within the City of Los
Angeles but do not follow the CSA boundaries. Although most of the City of Los Angeles has a Neighborhood
Council, there are some residential areas that opted not to be part of DONE. Based on the rules that a
geographic unit should not have overlaps and gaps.

11 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eALiuxsOV2w (Note: David Ely’s presentation starts at 6 minutes 20 seconds.)
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Therefore, for the City of Los Angeles, the Neighborhood Council file was overlaid on the Block Groups and
boundaries assigned using the centroid of the block group; therefore, while the names of the CSAs in the City
of Los Angeles match the neighborhood file, the boundaries are not the same.

MAPPING SOFTWARE

The County of Los Angeles contracted with Esri to supply the redistricting mapping software. The County
provided this free, web-based, mapping software so that:

* Individuals and community groups could participate in the redistricting process.
* The public could prepare and submit Redistricting Map Plans for the CRC’s consideration.

The software was first made available as a soft launch in August 2021 so users could become familiar with it
and participate in training sessions.

Personalized help was made available in English, Spanish, Mandarin, Farsi, Hindi, Korean, and Vietnamese.
Interpreters were provided for additional languages, as requested.

The official launch of the redistricting mapping software and datasets was on October 7, 2021.

TRAINING ON MAPPING SOFTWARE

The LA County CRC developed a training plan for the launch of the mapping software.

T f Lead T t Timin
ype o Approach ea arge g ‘

Training Implementers Audience  Aug1-15 Aug 16-31 Sep 1-15 Sep 16-30 Onward

Technical &

ARCBridge; Thai V.

Administrative Le; LA County GIS
Training experts (approx.
18)
Commissioners 3 small groups of 4-5 ARCBridge Commissioners
Commissioners; two
1-hour sessions (2nd
hour optional)
Personalized Help for Scheduled ARCBridge; Thai V. Le Commissioners

Commissioners appointments
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Type of
Training

Approach

Lead
Implementers

Target
Audience

Timing

Aug 1-15 Aug 16-31 Sep 1-15 Sep 16-30 Onward

Glossary of technical Post on website ARCBridge with Commissioners &
terms Glossary tab additions from LA Public
County ISD
Webinar in English (1 Live training program ARCBridge Public
hour): create "minis" recorded and posted
on sections of
recording for posting
Webinar in Spanish (1 Live training program LA County ISD; Public
hour) recorded and posted ARCBridge provides
text for webinar
training
Webinar in other Add Google captions; LA County ISD Public
languages have County GIS
review recording for
technical accuracy;
refer to HELP line for
language requests
Webinar for trouble  Live training program ARCBridge Public

shooting, based on
identified need
(optional)

recorded and posted

Help Line in multiple
languages

Scheduled
appointments

Thai receives emails & Public
schedules with LA
County ISD/GIS staff

Website: Online Information on CRC  Thai V. Le Public
printed materials and website with links to

video links video training

Website: Translation Translate Spanish Public

of online printed
training materials

version; use Google
translate for other
languages
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Type of Lead Target Timing ‘

L. Approach .
Training Implementers Audience  aug1-15 Aug 16-31 Sep 1-15 Sep 16-30 Onward
Website: Translation Use Google translate/ Public
of online video captions for other
training materials languages

In addition, the LA County CRC posted Esri training videos and
made customized training videos to address questions that
arose from the public.

ARCBridge conducted two training workshops for the
Commissioners and the public in August 2021, using the
preliminary software and Census data.

Once the Public Law Census data adjusted for the incarcerated
population, RDUs, and updated software were available, the LA
County CRC provided two additional workshops in October
2021, on how to use the mapping software:

= One workshop in English by ARCBridge
* One workshop in Spanish, conducted by GIS bilingual
staff from the County of Los Angeles

MAPPING DATABASE

Datasets to Draw Redistricting Maps

David Ely of Compass Demographics and the County’s retained demographer met with the LA County CRC to
describe the datasets built into the mapping software.

= RDUs, which reflect existing city and unincorporated area boundaries, including CSAs, and reduces the
number of geographic areas to manipulate from 90,000 Census blocks to 3,000 RDUs

» Adjusted population and VAP total, presented based on DOJ categories

* Unadjusted CVAP by DOJ categories
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= 2020 Voter Registration Total and by surname matched categories
* Socio-Economic Data from the ACS, 2019, including:
o Language spoken at home, just Spanish, Asian Language, and Other
o Renter/owner occupied
o Income Categories
o Education Categories

o Poverty

Mapping Files and Data Downloads

The LA County CRC also made files and data available for download and use by mapmakers.

Table B.5-1: Census Data

File Name File Description

P.L. 194 Data

2020 Decennial Census Public Law 194 data for County of Los Angeles

Tract Shapefile

Tract-level geography shapefile for County of Los Angeles

Block Group Shapefile

Block Group-level geography shapefile for County of Los Angeles

Block Shapefile

Block-level geography shapefile for County of Los Angeles

Table B.5-2: Mapping Shapefiles and Reference Layers

File Name File Description

All Reference Layers

This zip files contains all reference layers available in the redistricting mapping
software

Assembly Districts

Reference layer for California’s Assembly Districts

Senate Districts

Reference layer for California’s Senate Districts

Census Places

Reference layer for Census Places

Cities and Communities

Reference layer for Cities and Communities

Congressional Districts

Reference layer for Congressional Districts

County Subdivisions

Reference layer for County Subdivisions

City of Los Angeles
Council Districts

Reference layer for City of Los Angeles Council Districts

City of Los Angeles
Neighborhood Councils

Reference layer for City of Los Angeles Neighborhood Councils

School Districts

Reference layer for School Districts

2011 SDs

Reference layer for County of Los Angeles’ 2011 adopted SDs

2015-2019 CVAP (Tracts)

Reference layer with underlying data for CVAP at the tract level

2015-2019 CVAP (Block
Group)

Reference layer with underlying data for CVAP at the Block Group level

FINAL REPORT, PART B, PAGE B.50



https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/mapping-files-data-download/

File Name File Description

2015-2019 CVAP (Block) Reference layer with underlying data for CVAP at the block level
Socioeconomic This is a geodatabase file with socioeconomic reference layers
Educational Attainment Reference layer for educational attainment

Linguistic Isolation Reference layer for linguistic isolation

Poverty Reference layer for poverty level

Consolidated COls Reference layer prepared by ARCBridge consolidating COls based on input
(Model A) from Public Hearings and synthesized by Commissioners

Consolidated COls Reference layer prepared by ARCBridge consolidating COIs based on input
(Model B) from Public Hearings and synthesized by Commissioners

Consolidated COls Reference layer prepared by ARCBridge consolidating COIs based on input
(Model C) from Public Hearings and synthesized by Commissioners

Table B.5-3: Data Tables

File Name \ File Description
Educational Attainment Data table for educational attainment
Linguistic Isolation Data table for linguistic isolation
Poverty Data table for poverty level

Table B.5-4: Election Data

File Name \ File Description
2012 Primary Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2012 Primary Election
2012 General Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2012 General Election
2014 Primary Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2014 Primary Election
2014 General Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2014 General Election
2016 Primary Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2016 Primary Election
2016 General Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2016 General Election
2018 Primary Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2018 Primary Election
2018 General Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2018 General Election
2020 Primary Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2020 Primary Election
2020 General Election County of Los Angeles voting data for 2020 General Election

Table B.5-5: Additional Files

File Name File Description
DxVAR 2020 Redistricting This is the DX_VAR configuration file used in the mapping software. This is
essentially a data dictionary and dictates how the application shows the
datasets in the demographics menu.
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File Name File Description

FGDB This is the updated geodatabase (zipped) containing the datasets in the
mapping software, matched to the DX_VAR file.

Ethnic Categories Document used to identify and categorize different ethnic groups in the
DX_VAR file.

Additional Fields Additional fields defined, including CVAP and socioeconomic variables.

Table B.5-6: Environmental Health Hazards and Housing Data Layers
File Name \ File Description

CalEnviroScreen (CES) 4.0 The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has
made public the latest geodatabases and shapefiles with indicators that
“reflect environmental conditions or a population’s vulnerability to
environmental pollutants.” For more information, visit the OEHHA website by
clicking here.

Affirmatively Furthering The California Department of Housing and Community Development has

Fair Housing (AFFH) Data collected data, geodatabases, and shapefiles on several indicators, including
housing, access to opportunity, and displacement risks. For more information,
visit the AFFH website by clicking here.

Table B.5-7: Additional Data Layers

% File Description

CalEnviroScreen (CES) 4.0 OEHHA has made public the latest geodatabases and shapefiles (2021) with indicators
that “reflect environmental conditions or a population’s vulnerability to
environmental pollutants.” For more information, visit the OEHHA website by
clicking here.

Reference layers added to the software:

= Qverall Percentile (Results)

=  Pollution Burden

=  QOzone

= PM2.5

= Diesel Particulate Matter

= Drinking Water Contamination
=  Children’s Lead Risk from Housing
= Pesticide Use

= Toxic Releases from Facilities

= Traffic Impacts

=  (Cleanup Sites

=  Groundwater Threats
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File Name File Description

= Hazardous Waste

* |mpaired Waters

=  Solid Waste Sites

= Population Characteristics
= Asthma

= Cardiovascular Disease
=  Low Birth Weight

= Education

= Housing Burden

= Linguistic Isolation

=  Poverty

=  Unemployment

AFFH Data The California Department of Housing and Community Development has collected
data, geodatabases, and shapefiles on several indicators, including housing, access to
opportunity, and displacement risks. For more information, visit the AFFH website by
clicking here.

Reference layers added to the software:

=  Social Vulnerability Index (CDC 2018)

=SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities

= Health Places Index (PHASC 2021)

= Special Flood Hazard Areas (FEMA 2020)

= TCAC Area of High Segregation and Poverty (2021)

= QOvercrowded Households (CHHS) — No Date

= Sensitive Communities (UCB, Urban Displacement Project 2021)
= Job Proximity Index (HUD 2014-2017)

= TCAC Opportunity Areas — Composite Score (2021)

= TCAC Opportunity Areas — Economic Score (2021)

= TCAC Opportunity Areas — Environmental Score (2021)
= Median Income (ACS 2015-2019)

=  Poverty Status (ACS 2015-2019)
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B.6 — SELECTION OF MAP OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS

This chapter reviews the legal requirements and criteria for developing viable map options and describes the
various maps submitted and reviewed by the LA County CRC.

CURRENT SUPERVISORIAL  DISTRICTS

The map displays the current geographic boundaries for the five SDs, drawn in 2011.
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LEGAL REQUIREMENTS AND MAPPING CRITERIA

According to the U.S. Constitution, 52 U.S.C. § 10301, Cal. Election Code § 21534, the LA County CRC must
adopt SD lines using the following criteria, listed in order of priority:

1. Each district shall comply with the United States Constitution and be reasonably equal in total resident
population to the other districts, except where deviation is required to comply with the VRA or
allowable by law.

2. Districts shall comply with the VRA.

3. Districts shall be geographically contiguous.

4. The geographic integrity of city, local neighborhood, or community of interest shall be respected in a
manner that minimizes its division.

5. To the extent practicable, and where it does not conflict with numbers 1-4 above, districts shall be
drawn to encourage geographic compactness.

Besides the above criteria, districts shall not be drawn for purposes of favoring or discriminating against an
incumbent, political candidate, or political party.

PRELIMINARY MAPS AND COI MAPS

Prior to the release of the Public Law Census data, the public had submitted 7 preliminary maps for the 5 SDs
and 20 COIl maps, which are posted on the LA County CRC website. In addition to the 20 COl maps are the
three COl Models that the LA County CRC developed (see Chapter B.4 for details).

PUBLIC SUBMITTED OFFICIAL MAPS

In total, the public submitted 31 official redistricting maps that met the minimum requirements for
redistricting purposes by October 28, 2021. These 31 redistricting maps are posted on the LA County CRC.

COMMISSION REDISTRICTING INITIAL MAPPING OPTIONS

The LA County CRC reviewed the 31 public submitted maps, including maps prepared by Commissioners, on
October 26, 27, 28, 2021. The Commissioners were able to build redistricting maps, having:

* Received extensive training on the mapping criteria, including the VRA
» Listened to and read the COl input during the 12 COI Public Hearings
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= Reviewed more than a thousand public comments throughout the redistricting process at that point in
time
* Completed the mapping software training
The Commissioner-prepared maps were not posted until October 25, 2021, to allow time for the public to
submit maps without the influence of Commissioner-created maps.

ARCBridge completed a Scorecard that displayed metrics about each map option submitted (see final
Scorecard at the end of this chapter).

Map Options Considered for Initial Public Hearing

On October 28, 2021, 31 maps had been submitted to the LA County CRC. The Commissioners focused on
which map options to put forth as starting points for the November-December Public Hearings. Three
Commissioner-prepared maps — Maps 020, 021, and 022 — were withdrawn from consideration. The
Commissioners then could share up to three of their top map preferences. An “X” means they liked the map,
but it was not among their top 3. No Commissioner had more than 3 ratings.

Last

Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
Franklin 1 1 X 1

Holtzma

n 1 1 1 X

Mayeda 1 1 1

Mendoza 1 1 X 1

Morales 1 1 1

Obregon 1 1 X 1

Orpinela-

Segura 1 1 1

H. Soto 1 X 1 X 1
S. Soto X 1 1 1 X
Kenney 1 X 1 1 X

Stecher X X X 1 X 1 x 1 X

Vento 1 X 1 X 1 X

Williams X 1 X 1 1

Wong 1 1 1 X
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Maps 012, 015, 018, and 023 had the highest ratings initially. The Commissioners explained individually the
logic behind their selected top 3 map choices and related considerations. The Commissioners discussed other
maps that were comparable to each other.

The Commissioners made individual motions to adopt maps. Motions were made for six of the maps; four of
the maps were approved by a quorum of the LA County CRC.

* Map 012 Prepared by the People’s Block (Passed)

* Map 018 Prepared by Commissioner Brian Stecher (Passed)
* Map 023 Prepared by MALDEF (Passed)

* Map 015 Prepared by Faraz Aqgil (Failed)

* Map 001 Prepared by Josh Rasmussen (Failed)

* Map 019 Prepared by Commissioner Brian Stecher (Passed)

The LA County CRC relabeled the
initial maps options as Maps A, B, C,

and D:
1. Map A (formerly Map 012)
2. Map B (formerly Map 018)
3. Map C (formerly Map 023)
4. Map D (formerly Map 019)

The four approved map options
were posted on the map hub on the
LA County CRC website at: CLICK
HERE.

Chapter B.8 describes the Public
Hearings on map options.
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Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission -- Map Scorecard (Updated December 13, 2021)

# Majority Minority Districts Splits Community of Interest Models
Polsby Popper-
Maps Max Compactness | basedonTotal o doncvap | #esas NCs COI A coi B colc
Deviation Population
Score
Maximum 10% # SDs >.20 10,047,926 6,315,311 348 99 27 27 27
Comparison Pass/Fail Higher # is Better Lower # is Better Lower # is Better
Denominator 10% 5 5 5 348 99 27 27 27 %
% Dev # SDs # SDs # SDs # % # % # % # % # %
Current SDs 4.36 3 2 1 25 7% 25 25% 13 48% 11 41% 13 48%
1 8.92 2 3 3 60 17% 37 37% 74% 16 59% 70%
2 2.17 1 3 2 41 12% 30 30% 63% 16 59% 70%
3 1.13 2 2 1 22 6% 19 19% 14 52% 14 52% 14 52%
4 1.55 3 2 1 24 7% 19 19% 14 52% 14 52% 14 52%
5 0.76 2 2 1 23 7% 18 18% 16 59% 15 56% 16 59%
6 5.42 1 3 3 44 13% 23 235 | 57 13 48% 16 59%
7 7.92 3 3 2 27 8% 10 10% 12 44% 11 41% 13 48%
8 3.56 3 2 1 19 5% 13 13% 14 52% 13 48% 14 52%
9 3.66 1 4 0 4 1% 20 20% 15 56% 11 41% 12 44%
10 0.80 3 1 1 22 6% 18 18% 16 59% 16 59% 16 59%
11 7.66 3 2 1 19 5% 22 22% 33% 11 41%
12 7.23 2 3 2 29 8% 12 12% 44% 14 52%
13 3.63 3 2 1 30 9% 21 21% 56% 16 59%
14 9.82 2 2 1 7 2% 17 17%
15 3.75 4 2 1 13 4% 14 14%
16 2.96 3 2 1 25 7% 23 23%
17 0.20 4 2 1 18 5% 15 15%
18 4.57 4 2 2 21 6% 19 19%
19 1.54 4 2 2 36 10% 30 30%
20 6.15 1 3 1 38 11% 27 27%
21 5.60 1 3 2 36 10% 27 27%
22 5.79 2 3 2 30 9% 30 30%
23 3.61 2 3 2 43 12% 30 30%
24 6.20 2 3 2 28 8% 30 30%
25 7.57 2 2 1 5 1% 20 20%
26 8.68 2 2 1 5 1% 21 21%
27 2.99 4 1 1 15 4% 13 13% 15 56% 14 52% 14 52%
28 5,36 0 3 1 23 7% 31 31% 15 56% 11 41% 13 48%
29 5.56 3 3 2 22 6% 13 13% 13 48% 14 52% 15 56%
30 8,46 1 2 1 3 1% 11 11%
31 9.76 1 1 1 8 2% 11 11%
32 4.36 3 2 1 25 7% 25 25%
33 0.06 4 1 1 23 7% 17 17%
34 8.21 2 3 2 12 3% 21 21%
35 1.24 3 2 2 5 1% 19 19%
36 8.36 1 3 2 31 9% 30 30%
37 7.43 2 2 2 23 7% 23 23%
42 3.31 3 2 2 22 6% 17 17%
43 2.99 4 1 1 15 4% 13 13%
44 9.31 3 3 1 16 5% 18 18%
45 7.28 3 2 2 29 8% 20 20%
46 3.85 1 4 0 19 5% 16 16%
47 2.98 1 4 0 22 6% 15 15%
48 2.23 3 2 2 35 10% 13 13%
49 8.76 3 2 2 28 8% 20 20%
50 8.58 2 2 2 26 7% 13 13%
51 8.82 2 4 2 25 7% 21 21%
52 9.35 2 3 2 21 6% 19 19%
53 2.50 4 3 1 11 3% 21 21%
54 0.70 3 2 2 12 3% 9 9%
55 9.07 2 2 2 24 7% 24 24%
56 7.00 2 3 1 34 10% 29 29%
57 3.49 4 3 1 12 3% 20 20%
58 7.61 2 2 1 18 5% 16 16%
59 8.98 3 2 2 24 7% 10 10%
60 8.69 3 2 2 23 7% 10 10%
61 3.56 2 2 2 23 7% 11 11%
62 6.95 2 3 2 26 7% 15 15%
63 4.68 2 2 2 21 6% 17 17%
64 6.94 3 2 2 2 1% 19 19%
65 12.16 1 3 2 5 1% 18 18%
66 11.65 3 2 2 3 1% 20 20%
67 6.42 3 2 2 14 4% 16 16%
68 3.01 3 2 2 3 1% 20 20%




Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission -- Map Scorecard (Updated December 13, 2021)

# Majority Minority Districts Splits Community of Interest Models
Polsby Popper-
Maps Max Compactness | basedonTotal o doncvap | #esas NCs COI A oI B colc
Deviation Population
Score
Maximum 10% #5SDs >.20 10,047,926 6,315,311 348 99 27 27 27
Comparison Pass/Fail Higher # is Better Lower # is Better Lower # is Better
Denominator 10% 5 5 5 348 99 27 27 27 %
% Dev # SDs # SDs #SDs # % # % # % # % # %
Current SDs 4.36 3 2 1 25 7% 25 25% 13 48% 11 41% 13 48%
69 7.73 3 2 2 3 1% 20 20% 37%
70 5.56 4 3 1 13 4% 11 11% 11 41% 11 41% 12 44%
71 9.01 3 2 2 15 4% 16 16% 11 41% 11 41% 13 48%
72 8.60 1 3 2 11 3% 19 19%
73 5.08 3 3 2 8 2% 17 17%
74 8.85 3 2 2 20 6% 8 8% 11
75 9.88 3 3 1 5 1% 26 26% 13 48% 12 44% 14 52%
76 6.82 4 3 1 9 3% 21 21% 11 41% 11 41% 12 44%
77 9.91 2 3 2 9 3% 19 19% 33% 11 41%
78 8.90 3 2 2 22 6% 6 6% 12 44% 12 44% 14 52%
79 9.15 3 2 2 4 1% 21 21% 11 1% [ 33% 11 1%
80 9.49 3 2 2 23 7% 9 9% 14 52%
81 10.08 1 3 2 7 2% 19 19%
82 8.18 1 3 2 3 1% 17 17%
83 7.83 3 2 2 0 0% 22 22%
84 8.16 3 2 2 3 1% 21 21%
85 9.99 4 2 2 13 4% 23 23%
86 7.94 3 2 0 14 4% 14 14%
87 8.57 3 2 2 6 2% 16 16%
88 8.49 3 2 1 22 6% 12 12%
89 9.21 3 3 1 1 0% 11 11%
90 9.21 2 2 1 0 0% 9 9%
91 7.52 3 2 2 7 2% 18 18%
92 7.40 2 2 2 19 5% 12 12%
93 8.77 3 2 1 18 5% 12 12% 13 48% 12 44% 14 52%
94 8.35 2 2 2 5 1% 21 21% 12 44% 12 44% 14 52%
95 7.40 3 3 1 4 1% 19 19%
96 7.95 3 3 1 1 0% 24 24%
97 9.70 2 2 1 7 2% 18 18%
98 9.98 3 2 1 17 5% 17 17% 11 41% 11 41% 14 52%
99 6.38 2 3 2 8 2% 18 18%
100 8.52 3 3 2 5 1% 14 14% 12 44% 11 41% 13 48%
101 8.19 3 3 2 19 5% 23 23%
102 9.81 2 2 2 6 2% 15 15%
103 8.78 3 2 2 14 4% 16 16%
104 7.43 2 2 1 17 5% 15 15% 11 41% 11 41% 13 48%
105 1.25 3 2 1 2 1% 17 17%
106 9.39 3 2 2 20 6% 19 19%
107 6.23 3 3 1 19 5% 19 19%
108 9.07 3 3 1 13 4% 18 18%
109 5.48 3 3 1 11 3% 21 21%
110 7.96 3 3 1 11 3% 8 8%
111 7.96 3 3 1 9 3% 27 27%
112 6.91 3 2 2 6 2% 18 18%
113 9.79 3 3 2 4 1% 19 19% 13 48% 11 41% 13 48%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Mean 6.25 2.5 2.3 1.5 16.2 17.7 10.6 12.3
€Ol Legend: 41%-59%




B.7 — CENSUS DATA AND RACIALLY POLARIZED VOTER

ANALYSIS

CENSUS DATA

The Total Population and CVAP, using the 2020 Census data adjusted for the incarcerated population (Public

Law Census Data) are displayed in Table B.7-1.

Table B.7-1: Total Population and CVAP By Current Supervisorial District (2020 Public Law Census Data)

2020 Public Law Census Data Number Percent
Total Population 10,047,926 100.00%
Total Hispanic Population 4,821,703 47.99%
Total NH White Population 2,565,941 25.54%
Total NH Black Population 822,831 8.19%
Total NH American Indian/Alaskan Native Population 49,259 0.49%
Total NH Asian Population 1,588,092 15.81%
Total NH Hawaiian Pacific Islander Population 25,639 0.26%
Total NH Other Race Population 98,459 0.98%
Total NH Mixed Population 76,002 0.76%
Total Voting-Age Population 7,993,713 100.00%
Total Hispanic Population 3,579,695 44.78%
Total NH White Population 2,228,127 27.87%
Total NH Black Population 666,380 8.34%
Total NH American Indian/Alaskan Native Population 41,894 0.52%
Total NH Asian Population 1,328,643 16.62%
Total NH Hawaiian Pacific Islander Population 20,273 0.25%
Total NH Other Race Population 73,709 0.92%
Total NH Mixed Population 54,992 0.69%
Total Citizen Voting-Age Population 6,315,480 100.00%
Total Citizen Voting-Age Hispanic Population 2,451,768 38.82%
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2020 Public Law Census Data Number Percent

Total Citizen Voting-Age NH White Population 2,143,680 33.94%
Total Citizen Voting-Age NH Black Population 650,141 10.29%
Total Citizen Voting-Age NH Asian Population 981,769 15.55%
Total Citizen Voting-Age All Other Population 87,953 1.39%

Table B.7-2 displays the Total Population and CVAP numbers, by the current SDs, using the Public Law Census
Data. It indicates population shifts, by SD.

Table B.7-2: Percent Total Population and CVAP By Current Supervisorial District (2020 Public Law Census Data)

District 1 1,953,798 2,009,585 -55,787 -2.78
District 2 2,028,579 2,009,585 18,994 0.95
District 3 2,018,087 2,009,585 8,502 0.42
District 4 2,006,054 2,009,585 -3,531 -0.18
District 5 2,041,408 2,009,585 31,823 1.58

Tables B.7-3, B.7-4, and B.7-5 display the population (numbers and percentages) for total population, VAP,
and CVAP, by SD.

Table B.7-3: Census Data 2020 for Los Angeles County: Total Population By Race

Total Population (Number)

NH White  Hispanic NH Black NH AIAN NH HPI NHAsian  NHOther MM ;/;lézip'e
District 1 188,437 1,344,110 53,210 6,558 2,044 339,240 11,776 8,423
District 2 237,323 1,111,033 413,349 6,364 6,714 211,351 19,069 23,376
District 3 876,634 758,071 92,195 10,013 2,843 239,365 26,309 12,657
District 4 506,520 912,610 132,882 12,233 10,842 394,303 20,350 16,314
District 5 757,027 695,879 131,195 14,091 3,196 403,833 20,955 15,232

NH White  Hispanic NH Black NH AIAN NH HPI NHAsian  NHOther 1 F'\{g‘::ip'e
District 1 9.64 68.79 2.72 0.34 0.10 17.36 0.60 0.43
District 2 11.70 54.77 20.38 0.31 0.33 10.42 0.94 1.15
District 3 43.44 37.56 4.57 0.50 0.14 11.86 1.30 0.63
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District 4

25.25

45.49

6.62

0.61

0.54

19.66

1.01

0.81

District 5

37.08

34.09

6.43

0.69

0.16

19.78

1.03

0.75

Table B.7-4: Census Data 2020 for Los Angeles County: Voting Age Population (VAP) By Race
Total VAP (Number)

NHWhite  Hispanic NH Black NH AIAN NH HPI NHAsian  NHOther MM :’;‘;:'p'e
District 1 169,595 1,012,326 46,089 5,537 1,631 292,502 8,294 6,150
District 2 207,548 809,586 337,428 5,256 5,342 184,829 14,084 17,935
District 3 763,638 575,319 78,197 8,694 2,255 202,531 20,352 9,133
District 4 443,254 675,161 104,866 10,598 8,496 321,889 15,279 11,238
District 5 644,092 507,303 99,800 11,809 2,549 326,892 15,700 10,536

Total VAP (Percent)

NHWhite  Hispanic NH Black NH AIAN NH HPI NHAsian  NHOther MM l':;‘é:'ple
District 1 11.00 65.64 2.99 0.36 0.11 18.97 0.54 0.40
District 2 13.12 51.17 21.33 0.33 0.34 11.68 0.89 1.13
District 3 46.00 34.66 471 0.52 0.14 12.20 1.23 0.55
District 4 27.86 42.44 6.59 0.67 0.53 20.23 0.96 0.71
District 5 39.79 31.34 6.17 0.73 0.16 20.19 0.97 0.65

Table B.7-5: Census Data 2020 for Los Angeles County: Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) By Race
Total CVAP (Number)

NH White Hispanic NH Black NH Asian All other
District 1 165,206 709,212 43,794 219,691 11,384
District 2 185,388 469,102 342,667 124,822 19,110
District 3 719,526 388,561 71,630 148,368 15,331
District 4 451,796 506,525 98,289 248,962 22,310
District 5 621,764 378,368 93,761 239,926 19,818

NH White Hispanic NH Black NH Asian All other
District 1 14.37 61.70 3.81 19.11 0.99
District 2 16.24 41.10 30.02 10.94 1.67
District 3 53.56 28.92 5.33 11.04 1.14
District 4 34.02 38.14 7.40 18.75 1.68
District 5 45.94 27.96 6.93 17.73 1.46

FINAL REPORT, PART B, PAGE B.61



RACIALLY POLARIZED VOTING (RPV) ANALYSIS

Other than constitutional compliance and ensuring a reasonably equal population among districts, compliance
with the VRA has a higher priority than all other criteria listed in Elections Code Section 21534. Section 2 of the
VRA prohibits electoral practices, including redistricting plans, that result in the denial or abridgment of the
right of any citizen to vote on account of race or color, or membership in one of the language minority groups
specified in Section 4(f)(2) of the VRA. Given the high priority placed on VRA

compliance in establishing a map, the LA County CRC retained the services of

Federal Compliance Consulting LLC (FCC) to perform RPV analysis. The team

included:

* Bruce Adelson, Esq., Federal Compliance Consulting LLC; Instructor of
Family Medicine, Georgetown University School of Medicine; Adjunct
Professor of Law, University of Pittsburgh School of Law

* Dr. Jonathan N. Katz, Kay Sugahara Professor of Social Sciences and
Statistics, Division of the Humanities and Social Sciences, California
Institute of Technology

Dr. Katz and Bruce Adelson made multiple presentations to the Commission before it adopted the final map.
The team’s conclusions regarding racially polarized voting in Los Angeles County Supervisorial elections is set
forth in their report in Appendix C.9. Mr. Adelson also opined on the final map’s compliance with the VRA.

FINAL REPORT, PART B, PAGE B.62



B.8 — PUBLIC HEARINGS ON MAP OPTIONS

PUBLIC HEARING REQUIREMENTS

The Elections Code requires that, after the LA County CRC draws a draft map, it must conduct at least 2 Public
Hearings over no fewer than 30 days. The LA County CRC conducted 4 Public Hearings over a 30-day period.

In addition, the LA County CRC posted draft
maps from the public as they came in. After
each Public Hearing, the Commissioners made
changes to some of the original proposed maps.
The modified maps were posted in advance of
any Public Hearings as they (or the one map if it
is only one) evolved.

Throughout the year, in addition to posting all
agenda on the LA County CRC website, the
Executive Office posted agendas physically on
the front doors to the Hall of Administration.
The public could obtain hard copies of the
agenda and maps inside the Hall of
Administration.

PUBLIC HEARING OVERVIEW

Public engagement and participation in the Public Hearings and meetings grew. Between November 1, 2021,
and December 12, 2021, the LA County CRC held 14 meetings, including 4 Public Hearings. The LA County CRC
conducted its special meetings similar to the Public Hearings in that the Commissioners continued to receive
public input on map options under consideration.

Table B.8-1 displays participation rates during this time period for the 14 meetings for a total of 54 hours,
averaging 4 hours in duration. Seven of the minutes lasted more than 3 hours; four meetings lasted more than
4 hours.
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Approximately 1,676 individuals attended these

1,587 watched the Public Hearings and meetings

on YouTube, for a total of 3,263 viewers. The 54 HOURS OF PUBLIC HEARING AND MEETINGS,
Commissioners and staff listened to 599 3,800 WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS READ,
members of the public make oral presentations. 599 ORAL PUBLIC COMMENTS MADE

The Commissioners and staff reviewed 3,800
written comments submitted during that same time period.

Table B.8-1: Metrics on Public Hearings

Metrics Number Notes

Number of Public Hearings and Meetings 14

Total Meeting Duration 54 hours

Unique Attendees on Webinar 1,676

YouTube Views 1,587

Attendees + YouTube 3,263

Oral Comments 599 More than 100 oral public comments at 2 of the
Public Hearings

Written Comments 3,800 Includes written comments submitted on the
Written Comment Form and by email and U.S.
Mail

Table B.8-2 displays the average number of attendees. Approximately 52% attended by webinar and 48%
watched by YouTube.

Table B.8-2: Webinar Attendees and YouTube Viewers

Metrics Averages Percent of

Per Meeting Attendees
Average Unique Attendees on Webinar 120 52%
Average YouTube Views 113 48%
Average Attendees + YouTube Together 233 100%

All maps being considered at Public Hearings were posted 7 days prior to the Public Hearing. The minutes for
all Public Hearings (and regular and special meetings) are posted on the LA County CRC website.
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Public Hearing No. 1

The first Public Hearing was held labeled pm Maps A, B, C, and D on Sunday, November 7, 2021, at 1:00 p.m.
Each of the four mapmakers provided an overview of their proposed maps and responded to Commissioners’
guestions. The Commissioners listened to public comments and then directed ARCBridge to make minor
adjustments or “tweaks” to the maps, based on the public input.

Public Hearing No. 2

The second Public Hearing was held on Wednesday, November 17, 2021, at 6:30 p.m. The LA County CRC
identified six map options, labeled Maps A-1, B-1, C-1, D-1, E, and F. Maps E and F were modifications of Map
A-1. The Commissioners listened to public comments and then identified their top two map preferences
(marked as “1”), including potential contenders (X) and the addition of other maps submitted (OP 044, OP 051,
and OP 053).

Last Name First Name Al B1 C1 D1 E F OP 044 OP 051 OP 053
Franklin Jean 1 1 X
Holtzman David 1
Kenney Mary 1 1
Mayeda Daniel 1 1
Mendoza Mark T. 1 1
Morales Apolonio X 1 1
Obregon Nelson 1
Orpinela-Segura Priscilla 1
H. Soto Saira G. 1 X
S. Soto Hailes
Stecher Brian 1 X 1 X
Vento John X
Williams Carolyn 1 1
Wong Doreena P. 1 X
5 5 3 1 3 6 0 0 1

The Commissioners discussed the rationale for their choices for continuation at a subsequent special meeting
on November 22, 2021.
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Public Hearing No. 3

Public Hearing No. 3 entailed the Commissioners listening to public comment — 100 public speakers — on the
three maps under consideration. On the basis of the public testimony, the Commissioners agreed that the two
Ad Hoc Working Groups for the map options should reconvene, and address issues raised by the public.

Public Hearing No. 4

Because of the lengthy testimony — 114 public speakers —the Commissioners decided to wait to discuss the
map options until their scheduled special meetings. The Ad Hoc Working Groups were to incorporate the
public input from Public Hearing No. 4 into their analys3s.

The Ad Hoc Working Groups prepared one map option each, which they presented at the next special
meeting. One of the map options involved consolidation of two of the earlier maps into one map option.
These two map options became the basis for further refinements.

FINAL MAP SELECTION
The final map is described in Chapter A.2.
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BYLAWS OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CITIZENS REDISTRICTING COMMISSION

Article I. Authority

The County of Los Angeles Citizens Redistricting Commission (“Commission” or “LA County CRC”) is
formed under Chapter 6.3 of Division 21 of the California Elections Code (currently, sections 21530 -
21535).1

Article Il.  Purpose

The Commission’s purpose is to “adjust the boundary lines of the supervisorial districts” of the Board of
Supervisors (Board) “in the year following the year in which the decennial federal census is taken.”
(Elections Code section 21531.) The Commissioner selection process is “designed to produce a
commission that is independent from the influence of the board and reasonably representative of the
County’s diversity.” (Elections Code section 215312, subd. (b).)

Article lll. Powers and Duties

Section 3.01 The Commission has the powers and duty to establish single-member
supervisorial districts for the Board pursuant to a mapping process as set forth in Elections Code
section 21534,

Section 3.02 Prohibition. The Commission shall not consider the place of residence of any
incumbent or political candidate in the creation of a map. Districts shall not be drawn for
purposes of favoring or discriminating against an incumbent, political candidate, or political
party. (Elections Code section 21534, subd. (b).)

Section 3.03 Public Records. All records of the Commission related to redistricting and all data
considered by the Commission in drawing the draft and final maps are public records. (Elections
Code section 21534, subd. (d)(1).)

Section 3.04 Public Hearings. The Commission shall conduct the public hearings as required by
Elections Code section 21534, subdivisions (c)(2) and (c)(3).

Section 3.05 Redistricting Plan. The Commission shall adopt a redistricting plan redrawing the
boundaries of the supervisorial districts and shall file the plan with the county elections official
by the map adoption deadline set forth in Elections Code section 21501, subdivision (a).

! Unless otherwise indicated, all statutory references herein are to the California codes.
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Article IV. Rules of Membership

252003.2

Section 4.01 Selection. The Commissioners have been, or shall once a decade be, selected in
the manner provided by Elections Code section 21532.

Section 4.02 Size. The Commission shall be composed of 14 members. (Elections Code section
21532, subd. (c).)

Section 4.03 Qualifications. Commissioners shall meet all of the following qualifications:

(a) Commissioners shall meet all of the qualifications set forth in Elections Code section
21532.

(b) Any Commissioner who ceases to meet these qualifications during their term of service
(e.g., moves outside Los Angeles County) must immediately notify the Co-Chairs in
writing of such fact.

Section 4.04 Conduct. Commissioners shall conduct themselves in a manner that reinforces
public confidence in the integrity of the redistricting process and shall apply Elections Code
sections 21530 - 21535 in an impartial manner. (Elections Code section 21533, subd. (a).)

Section 4.05 Conflict of Interest.

(a) Commission members are subject to the conflict of interest code the Board enacted for
the Commission on January 5, 2021. (See Statement of Proceedings,
http://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/sop/1101631 010521.pdf, page 27 [item 25].) “Each
commission member [is] a designated employee” for purposes of that code. (Elections Code
section 21533(e).)

(b) Each Commissioner shall timely file with the appropriate official or office a Statement of
Economic Interests (California Fair Political Practices Commission Form 700, or its successor) as
required by the conflict of interest code referenced in Section 4.05, subdivision (a) of these
bylaws.

Section 4.06 Ethics Training. Each Commissioner shall complete AB 1234 Local Officials Ethics
Training offered by the Fair Political Practices Commission within 60 days of taking office and
shall provide proof of completion to the Commission’s legal counsel. Commissioners who
completed AB 1234 training in the eighteen months before taking office need not repeat such
training upon taking office, but are required to provide proof of such completion to the
Commission’s legal counsel and must also comply with the obligation to repeat such training
within two years of their last training.
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Section 4.07 Vacancy.

(a)

A vacancy may arise upon any of the following occurrences:

(1) Death or the three (3)-month or longer incapacity of a Commissioner;

(2) Submission of written notice to the Co-Chairs stating a Commissioner’s intent to
resign;

(3) Removal of a Commissioner by a recorded affirmative vote of nine (9)
Commissioners, due to:

i. Three consecutive unexcused absences or five total unexcused absences in a
calendar year. An unexcused absence means an absence which is not approved
by a Co-Chair;

ii. A Commissioner’s failure to continue to meet the qualifications in Elections Code
section 21532;

iii. Conviction of a felony or any crime involving moral turpitude; or,

iv. Repeated or systematic violations of any provision of these Bylaws or Elections
Code sections 21530-21535.

The Commission may fill a vacancy at a properly noticed meeting called in whole or in
part for that purpose. If the Commission chooses to fill the vacancy, it shall endeavor to
do so in @ manner such that the newly constituted Commission as a whole will meet the
criteria under which it was originally established under Section 21532. If possible, the
Commission should select a replacement, if at all, from the pool of remaining qualified
candidates from the initial Commissioners' selection process prescribed by Section
21532,

Section 4.08 Communications.

(a)

Email. Except as otherwise provided herein, each Commissioner shall use the
Commission-provided email address (@crc.lacounty.gov) for all communications
involving Commission business. Each Commissioner shall encourage the public to use
the Commissioner’s official email address in all correspondence with the Commissioner.
Commissioners may use their personal email address for outgoing email related to
Commission business only if the Commissioner also copies their official email address in
all such correspondence. Each Commissioner shall promptly forward all email related to
Commission business sent to their personal email address to their official Commission
email address unless the incoming email copied the Commissioner’s official email
address in the first instance.

Representing the Commission. The Co-Chairs are the only official spokespersons for the
Commission unless this responsibility is delegated in writing by the Co-Chairs or by a
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vote of nine (9) Commissioners. Except as provided in this paragraph, no Commissioner
shall make any statement or take any action taken on behalf of or in the name of the
Commission. This does not prevent Commissioners from disseminating information in
the name of the Commission regarding the time, place, or agendas of upcoming
Commission meetings or hearings.

(c) Communications Outside of Open Meetings or Hearings.

(1) Prohibition Regarding LA County Supervisors. Except during a public meeting,
workshop or hearing, a Commissioner shall not intentionally communicate with a
member of the Board, an agent for a member of the Board, or any of a Board
member’s immediate family members regarding redistricting of Los Angeles County
supervisorial districts (other than the time, place, or agendas of upcoming
Commission meetings or hearings). A Commissioner shall promptly summarize and
report any such communication that arises unintentionally to the Clerk of the
Commission.

(2) Prohibition Regarding All Other Parties. Except during a public meeting, workshop or
hearing, a Commissioner shall not intentionally communicate with a member of the
public, organization, or interest group regarding the specific placement of
supervisorial district boundaries in Los Angeles County. A commissioner shall
promptly summarize and report any such communication that arises unintentionally
to the Clerk of the Commission. Nothing in this subsection shall be construed as
prohibiting a Commissioner from communicating outside of a public meeting,
workshop or hearing with a member of the public, an organization, or an interest
group regarding best practices, accessibility, education, and outreach.

(3)Reporting Requirement for Other Communications. Except during a public meeting,
workshop, or hearing, if a Commissioner directly communicates with anyone other
than another Commissioner, LA County CRC staff, legal counsel, consultants retained
by the Commission or experts to learn about general redistricting principles,
regarding a redistricting matter that might come before the Commission other than
the specific placement of district boundaries (which is covered in subparagraph (2)
above), the Commissioner shall promptly forward originals or copies of all involved
written or electronic communications to the Clerk of the Commission. For
unrecorded verbal or other communication, a Commissioner shall promptly prepare a
written summary of the communication and transmit the summary to the Clerk.

(4) Full Commission Awareness of Communications. The Clerk of the Commission shall
electronically distribute copies of, or links to, all reports or other materials the Clerk
receives pursuant to paragraph (1)-(3) above to all Commissioners and post a copy of
each communication or report on a Commission-approved website within one full
business day of receipt.

(5) Log of Communications. The Clerk of the Commission shall keep and post on a
Commission-approved website a log of all substantive communications regarding
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Article V.

252003.2

redistricting or administrative matters received by the Commission or Commissioners
outside of public meetings or hearings. This log shall include at least the following:
the name of the person or organization communicated with, date of communication,
and a general description of where the communication or a summary thereof can be
located on a Commission-approved website.

Information Regarding Meetings/Hearings. Nothing in this Section (4.08) prevents
Commissioners from disseminating information regarding the time, place, or agendas of
upcoming Commission meetings or hearings, and Commissioners are not required to
report or disclose such communications under subsections (1)-(3) above.

Internet/Social Media. Commissioners should keep in mind the provisions of Section
4.04 and are encouraged to use caution when communicating about redistricting on any
internet platform or social media website, including the use of any digital icons that
express emotion.

Officers

Section 5.01 Co- Chairs. The officers of the Commission shall be two (2) Co-Chairs. These
officers may exercise powers and shall perform the duties prescribed by law, these bylaws, and
any parliamentary authority adopted by the Commission.

Section 5.02 Duties of Officers. The duties of the Co-Chairs shall include the following:

(8)

To preside, one at a time, over Commission meetings, including all meetings and public
hearings.

To set the meeting agendas.

To determine whether a quorum is present subject to the requirements of Elections
Code section 21533.

To call special meetings, as allowed by law, when necessary.

To serve as the Clerk of the Commission unless the Commission has hired or the Co-
Chairs designate someone else to fill that role.

To appoint Commissioners to ad hoc subcommittees or working groups established
pursuant to Section 6.07, below.

Such other duties applicable to the office as prescribed by the parliamentary authority
adopted by the Commission.

Section 5.03 Election of Officers.

(a)

The election of officers shall be administered by a Commission staff member.
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(b) The term of office shall be one (1) year from the date of election unless nine (9)
Commissioners affirmatively vote otherwise.

(c) The person administering the election shall entertain and accept nominations of
candidates at a properly noticed public meeting of the Commission.

(d) Each Commissioner shall have one vote for each officer.

(e) To win an election, a candidate must receive a majority of the votes cast in that election.
If no candidate receives a majority, a last-place candidate shall be eliminated from the
election (in case of a tie, elimination shall be by lot), the previous votes shall be erased,
and Commissioners shall cast new votes.

(f) Officers may serve multiple and/or consecutive terms.

(g) Commissioners may elect a new officer after the term of an officer expires, or to
complete the term of an officer who resigns or otherwise vacates their office.

Section 5.04 Succession of Duties. If both Co-Chairs are absent from a meeting, a majority of
the members of the Commission present may select a Chair Pro Tem.

Article VI. Meetings

252003.2

Section 6.01 Brown Act. As stated in Elections Code section 21534, subdivision (d), the
Commission “shall comply with the Ralph M. Brown Act (Chapter 9 (commencing with Section
54950) of Part 1 of Division 2 of Title 5 of the Government Code).” The Commission shall
endeavor to provide more than the minimum 72-hour notice of meetings, agendas and
supporting materials when practicable.

Section 6.02 Rules of Order. The rules contained in the 2011 edition of "Rosenberg’s Rules of
Order," attached as Exhibit A, except as otherwise provided herein, shall govern the
Commission in its proceedings. The Commission may adopt additional rules to govern conduct
at its meeting and all proceedings. Such rules may be changed by affirmative vote of nine
Commissioners.

Section 6.03 Regular Commission Meetings. Regular meetings of the Commission shall be held
on the second and fourth Wednesdays of each month, at 7 p.m. until such time as the
Commission files the final map with the county elections official.

Section 6.04 Special Meetings. Special meetings of the Commission may be called in the
manner provided by Government Code section 54956.
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Section 6.05 Quorum. Nine members of the Commission shall constitute a quorum. Nine or
more affirmative votes shall be required for any official action. (Elections Code section 21533,
subd. (c).)

Section 6.06 Agenda Items. A Co-Chair may place items on the agenda. A Co-Chair shall place
items on the agenda at the request of four or more Commissioners.

Section 6.07 Committees. The Commission may establish ad hoc subcommittees or ad hoc
working groups to focus on key issues. Such subcommittees or working groups shall consist of
six (6) or fewer Commissioners.

Section 6.08 Attendance. Commissioners shall contact the Co-Chairs and the Clerk of the
Commission in advance to report meeting absences or tardiness.

Section 6.09 Public comment. Public comment on non-agenda items will be limited to two (2)
minutes per person, and public comment on agenda items will be limited to two (2) minutes per
person. The time for non-English speakers shall be doubled if their comments need to be
translated. The presiding Co-Chair may increase or decrease the time per person in the exercise
of their discretion based on the number of speakers and the time available. To the extent time
is increased or decreased, all persons speaking on a particular item shall be allowed equal time.

Article VII. Adoption and Amendment of Bylaws

Section 7.01 Adoption. These bylaws may be adopted by an affirmative vote of nine
Commissioners present at a duly convened regular meeting.

Section 7.02 Amendment. These bylaws may be amended by an affirmative vote of nine
Commissioners present at a duly convened regular meeting.

Adopted 2/24/2021

252003.2
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APPENDIX C.2 - COMMISSIONER SELECTION PROCESS

This Executive Director report outlines the process for selecting the County of Los Angeles Citizens
Redistricting Commission (LA County CRC) Commissioners. The LA County CRC did not become an official
commission until all 14 Commissioners were selected by the State’s required deadline of December 31, 2020.

OVERVIEW

The LA County CRC was established by State legislation (Senate Bill (SB) 958), effective January 1, 2017.1.2 LA
County CRC’s role is to redraw Supervisorial District boundaries following the Federal census.

The Commission is required to reflect the County’s diversity, including racial, ethnic, geographic, and gender
diversity. The applicants are required to demonstrate they possess the following experience:

= Analytical skills relevant to the redistricting process and voting rights

= An ability to comprehend and apply the applicable State and Federal legal requirements
= Ability to be impartial

= An appreciation for the diverse demographics and geography of Los Angeles County

The political party preferences of the LA County CRC Commissioners are not required to be exactly the same
as the proportion of political party preferences among the registered voters of Los Angeles County; however,
they must be as proportionate as possible.

SELECTION PROCESS

The selection process involved three phases, involving different review groups to reinforce the LA County
CRC’s independence from the BOS:

= Phase 1 - Screening of applications by the County of Los Angeles Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk
(RR/CC) to identify the pool of 60 most qualified applicants

1 SB 958, Lara; Stats. 2016, Ch. 781

2 The law governing the LA County CRC and the once-a-decade selection of its members is codified in Division 21,
Chapter 6.3 (commencing with Section 21530) of the State Elections Code.

FINAL REPORT, APPENDICES, PAGE C-7



= Phase 2 — Random selection of eight Commissioners from the RR/CC’s pool of 60 most qualified
applicants by the County of Los Angeles Auditor-Controller

= Phase 3 — Selection of the final six Commissioners from the remaining 52 most qualified applicants by
the eight randomly selected Commissioners

Phase 1 — Applications and Development of the 60 Most Qualified Applicant Pool

RR/CC received 741 applications by September 8, 2020. The RR/CC reviewed the applications and narrowed
the applicant pool to 533 qualified applicants, based on specific requirements of Los Angeles County
residency, voter registration, and election participation. The RR/CC separated demographic information from
the review of subjective questions to eliminate potential bias. The RR/CC then assigned RR/CC staff to
independently review the applications.

RR/CC identified the pool of 60 most qualified applicants, averaging 12 applicants per Supervisorial District.
The purpose of the 30-day review period was to allow the public to identify any applicants who might not be
qualified, based on the Election Code qualification requirements. The RR/CC submitted these names to the
Auditor-Controller after the 30-day public review period.

Attachment A-1 lists the RR/CC’s 60 most qualified applicants.

Phase 2 — Random Selection of Eight Commissioners

The Auditor-Controller conducted random drawings during the BOS’ meeting on November 24, 2020, selecting
1 Commissioner from each of the 5 existing Supervisorial Districts and 3 Commissioners randomly drawn from
RR/CC’s remaining 55 most qualified applicants.

Here is the link to view the live random drawing from a bingo-style drum:
https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=185484406501211

Phase 3 — Selection of Six Additional Commissioners

In accordance with Elections Code section 21550(g), the 8 randomly selected Commissioners reviewed the
RR/CC’s remaining 52 applicants with the goal of selecting 6 additional Commissioners. To accomplish this
goal, the Commissioners met during four public special meetings between December 14, 2020, and December
28, 2020. Recordings of each of these LA County CRC meetings can be viewed at:

= December 14, 2020, meeting: https://youtu.be/lpwG3X1ad8U
= December 21, 2020, meeting: https://youtu.be/Nc3K_2g8y6k
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= December 26, 2020, meeting: https://youtu.be/DVFWpSkyUME
= December 28, 2020, meeting: https://youtu.be/gISNsypnVMY

At each public special meeting, the Commissioners received public comments regarding the process, RR/CC’s
list of most qualified applicants, and future considerations.

December 14, 2020, Special Meeting

The Commissioners considered five options for evaluating the remaining 52 applicants. They opted to use a
holistic approach in which they read applications and rated applicants in terms of the applicants' overall
analytical skills relevant to redistricting/voting rights, State and Federal legal requirements, impartiality, and
appreciation of LA County’s diverse demographics and geography. They agreed to:

= Ensure applicants had at least two Commissioners review their applications; each Commissioner
reviewed 12 to 13 applications randomly assigned to him/her/them.

= Provide latitude to Commissioners to evaluate more of the RR/CC’s most qualified applicants if they
wanted to
The Commissioners agreed to apply a 10-point scale, displayed in Table 1, that distinguished gradations of the

holistic criterion among the remaining 52 applicants.

Table 1: 10-Point Rating Scale for First Round of Commissioners’ Evaluations

Scale  Evaluation Groupings

10 Exceptional applicant, stands out from all of the rest
9

8 Top 30% of the applicant applications reviewed

7

6

5 Middle 30% of the applicant applications reviewed
4

3

2 Bottom 30% of the applicant applications reviewed
1

FINAL REPORT, APPENDICES, PAGE C-9


https://youtu.be/DVFWpSkyUME
https://youtu.be/glSNsypnVMY

December 21, 2020, Special Meeting

The Commissioners acknowledged the valued experiences of the remaining 52 applicants. On average, the
Commissioners each reviewed 27 applications for a total of 215 application reviews. Applications had an
average of 4 Commissioner reviews.

Overall, 12 applicants (23% of the subpool) scored ratings of 8.0 or above; another 11 applicants (21% of the
subpool) were in the 7.0 to 7.9 ratings range, as displayed in Table 2.

Table 2: Distributing of Commissioners’ Ratings

Remaining 52 Applicants
Commissioners’ Ratings

Number Percent
8.0 or above 12 23%
7.0-7.9 11 21%
6.0-6.9 15 29%
5.0-5.9 5 10%
4.0 or below 9 17%
Total 52 100%

The Commissioners initially focused on the applicants rated 7.0 and above on the 10-point rating scale to see if
they could meet the other criteria within this group.

The LA County CRC application that each applicant submitted to RR/CC has a privacy waiver that allows the
County to disclose the applicant’s city and supervisorial district but does not permit release of their physical or
mailing addresses. As a result, the LA County CRC Executive Director was able to obtain city or unincorporated
area information for the 60 most qualified applicants for the December 21, 2020, meeting. The Attachment
lists the location of the RR/CC’s most qualified applicants (cities or unincorporated areas are in green).

Once the Commissioners reviewed these new data points, the Commissioners agreed to expand their
discussions and deliberations of the remaining 52 qualified applicants to ensure the Los Angeles County
political party affiliation and geographic and demographic diversity requirements were met. For example,
some of the remaining 52 applicants rated 7.0 or higher resided in neighborhoods that were the same as or
adjacent to the 8 Commissioners.
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December 26, 2020, Special Meeting

The Commissioners analyzed a series of maps that LA County CRC staff developed that indicated the
geographic location of the eight Commissioners and most qualified applicants under consideration.

This discussion led to the Commissioners refining their list of applicants and agreeing to each develop their
own individual “Slate of 6” to share at the next meeting.

December 28, 2020, Special Meeting

The Commissioners shared their rationales for their Slates of 6. After further deliberations, a commissioner
made a motion for a proposed Slate of 6, which was seconded and approved by a vote of seven to one among
the Commissioners.

Table 3 lists the 14 Commissioners, listed alphabetically by last name.
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Table 3: LA County CRC Commissioners
Commissioner Jean A. Franklin
Commissioner David Adam Holtzman
Commissioner Daniel Mark Mayeda
Commissioner Mark Mendoza
Commissioner Apolonio Morales
Commissioner Nelson Obregon
Commissioner Priscilla Orpinela-Segura
Commissioner Hailes Horacio Soto
Commissioner Saira Soto
Commissioner Priya Sridharan
Commissioner Brian Mark Stecher, PhD
Commissioner John Patrick Kevin Vento
Commissioner Carolyn Williams
Commissioner Doreena Wong

SELECTED COMMISSIONERS’ DEMOGRAPHICS

The Attachment presents additional information, including the Commissioners’ political party affiliations,
demographics, and geographic distribution.

Political Party Preference

The California Election Code requires that:

“The commission shall consist of 14 members. The political party preferences of the commission
members, as shown on the members’ most recent affidavits of registration, shall be as proportional as
possible to the total number of voters who are registered with each political party in the County of Los
Angeles or who decline to state or do not indicate a party preference, as determined by registration at
the most recent statewide election. However, the political party or no party preferences of the
commission members are not required to be exactly the same as the proportion of political party and
no party preferences among the registered voters of the county.”3

3 Elections Code § 21532(c).
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As of January 5, 2021, RR/CC reports that Los Angeles County has 5.8-million registered voters.4 Table 4
displays the political party affiliations of registered voters in Los Angeles County.

Table 4: Number of Registered Voters by Political Party Affiliation in Los Angeles County5
Registered Voters

Political Party Affiliation

Number Percent  Rounded Percent

Democratic 3,048,960 52.449% 52%
No Party Preference 1,450,170 24.946% 25%
Republican 996,999 17.151% 17%
American Independent 143,054 2.461% 2%
Libertarian 41,081 0.707% <1%
Peace and Freedom 35,228 0.606% <1%
Green 22,483 0.387% <0%
Unknown/Other 75,192 1.293% 1%
5,813,167 100.000% Approx. 100%

The Attachment lists the political party preferences (in purple) of the RR/CC’s 60 most qualified applicants.
Among the remaining 52 applicants, there was one Green Party member and none from the American
Independent, Libertarian, or Peace & Freedom Parties.

The Commissioners discussed whether it would be unfair or unconstitutional to eliminate qualified applicants
at this phase simply for being in a small party preference group. They then decided to follow the lead of the
California Citizen Redistricting Commission and consider Not Democrat/Not Republican party preference

4 Overall, 73% of the Los Angeles County population is over age 18 (n=7.3 million); thus, 79% of the eligible
population are registered voters.

5 Registrar-Recorder Voter Registration specific report, October 19, 2020: https://lavote.net/docs/RR/CC/election-
info/LA_ROR_County Summary 10192020.pdf
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voters as a single group.6 This “NDR” category includes all registered voters who are not registered as
preferring either the Democratic or the Republican parties.

Table 5 displays the calculations the Commissioners used for considering political party affiliation makeup of
the LA County CRC, considering three groups: Democrat, Republican, and NDR.

Table 5: Number of Registered Voters by Democratic, NDR, and Republican Political Party Affiliation

in Los Angeles County

. . Registered Voters
Political Party Affiliation
Number Percent Rounded Percent

Democratic 3,048,960 52.449% 52.4%
NDR 1,767,208 30.400% 30.4%
Republican 996,999 17.151% 17.2%

Totals 5,813,167 100.000% 100.0%

The Commissioners then focused on balancing the LA County CRC’s political party affiliation, based on this
new breakdown and displayed in Table 6.

Table 6: Los Angeles County Political Party Affiliations vis-a-vis 14 Commissioners

Percent of Percentages Commiissioners Selected
Political Party Affiliation Registered . &
v Applied to 14 Number Percent
oters

Democratic 52.449% 7.343 8 57%
NDR 30.400% 4.256 4 29%
Republican 17.151% 2.401 2 14%

Totals 100.000% 14.000 14 100%

Reflection of LA County Diversity and Demographics

The law governing the Commission states that the Commission member:

6 See California Constitution, Article XXI, Sec. 2(c)(2).
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“...selection process is designed to produce a commission that is independent from the influence of the
board and reasonably representative of the county’s diversity.”7

It requires that the first eight Commissioners appoint the final six Commissioners:

“..based on relevant experience, analytical skills, and ability to be impartial, and to ensure that the
commission reflects the county’s diversity, including racial, ethnic, geographic, and gender diversity,”
without applying “formulas or specific ratios.”8

To comply with the law, the eight Commissioners did not use such statistics to generate specific ratios or to
develop or apply formulas. Commission staff prepared the next summary tables (Table 7 Through Table 10)
after the final selection of Commission members.

Los Angeles County population demographics used for assessing this reflection in this report are based on the
U.S. Census Bureau’s most recent estimates: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/losangelescountycalifornia# (July
1,2019).

The Attachment lists the demographic information (in blue).
Age Ranges
The Commissioners range in age from 31 to 73 years. In Los Angeles County, approximately 27% of the

population is under age 18 and, therefore, not eligible to register to vote. Another 59% of the Los Angeles
County population is between ages 18 and 64; 14% are age 65 or older.

Approximately 71% of the Commissioners are between age 30 and 64; 29% of the Commissioners are age 65
or older, as displayed in Table 7.

Table 7: Comparison of Commissioner and Los Angeles County Age Ranges

Age Ranges # CRC Commissioners % CRC % CRC % of LA County
Under 18 NA NA NA 27%
Under 30 0 0%

30-39 2 14% 71% 59%
40-49 3 21%

7 Elections Code § 21523(b)
8 Elections Code § 21532(h)(2)
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Age Ranges # CRC Commissioners % CRC % of LA County

50-59 2 21%

60 — 64 2 14%

65 - and Over 5 29% 29% 14%
14 100% 100% 100%

Race/Ethnicity Representation

The graph displays the race/ethnicity makeup of Los Angeles County in the larger pie chart. The smaller pie
chart provides a further break-down that differentiates between Hispanic/Latino versus White Alone.

Los Angeles County Demographics: Race/Ethnicity

o Hispanic or Latino versus
Race/Ethnicity White Alone

Native Hawaiian _ __Two or More
& Other Pacific - Races
Islander alone 3%

1%

American Indian
& Alaska Native
alone
1%

Black or
African
American
alone
9%

Hispanicor
Latino
65%

U.S. Census https://www.census.gov/quick fact/table/I tycaliforniaft

Table 8 displays the Commissioners’ racial/ethnic makeup compared to Los Angeles County.
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Table 8: Comparison of Commissioner and Los Angeles County Racial/Ethnicity Demographics

Race/Ethnicity # CRC Commiissioners % CRC % of LA County

(rounded)

Hispanic/Latino/Latina/Latinx 6 43% 46%
Asian (incl. Pacific Islander) 3 21% 15%
White (Not of Hispanic Origin) 3 21% 25%
Black/African American 2 14% 9%
Other (incl. American Indian/Alaskan Native) 0% 5%

Gender Representation

The Phase 2 random selection of the eight Commissioners resulted in an outcome of six male and two female
Commissioners. Table 9 displays the final Commissioner gender comparisons.

Table 9: Comparison of Commissioner and Los Angeles County Gender Demographics

Gender # CRC Commissioners % CRC % of LA County
Female 6 43% 50%
Male 8 57% 50%
Non-Binary 0

Supervisorial District Representation

Approximately 10 million individuals reside in Los Angeles County. Each Supervisorial District serves
approximately 2 million residents. If the 14 Commissioners were divided evenly, each Supervisorial District
would have between 2 and 3 Commissioners. Subdivision (c) states:

At least one commission member shall reside in each of the five existing supervisorial districts of the
board.

At least one Commissioner resides in each of the five Supervisorial Districts, as displayed in Table 10.

Table 10: Commissioners Residency, by Los Angeles County Supervisorial District
Districts # CRC Commissioners % of LA County

District 1 3 21% 20%
District 2 3 21% 20%
District 3 2 14% 20%
District 4 2 14% 20%
District 5 4 29% 20%
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The map displays the geographic representation of the Commissioners, by current Supervisorial Districts:
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Geographic Representation

The Commissioners were interested in understanding geographic distribution, regardless of existing
supervisorial districts. Los Angeles County consists of 88 incorporated cities and more than 100
unincorporated areas. The next map displays the geographic representation of the Commissioners without
regard to current supervisorial districts:
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ATTACHMENT A-1: ADDITIONAL DETAILS

Geographic
Distribution
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Age (yrs.)

Demographics

Race / Ethnicity

8 Commissioners Randomly Selected by Auditor-Controller

SD#

City or
Unincorporated
Area

Brian Stecher D M 73  White 3 Santa Monica
Daniel Mayeda D M 62 Japanese 2 Culver City
David Holtzman NDR |M 60 White 5 Burbank
Hailes Soto NDR M 39  Mexican/Mexican American 4 Downey
Jean Franklin D F 72 Black 2 Long Beach
John Vento NDR | M 51 White 5 Palmdale
Nelson Obregon R M 59 Cuban 1 Los Angeles
Priscilla Segura D F 31 Mexican/Mexican American 1 Los Angeles
6 Commissioners Selected by the 8 Commissioners
Apolonio Morales D M 43  Mexican/Mexican American 4 Whittier
Carolyn Williams D F 67  Black/African American 2 Hawthorne
Doreena Wong D F 68  Chinese 3 Los Angeles
Mark Mendoza R M 58  Mexican/Mexican American 5 La Verne
Priya Sridharan D F 45  Asian Indian 5 South Pasadena
Saira Soto NDR | F 40 Mexican/Mexican American 1 Los Angeles
Remaining 46 Applicants
Adela Barajas D F 54  White, Mexican/Mexican American 1 South Gate
Alan Ehrlich NDR | M 57 White 5 South Pasadena
Arturo Adame NDR | M 72  Mexican/Mexican American 4 Redondo Beach
Avo Babian D M 41  Armenian 3 Sherman Oaks
Carmen Gonzalez D F 57 Mexican/Mexican American, White, 5 Glendale

Other Latinx
Charles Lindenblatt D M 53  White 3 Los Angeles
Charlotte Williams D F 53  Black, Latinx 2 Inglewood
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Age (yrs.)

Demographics

Race / Ethnicity

SD#

Geographic
Distribution

City or
Unincorporated
Area

Christine Walker NDR | F 36  Black/African American 2 Westchester
Christopher Castaneda NDR | M 46 Mexican/Mexican American 1 Los Angeles
Constance Boukidis D F 62  White 3 Los Angeles
Dan Woods R M 67 White 3 Santa Monica
David Coher R M 43  Hispanic/Latinx 5 Pasadena
Elizabeth Johnson D F 77  Black/African American 2 Los Angeles
Gloria Medel D F 50 Mexican/Mexican American 5 Pasadena
James Toma D M 49  Japanese 1 West Covina
Jia Lin Sayers R F 41  Chinese, Other Hispanic/Latinx 4 San Pedro
John Merguerian R M 46  White 5 Glendale
Jose Avila NDR | M 33  Mexican/Mexican American 3 North Hollywood
Jose Luis Benavides NDR | M 59  Mexican/Mexican American 5 Glendale
Joseph Roth D M 53  White 3 Los Angeles
Lawrence Harris NDR | M 64 White 2 Los Angeles
Linda Timmons D F 70  Black 4 Paramount
Louise Chao D F 66 Chinese 4 Rancho Palos
Verdes
Luis Claro D M 29  Mexican/Mexican American 3 Pacoima
Manuel Gonez D M 55  Mexican/Mexican American 1 Pomona
Margaret Milligan D F 65 White 3 Pacific Palisades
Maria Williams-Slaughter NDR | F 52  Black 4 Lakewood
Marisa DiDomenico G F 51 White 5 Burbank
Mary Kenney R F 70  White/Lithuanian American 4 Palos Verdes
Estates
Molly Greene D F 35  White 1 Los Angeles
Mona Field D F 67  White 1 Los Angeles
Nancy Diaz NDR | F 41  Latinx Pomona
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Nyanza Shaw D F 50 Black/African American 2 Los Angeles

Patricia Don NDR | F 66  Black 2 Los Angeles

Ricardo Mireles D M 55  Mexican/Mexican American 1 Los Angeles

Rosalinda Lugo D F 60 Mexican/Mexican American 1 La Puente

Sara Eastwood D F 27  White 1 Los Angeles

Stevan Colin D M 63  Native American-Blackfeet Tribe and 4 Redondo Beach
Mexican/Mexican American

Teresa Wheatley-Humphrey D F 53  Black/African American 2 Los Angeles

Theresa Fuentes D F 51  Mexican/Mexican American 5 Altadena

Thomas Baxter NDR | M 65 White 5 Pasadena

Tim Forest R M 60 White 3 Woodland Hills

Todd Hays R M 58 White 4 Torrance

Verda Bradley D F 79  Black/African American 2 Los Angeles

Victor Manalo D M 57  Filipino 4 Artesia

Vinod Kashyap R M 78 Asian Indian 4 Diamond Bar
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APPENDIX C.3 - FILLING A VACANCY PROCESS

This document supplements the “Commissioner Selection Process” report because of the resignation of
former Commissioner Priya Sridharan on April 17, 2021, and her replacement by Commissioner Mary Kenney,
effective May 19, 2021, on the County of Los Angeles Citizens Redistricting Commission (LA County CRC).

Please go to our website at https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/ for additional details:

= LA County CRC’s purpose to redraw Supervisorial District boundaries following the Federal census and
related information

= Commissioner Selection Process report available at: https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/CRC-Selection-Process-210127-FINAL-rev-2.pdf9

= LA County CRC By-Laws at: https://redistricting.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/Bylaws.pdf

PROCESS TO FILL VACANCY

The selection process involved the Co-Chairs Carolyn Williams and Dan Mayeda convening an Ad Hoc Working
Group of three other Commissioners who volunteered: Commissioners Mark Mendoza, Saira Soto, and John
Vento. Thus constituted, the Ad Hoc Working Group consisted of members who are registered Democrat,
Republican, and Neither Democrat nor Republican (NDR). It also reflected a mixture of races/ethnicities and
genders.

Because the vacancy created an increased imbalance in gender, the Ad Hoc Working Group focused on the
remaining highly qualified applicants who were female. They each selected up to 5 top candidates, many of
whom appeared on multiple lists. The Co-Chairs directed the Executive Director, Gayla Kraetsch Hartsough, to
reach out to the tentative list of 7 top candidates who appeared on more than one Working Group member’s
list to confirm:

=  Their continued interest and availability

9 This report also outlines related State legislation (Senate Bill (SB) 958), effective January 1, 2017. The law
governing the LA County CRC and the once-a-decade selection of its members is codified in Division 21,
Chapter 6.3 (commencing with Section 21530) of the State Elections Code.
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= Their continued residency in Los Angeles County

= Their continued lack of any conflict of interest as per the Senate Bill requirements

Three of these candidates were eliminated from consideration because of potential conflicts of interest or
residency changes.

This Ad Hoc Working Group engaged in a vigorous two-hour discussion to review the remaining candidates
and ultimately reached consensus on their top candidate who they wished to put forward to the full
Commission for approval: Mary Kenney. Co-Chair Williams reached out to Ms. Kenney to alert her that her
name would be put forth at the May 12, 2021, regular meeting of the LA County CRC.

At the May 12, 2021, regular meeting, Co-Chair Mayeda outlined the process and Co-Chair Williams presented
the qualifications and criteria that the Ad Hoc Working Group considered in recommending Mary Kenney to fill
the Commissioner vacancy.

A motion was made and seconded. The motion was passed to appoint Mary Kenney as a Commissioner. She
took her Oath of Office at a Special Meeting on May 19, 2021.

UPDATE ON COMMISSIONERS’ DEMOGRAPHICS

With the addition of Commissioner Kenney, the demographics of the LA County CRC changed but continue to
reflect the County’s demographic profile.

Political Party Preference

The political party preferences of the LA County CRC Commissioners are not required to be exactly the same
as the proportion of political party preferences among the registered voters of Los Angeles County; however,
they must be as proportionate as possible.10 With the resignation of Commissioner Priya Sridharan and

10 The California Elections Code § 21532(c) requires that: “The commission shall consist of 14 members. The
political party preferences of the commission members, as shown on the members’ most recent affidavits of
registration, shall be as proportional as possible to the total number of voters who are registered with each
political party in the County of Los Angeles or who decline to state or do not indicate a party preference, as
determined by registration at the most recent statewide election. However, the political party or no party
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replacement by Commissioner Mary Kenney, the LA County CRC’s political party affiliations changed from 8
Democrats to 7 Democrats and from 2 Republicans to 3 Republicans, as displayed in Table 1. As Table 1
reveals, the final political party preferences in the Commission are as proportionate as reasonably possible to
the registered voters in Los Angeles County.

Table 1: Los Angeles County Political Party Affiliations vis-a-vis 14 Commissioners

Percent of Percentages LA County CRC Commissioners
Political Party Affiliation Registered . &
V Applied to 14 Number Percent
oters

Democratic 52.449% 7.343 7 50%
NDR11 30.400% 4.256 4 29%
Republican 17.151% 2.401 3 21%

Totals 100.000% 14.000 14 100%

Reflection of LA County Diversity and Demographics

The Commission is required to reflect the County’s diversity, including racial, ethnic, geographic, and gender
diversity.12 To comply with the law, the Commissioners did not use such statistics to generate specific ratios or
to develop or apply formulas.13

preferences of the commission members are not required to be exactly the same as the proportion of political
party and no party preferences among the registered voters of the county.”

11 Not Democrat/Not Republican (NDR) includes all registered voters who are not registered as preferring
either the Democratic or the Republican parties.

12 Elections Code § 21523(b) governing the Commission states that the Commission member: “...selection
process is designed to produce a commission that is independent from the influence of the board and
reasonably representative of the county’s diversity.”

13 Los Angeles County population demographics used for assessing this reflection in this report are based on
the U.S. Census Bureau’s most recent estimates: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/losangelescountycalifornia#
(July 1, 2019).
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Race/Ethnicity Representation

Table 2 displays the Commissioners’ current racial/ethnic makeup with the change in Commissioners,
compared to Los Angeles County. As Table 2 reveals, the final racial/ethnic makeup of the Commission is
reasonably reflective of the County’s diversity in terms of race and ethnicity.

Table 2: Comparison of Commissioner and Los Angeles County Racial/Ethnicity Demographics

Race/Ethnicity # Commissioners % Commissioners % of LA County
(rounded)
Hispanic/Latino/Latina/Latinx 6 43% 46%
Asian (incl. Pacific Islander) 2 14% 15%
White (Not of Hispanic Origin) 4 29% 25%
Black/African American 2 14% 9%
Other (incl. American Indian/Alaskan Native) 0% 5%

Gender Representation

The gender profile of the 14 Commissioners remained unchanged: 8 male and 6 female Commissioners, as
displayed in Table 3.

Table 3: Comparison of Commissioner and Los Angeles County Gender Demographics

Gender # Commissioners % Commissioners % of LA County
Female 6 43% 50%
Male 8 57% 50%
Non-Binary 0

Supervisorial District Representation

Los Angeles County has 5 Supervisorial Districts, serving approximately 2 million individuals per District. If the
14 Commissioners were divided evenly, each District would have either 2 or 3 Commissioners. At least one of
the 14 Commissioners resides in each of the five Supervisorial Districts, as required by law and displayed in
Table 44

14 Subdivision (c) states: At least one commission member shall reside in each of the five existing supervisorial
districts of the board.
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Table 4: Commissioners Residency, by Los Angeles County Supervisorial District

Supervisorial Districts # Commissioners % Commissioners % of LA County
District 1 3 21% 20%
District 2 3 21% 20%
District 3 2 14% 20%
District 4 3 21% 20%
District 5 3 21% 20%

With the change in Commissioners, the number of Commissioners in District 4 changed from 2 to 3 and in
District 5 from 4 to 3.

OVERVIEW OF COMMISSIONERS IN MAY 2021

Table 5 presents the composition of the current 14 Commissioners:

Table 5: Profile of Current Commissioners

Demographics Geographic Distribution
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Age (yrs.)

Race / Ethnicity

City or
Unincorporated Area

Apolonio Morales D M 43  Mexican/Mexican American 4 Whittier
Brian Stecher D M 73  White 3 Santa Monica
Carolyn Williams D F 67  Black/African American 2 Hawthorne
Daniel Mayeda D M 62 Japanese 2 Culver City
David Holtzman NDR | M 60 White 5 Burbank
Doreena Wong D F 68  Chinese 3 Los Angeles
Hailes Soto NDR | M 39  Mexican/Mexican American 4 Downey

Jean Franklin D F 72 Black 2 Long Beach
John Vento NDR | M 51 White 5 Palmdale
Mark Mendoza R M 58  Mexican/Mexican American 5 La Verne
Mary Kenney R F 70  White/Lithuanian American 4 Palos Verdes Estates
Nelson Obregon R M 59  Cuban 1 Los Angeles
Priscilla Segura D F 31 Mexican/Mexican American 1 Los Angeles
Saira Soto NDR | F 40  Mexican/Mexican American 1 Los Angeles
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APPENDIX C.4 — CALENDAR FOR THE YEAR

Developed January 2021; Revised February 25, 2021

This document presents the draft Calendar for the Year for the Los Angeles County Redistricting Commission
(LA County CRC). The Commissioners officially took their Oath of Office on January 13, 2021.

The LA County CRC has scheduled its regular meetings on the second and fourth Wednesdays at 7:00 pm of
every month. The LA County CRC encourages the public to check back regularly because the dates on the
Calendar for the Year may change.

Type of
Meeting

Milestones, Meetings, and Work Activities

Target Dates

Winter 2021: January-February
Work to be accomplished: Bylaws, Selection of Chair/Vice Chair, Training, Calendar for the Year, Public
Access Plan
LA County CRC Meeting Regular January 13, 2021, 7:00 pm
= Qath of Office
= QOrientation
LA County CRC Meeting Regular January 20, 2021, 7:00 pm
LA County CRC Meeting Regular January 27, 2021, 7:00 pm
Note: Starting in February 2021, LA County CRC meetings will be scheduled the 2" and 4" Wednesday of
every month unless otherwise posted.
LA County CRC Meeting Regular February 10, 2021, 7:00 pm
LA County CRC Meeting Regular February 24, 2021, 7:00 pm
Spring 2021: March-May
Work to be accomplished: Launch of Public Access Plan, Promotion of Public Hearings, Conduct of 7 Public
Hearings

LA County CRC Staff: Launch of Public Access Plan March 2021 Through
December 15, 2021

LA County CRC Meeting Regular March 10, 2021

LA County CRC Meeting Regular March 24, 2021

LA County CRC Meeting Regular April 14,2021, 7:00 pm

LA County CRC Meeting Regular April 28,2021, 7:00 pm
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Type of

Milestones, Meetings, and Work Activities Target Dates

Meeting
Minimum of 7 Public Hearings Public April-June 2021 - TBD
Hearings
LA County CRC Meeting Regular May 12, 2021, 7:00 pm
LA County CRC Meeting Regular May 26, 2021, 7:00 pm

Summer 2021: June-August

Work to be accomplished: Continued public outreach (e.g., public hearings or workshops); release of
redistricting mapping software, LA County CRC and public training on the use of the redistricting mapping
software

LA County CRC and public access to the software tool to July-August-September 2021
develop and propose Redistricting Plans; training — TBD; software access
workshops available on the use of the tool ongoing thereafter

LA County CRC Meeting Regular June 9, 2021, 7:00 pm

LA County CRC Meeting Regular June 23, 2021, 7:00 pm

LA County CRC Meeting Regular July 14, 2021, 7:00 pm

LA County CRC Meeting Regular July 28, 2021, 7:00 pm

LA County CRC Meeting Regular August 11, 2021, 7:00 pm

LA County CRC Meeting Regular August 25, 2021, 7:00 pm

Fall 2021: September-December 15%°

Work to be accomplished: Redistricting mapping process beginning with 2020 Decennial Census
uploaded,® submission of proposed Redistricting Plans by the public, LA County CRC review of submitted
Redistricting Plan, development of LA County CRC’s Redistricting Plan option(s), 2 Public Hearings, final
adopt of the LA County CRC Redistricting Plan

LA County CRC Regular Meeting September 8, 2021, 7:00 pm

LA County CRC Meeting Regular September 22, 2021, 7:00 pm
.S. B li 2020 D ial D

u.s Ce'nsus ureau delivers 2020 Decennial Census data ependent on TBD because of extended

to President U.S. Bureau of Census deadline. given

President delivers apportionment count to the U.S. House the Census '8

. COVID-19
of Representatives

15 The Commissioners may need to hold weekly meetings during Fall 2021, depending on the number of Redistricting Plans
submitted by the public for review, development of the LA County CRC Redistricting Plan option(s), conduct of 2 public hearings, and
time required for Commissioners to discuss and adopt the final Decennial Redistricting Map.

16 Los Angeles County Internal Services Department (ISD) anticipates it will need lead time to upload the Census 2020 data into the
redistricting mapping software before the tool can be made available for LA County CRC or public use.
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Type of

Milestones, Meetings, and Work Activities Target Dates

Meeting
U.S. Census Bureau data available to Los Angeles County September 30, 2021 - TBD
The public begins to submit proposed Redistricting Plans. October 2021; ongoing’
LA County CRC staff analyze Redistricting Plans submitted. October 2021; ongoing
LA County CRC Meeting (TBD based on number plans to Potential October 6, 2021, 7:00 pm
be publicly reviewed) Special
= LA County CRC review of submitted Redistricting Regular October 13, 2021, 7:00 pm
Plans from the public (continued) Potential October 20, 2021, 7:00 pm
= LA County CRC deliberates on Redistricting Plan Special
options Regular October 27, 2021, 7:00 pm

= LA County CRC proposes LA County CRC’s
Redistricting Plan option(s) for 2 Public Hearings
Note: The Commissioners may want to defer the LA County CRC Regular Meetings in November, given the 2
Public Hearings for Commissioners to attend

Minimum of 2 Public Hearings to review the proposed LA Public November 2021 - TBD

County CRC Redistricting Plan options Hearings

LA County CRC Meeting Regular November 10, 2021, 7:00 pm
= Refinement of LA County CRC Redistricting Plan Regular November 24, 2021, 7:00 pm

= Adoption of LA County CRC Final Decennial
Redistricting Plan
LA County CRC Staff: Submission of LA County CRC Final Regular November 24-30, 2021
Decennial Redistricting Plan to ISD to develop maps,
based on the LA County CRC’s decision

LA County CRC Meeting Regular December 8, 2021, 7:00 pm
=  Final Decennial Redistricting Plan with maps

LA County CRC Meeting (if needed) Potential December 15, 2021 — at the
=  Final Decennial Redistricting Plan with maps Special latest

171t will be important for the public to submit their Redistricting Plans as early as possible to provide Commissioners adequate time
to evaluate them fully.
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APPENDIX C.5 - OUTREACH PLAN

| - INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission (LA County CRC) is charged with developing the
2021 Decennial Redistricting Plan. Redistricting is important to:

= Provide fair and effective representation for all the people of the County
= Enhance the opportunity of all voters to elect candidates of their choice
= Meet the requirements of applicable laws

The U.S. Census Bureau provides a snapshot of how many people there are and where they live. Every ten
years, the United States attempts to count every person in the country in its Decennial Census, as mandated in
the U.S. Constitution (Article I, Section 2). Because of COVID-19, the end date for the 2020 Decennial Census
was extended to October 15, 2020.

Public Outreach Plan Purpose

The purpose of this Public Outreach Plan is to promote and urge participation by Los Angeles County residents
in this important task through:

= A County Redistricting Website: www.redistricting.lacounty.gov

=  Community outreach, including public hearings and workshops (Chapter Il)
= A process for developing and submitting Redistricting Plans (Chapter Ill)
= Areview process and public access to view submitted Redistricting Plans (Chapter Ill)

Chapter lll also presents a Timetable for the public outreach and access initiative.

Overview

What is redistricting?

Every ten years, supervisorial districts must be redrawn so that each district is substantially equal in
population. This process, called redistricting, is important in ensuring that each BOS Supervisor represents
about the same number of constituents. In the County of Los Angeles, the LA County CRC is responsible for
drawing these supervisorial districts. Redistricting is done using Census data, which is usually released around
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March 31, 2021, but is expected to be delayed until June or July 2021 due to the COVID-19 pandemic. For the
County of Los Angeles, the redistricting process must be completed by December 15, 2021.

Why is redistricting important?

Redistricting determines which neighborhoods and communities are grouped together into a supervisorial
district for purposes of electing a Board of Supervisor member. Our independent redistricting commission,
made up of members of the public, are responsible for redrawing the next district map for our supervisorial
districts. You have an opportunity to share how you think district boundaries should be drawn to best
represent your community.

How is redistricting different this time?

In the past, the BOS appointed an advisory Boundary Redistricting Committee (BRC) to study proposed
changes to the boundaries. The BOS could make revisions before adopting the final redistricted boundaries.

Today, the Los Angeles County Citizens Redistricting Commission (LA County CRC) is independent of the BOS.
In 2016, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 158 requiring Los Angeles County to assemble an
independent Citizens Redistricting Commission, following the Federal Decennial Census. The LA County CRC
consists of 14 Commissioners. The LA County CRC is assisted in its work by staff, consultants, subject matter
experts, and independent legal counsel.

How can the public participate safely in redistricting, given the COVID-19 pandemic?

The COVID-19 pandemic has affected everyone’s lives, including how to effectively reach out to communities
interested in redistricting.

The LA County CRC wants active public participation for input and dissemination of redistricting information.
Individuals can sign up for meeting information at: www.redistricting.lacounty.gov

The public can attend and speak at virtual LA County CRC meetings and public hearings and submit maps with
proposed Supervisorial District boundaries. The LA County CRC meetings and public hearings are also
broadcasted live and recorded at: https://www.youtube.com/LACountyRedistricting/

How will LA County CRC work with trusted Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) to reach Los Angeles
County’s diverse communities?

The LA County CRC welcomes participation from individuals as well as organizations.
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This Public Outreach Plan builds on lessons learned from the 2020 Census outreach during COVID-19. The LA
County CRC outreach strategy is to build on County of Los Angeles departments, the 88 cities in the County,

unincorporated areas, and other interested and trusted
community-based organizations (CBOs).

The LA County CRC will provide toolkits in the County’s 12
threshold languages, including:

= Ready-to-use talking points

= Electronic handouts and flyers

= Text to send messages via Twitter, Facebook, and other
social media platforms

The LA County CRC will also reach out to local ethnic media

outlets that routinely engage diverse communities.

Where can Los Angeles County residents find information
about LA County CRC?

Other LA County CRC information is available through:

= LA County CRC website: www.redistricting.lacounty.gov

= Videos recordings of LA County CRC meetings and public

hearings at:
https://www.youtube.com/LACountyRedistricting/

COMMUNITY-BASED
ORGANIZATIONS (CBOS) ARE
TYPICALLY LOCAL NON-PROFIT

GROUPS THAT WORK TO GENERATE
IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN A
COMMUNITY ON THE LOCAL LEVEL.
CBOS MAY INCLUDE COMMUNITY,
NONPROFIT, FAITH-BASED (CHURCHES
AND RELIGIOUS GROUPS),
LGBTQIA+, AND RACIAL/ETHNIC
ORGANIZATIONS, AMONG OTHERS.

= Webinars of the 7 public hearings in the Spring 2021 and 2 public hearings in the Fall 2021

= Webinars on redistricting, mapping tools, and proposed redistricting map options

How will delays in the issuance of the 2020 Census data affect public outreach?

The deadline to complete the 2020 Census was extended. This extension directly affects redistricting efforts,
particularly the availability of 2020 Census data. In turn, the delivery of the 2020 Census data will affect the
amount of time available to analyze and develop redistricting maps — by the public