September 7, 2011

Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attention: Commission Services

Our names are Peter and Bianca Sovich. We live in Long Beach, Ca. We support Plan A-3. Although
we are loathe to define ourselves by the color of our skin, Bianca is of latino decent and Peter is anglo.
We implore you to not split up our community. Our community is based on relationships and to split it up
to satisfy the political aspiration of a few at the detriment of the many, is simply not how our
representative government is designed to work. We respectfully request that our Los Angeles County
Superintendent, Don Knabe continue to represent us.

Our comments below in blue.
We support Plan A-3:

o | do not want to see our neighborhoods, communities and cities divided into separate districts.
Under Plan A3, our boundaries are basically maintained. Split communities could result in
changes to the service quality and timeliness we have come to expect from the County.

e Under both alternative plans, S2 and T1, millions of people would be needlessly moved,
destroying the connections and relationships we have built over decades. We would basically
have to start over, after years of working together and building trust.

e Don'’t split up communities that have shared the same issues, services and representation for
over 20 years. It has taken us years to develop a relationship with Supervisor Knabe’s
office and field staff. To begin dialogue with a new Supervisor, who has no ties to our
community and may not be as responsive, is to deny us proper representation.

I’s about representation, not race:

» Los Angeles County is one of the most culturally diverse places in the world. The Fourth District
is one of the most diverse in the County, with Whites, Latinos, Asian-Americans, African-
Americans and many other minority groups, living and working together, sharing the same
concerns and challenges. Long Beach is one of the most diverse communities in the
country. The idea that our district needs to be split up so a latino can properly represent
latinos in Long Beach means that all the other diverse communities will have no
representation. The fact that we have been represented properly and responsively, gives
testament that skin color is not the primary and only factor in good government
representation. It flies in the face of the argument to split up the district.

o A Supervisor is elected to represent everyone in his or her district, not just the people who look
the same. It doesn't matter if the resident is black, brown, white, male, female, Chinese-
American, [talian-American, gay or straight. A Supervisor’s job is to serve the residents of their
district, solving their problems and helping those in need.

e Don't pit one racial group against another. Plans S2 and T1 take us back decades. We have a
balance now, allowing for equity across the many ethnic groups that call the 4" district home.
We have built relationship and work together across the geography of our district.
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e Don't pit one racial group against another. Plans S2 and T1 take us back decades. We have a
balance now, allowing for equity across the many ethnic groups that call the 4™ district home.
We have built relationship and work together across the geography of our district.

e Plans S2 and T1 make two disturbing assumptions in basing their districts solely on race:

That Latinos — or any other race — will only vote for a candidate of their race. That's simply not true. In
our city, we have {if appropriate, cite example of minority leaders}. At all levels of government, minority
candidates, such as John Noguez, Barack Obama, Ted Lieu, etc. have all won in the 4" District. The
voters elected the people they thought would represent them and their communities best — regardless of
the color of their skin. We need to get away from the idea the Latinos are simply a “minority”. We
are people from all walks of life, bearing a wide range of educational levels, differing religious
affiliation, differing political affiliation. We are not to be lumped into one pile. We can categorize
animals into dogs, cats, birds and correctly assume they will behave and must be treated
according to their category. Latinos must not be used by candidates to assure their political
aspirations. We’re smart enough to vote according to ideological tenets, regardless of skin color.

That only a Latino can represent a Latino. A Supervisor’s job is to represent everyone in the district,
regardless of their race or where they live. With nearly 2 million residents, they can't just focus on one
race to do the job. Another fallacy that supports the fact that we Latinos somehow lack education
and intelligence to comprehend issues and therefore need to mindlessly follow a fellow brown
person.

Please vote for Plan A3.

Thank you.

@é&mm ot oot

ter and Bianca Sovich
Long Beach, CA 90815

Cc: Supervisor Don Knabe



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Resuits from the 2010 U.S, Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve anocther equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latines. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voling age citizens. Yela
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latines. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken tcgether, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Lating supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is nc exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not hapgen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-t Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commuission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for_considering its message.

Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary. Zf
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which woutd affect
supervisorial district #ines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2040 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, ailso referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latine community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been potarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it 1s 2011, and Latinos ifrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David [. Lubiin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minaority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting 1n Los Angetes County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past,

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorfal districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfitted need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the pecple of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisaors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-{ Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank ycu very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,




Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or mare Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 3-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and gecgraphically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and gaod governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino commurnity.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized afong
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a resuit of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cifizens United vs. Federal Elecfion
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both ptans would fulfilf not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

- Sincerely,



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Boih plans meet all necessary case law standards But they alsc achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David I Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’'s mission. It is no exaggeration to say. in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Comemission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the ietter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt

either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this lefter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors;

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
superviscrial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.5. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equaliy important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latine community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting n Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the ccounty's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now 1t 15 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majonty of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minerity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized amang ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latines. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box 1s not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrale a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino superviserial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchiserment—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Ptan or the T-I Plan.
This cutcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower sociceconomic siatus combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Eiection
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because poth plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either cne of them. Thanx you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Piease feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Sincerely,



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 80012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting ptans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district fines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the §-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of raciai discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeats forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. Counfy of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled *An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majornty-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To pul it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfited need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because bioth plans would fulfiit not just the ietter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this lefter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,

LA CA Yoo



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong suppott for the §-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet ali necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collabeoration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized ameng ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at teast two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfited need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the commillee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court’'s Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission rufing in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,




Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 30012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors;

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another egually important obligation-—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly atfow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a resuit of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggediy chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minerity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the baflot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T+ Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latings’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because hoth plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.

Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,




Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at teast half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both pltans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important cbligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically heen polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly altow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’'s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Imgact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized ameng ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the hatlot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at teast two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’'s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cifizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority superviscrial districts is now possible.

[ wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1330, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly atlow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens, Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, In fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the $-2 Ptan or the T-l Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generaily lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.

Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Smcerely
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

{ write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or mare Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possibie.

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angetes County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a resuit of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David t. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, [ believe that this urfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchiserment—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos™ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission rulfing in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent palitical
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fuffill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.

Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Sincerely,



Lcs Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 Weslt Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2071
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Superviscrs:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which wouid affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the cocunty constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. |n other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, ailso known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, aiso referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that wouid be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so¢ in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latines versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 8" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2071, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by Dawvid |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavicral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the peaple of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Ptan or the T-1 Plan
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cifizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent polttical
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfitl not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.5. Census unequivecally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority superviscrial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest. )

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve anocther egually important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latinc community.

The unpileasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic fines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. Counly of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized ameng ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and nen-Latinos. - To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the $-2 Plan or the T-l Plan.
This outcome is particularty true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.

Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Galifornia 30012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeies County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latine communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. in other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possibie.

I wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case taw standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of raciat discrimination at the ballot bax, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertibte truth is that voling in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairty allow for Latino representation—but only because the 8" Clrcult Court of Appeals forced
the county’'s hand as a result of the Garza vs. Counfy of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, raciai discrimination at the ballot box is rot a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say. in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political

broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, 1 strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

A Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Califarnia 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or mare Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

§ wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case faw standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of raciat discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertizle truth is that voting in Los Angeles Counly has historically been polarized aiong
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated far generations against the county’s Latinos,

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David [0 Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, raciai discrimination at the batlot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cifizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in Januvary of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political

broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, ! strongly urge you to adopt
erther one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Califernia 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least haif of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet ali necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting. in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’'s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gasy Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It 1s no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to suppodt gither the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower sociceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cifizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the faw, | strongly urge you to adopt
gither cne of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

: ) i Sincerely,
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L.os Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

l.os Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angetes County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great coencern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

i wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also knowh as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, alsc referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good govermnance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organtzations beyond the Latine community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeats forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titied “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientificalty proves what many Latinos have known anecdotaliy for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is stil polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it biuntly, racial discrimination at the baliot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, ! believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committeg’s mission It 1s no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-! Plan
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower sociceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for untimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

I /4 (A Tooo

Sincerely,




Los Angeles County Executive Office
Rocm 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 80012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Resulis frem the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at [east haif of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has histarically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 8" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for gererations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot hox is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cilizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which altowed for uniimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Sincerely,




Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which woutd affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compiliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve ancther equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has histerically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarity between Latinos versus non-Latines. This was true in 1990 when the county's district
lines were redrawn Lo fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeies case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David [. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballet box is net a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facte disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the $-2 Plan or the T-l Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking intc account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court’s Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which alfowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
gither one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latine communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of ctvic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Lating community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic (ines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9™ Clrcu1t Court of Appeals forced
the county’'s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age cittzens., Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David I Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the batlot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. 1t is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the $-2 Plan or the T-l Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally tower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cifizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latine communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority superviscrial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and geod governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latine community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertibte truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has hisforicaily been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latines. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. Counfy of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic fines, and particuiarly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino superviscrial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactiy the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. [t is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee {o ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan ar the T-f Plan,
This cutcome s particutarly true when taking inte account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cilizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because hoth plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either cne of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this fetter and for considering its message.

Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Oftice
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Catifarnia 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2071
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write 10 ycu today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervigcrial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivacally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the couhly constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latine-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet ail necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angales County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
crganizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that vating in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly ailow for Latino representation-—but cnly because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Les Angeles County's voting age cilizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Sequra, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Mincrity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still poiarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino sugervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. [t is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the pecple of Les
Angeles County are relying on the commitiee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan cr the T-1 Plan,
This outcome is particularly true when taking intc account Latings’ generally lower sociceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Elaction
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfili not just the lefter but the spirit of the law, i strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this tetter and tfor considering its meassage.
Please feel free 1o contact me in the future if necessary.

?incerely, o %)
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members ot the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.5. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communilies within the county constiluting at least half of the voting age
citizens. [n other words, the creation of tws or more Latino-majority superviscrial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Ptan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latine and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they aiso achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voling in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic iines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
iines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the g™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Las Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the

institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos Irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David I. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evalvation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and ngn-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past,

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latine supervisorial districts.
ndeed, | believe that this unfufiiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. [t is no exaggeration 1o say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles Counly are relying on the committee o ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This cutcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Cominission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited cerpeorate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
gither one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Slncerely
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Lcs Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you teday with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial dislrict lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.5. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
cilizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Pilan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majorily Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another egually important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do s¢ in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
crganizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latine representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yer a
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaiuation of the Electora! and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly betwsen
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facls demonstrate a comgelling nead for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would canstitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. [t is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angelfes County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactiy what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconcmic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Faderal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both glans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge vou to adopt
gither one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free lo contaclt me in the future it necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write 1o you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's histery of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus nen-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairty allow for Latino representation—but only because the gt Cnrcun Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evalvation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minarity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized ameng ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latine supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Commitlee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee 1o ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-l Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because beoth plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Ange'es, Calitornia 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

t write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. !n other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible,

I wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

doth plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collatoration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpieasant but incontrove-tible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically teen polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarity between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David (. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generaticns—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized amoeng ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least twe majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfuifiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does net happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status compined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,

Avvan Lopez

Mouwood , Distncy 1



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I wnite to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the -2 Plan, alse known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they alsc achieve anather equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations peyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertitle truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly atlow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic tines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need far at least twe majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s missien. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the pcople of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not tappen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the lefter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
Luis ‘B
L, Enoun®™
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Sireet

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 201 1
Dear Members of the Los Angeies County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
superviscrial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.5. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latine-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet ali necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally impertant obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballgt box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic coflaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latines versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn ¢ fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lubiin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that volting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it Bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisarial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-[ Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower sccioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cilizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate furding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter tut the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,

Novmwior NoworvD
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Los Angeles County Executive Qffice
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisars:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Resuits from the 2010 U.5. Census unegquivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Lating community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized atong
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutabiy represent a cltear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minarity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic fines, and particutarly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for atf least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfuifiied need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration 1o say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latings’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Count's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the lefter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,

Luis Nowowyo
Ml V] wrorne
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at leasl haif of the voting age
citizens, In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majorlty Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the baliot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1390, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the g™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggediy chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authoted by David 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavicral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and parlicularly between
LLatinos and nen-lLatinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | beilieve that this unfuifiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. [l is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Les
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower sociceconomic status ccmbined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corperate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, hecause both plars would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge ycu 1o adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free io contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,

Ros Esvwc\u
(1o Oatemete.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Beard of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting glans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneqguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. in other words, the creation of two or more Latine-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, alsc referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally imgortant cbligation—-
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballct box, and they dc so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has histerically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot bex is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfuliiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the commitiee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does nat happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisars fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commussion ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirt of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free t¢ contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Califcrmia 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I wrile to you today with great congern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least iwo compact Lalino communities within the county constituting at least haif of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Campliance Map. Bath maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest. ’

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve ancther equally impertant obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the balict box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboratton and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizalions beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized afong
ethnic lines, and primarry between Latinos versus non-Latinos, This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 8" Circuit Court ot Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result ¢f the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-aulhored by Dawd 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation ot the Eiecloral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdaotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latincs. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the baliot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latine supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’'s mission. 11 1s no exaggeration t¢ say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the commitiee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board cf Supervisors fails to suppart either the S-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This cutcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
proadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strengly urge you (o adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time te read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely, .
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Les Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting pians currently under censideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Resulfts from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latine communities within the county constituting at teast half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latine-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

! wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with popuiations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s histery of racial discrimination at the ballct box, and they do sao in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been paolarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly aflow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. Coumy of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yel a
2008 report co-authared by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Eiectoral and
Behavioral iImpact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latines and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, ractal discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at Jeast two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, [ believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the pecple of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking intc account Latinos’ generally fower sociceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent palitical
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adept
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, alsc referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic tines, and primatily between Latinos versus non-Latincs. This was true in 1980, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, lhat the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which aflowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the taw, I strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
Al ow omEL
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Ternple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angetes County RHedistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possibie.

[ wish to voice my strong suppert for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino commurity.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly atlow for Latino representation-—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particutarty between
Latinos and non-Lattnos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling neeg for at least two majority-Lating supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status compined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed tor unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candigate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongty urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,

| : _
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 80012

RE; Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which wouid affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half ot the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voling Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equaliy important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angetes County’s history of racial discrimination at the baliot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electorai and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box 1s not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts,
Indeed, | beiieve that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeccnomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court’s Citizens Unijted vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this ietter and for considering its message.
Piease feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
K 'y



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district Jines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

1 wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyend the Latino community.

The unpieasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but onty because the 8" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably reptesent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-guthored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations~—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinas. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen,

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-l Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, hecause baoth plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

[ write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or mare Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

! wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do s0 in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |I. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is stilt polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, 1 believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. [t is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-| Pian.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fuifill not just the letter but the spirit of the faw, i strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this tetter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

! write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.5. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible,

! wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Campliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Bath plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another egqually important chligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latines irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still potarized among ethnic lines, and particularly betwesn
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
oppesite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 8-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking intc account Latinos” generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
breadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
gither che of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this lefter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

/ Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Les Angeles County Beard of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Lating communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority superviscrial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important abligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot hox, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both glans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth js that voting in Los Angeles County has histerically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1980, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 8™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latines.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntfy, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two maijority-Latine supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactiy the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committeg’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 3-2 Plan or the T-J Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.3. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corperate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either cne of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 30012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

[ write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
superviscrial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Pian, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latine and geecgraphically compact
representing communities of interest,

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equaily important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeies County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy sugport of
organizations beyond the Latine community

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Les Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1980, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latinc representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voling age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles Ceounty is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discriminaticn at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission, It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the peoglie of Los
Angeies County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does nct happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-i Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos™ generally iower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court’s Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent politicai

broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the taw, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

[ write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. (n other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest,

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another egually important abligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Gircuit Court of Appeais forced
the county’'s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles Counly’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titied “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdaotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is stilf polarized among ethnic lines, and particufarly between
Latinos and non-Latinos, To put it biuntly, racial discrimination at the balilot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, In fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form dces not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Pfan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularty true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please fee! free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latinc communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographicaily compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angetes County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate & compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committeg’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committes to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support gither the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which aliowed for untimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the ttme to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 80012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at feast two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at teast half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish 10 voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Volting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—-
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angetes County has historically been polarized aiong
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1980, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Gircuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicied the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minarity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it biuntly, racial discrimination at the baltot box is net a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement-—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-/ Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos™ generally lower sociceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruiing in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the faw, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currenily under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles Counly. Resulls from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of al least two ccmpact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the vating age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve anolher equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s histery of racial discrimination at the baliot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is thal voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1880, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a resutt of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which dogged!y chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by Dawvid . Lublin and Gary Sequra, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral !mpact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anacdctaliy for
generatons—1that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized amaong ethnic lines, and panicularly tetween
Lalinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is nol a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate 2 compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | beilieve that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facte disenfranchisement-—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeics County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form dees not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors falls to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This cutcome is particularly true when taking inlo account Latinos’ generally lower sccioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling ¢ January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill net just the letter but the spirtt of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary. -

T
[
Sincerely, / -
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Califorma 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members ot the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisonal district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latina and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angetes County’s history of racial discriminalion at the ballot box, and they do 50 in the
spirit of civic collaboration angd good governance as evidenced by the fact thal both plans enjoy suppert of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation-—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generalions against the county's Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Eleclural and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Lalinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled nead would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Commitiee’'s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the peopie of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure thal disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the $-2 Plan or the T-l Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court’'s Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruiing in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because bolh plans would fulfill not just the fetter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt

either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this lefter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me In the future if necessary.

Sinceraly, .
/MC'&L v



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Hoom 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

[ write to you today with greal concern about redislricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.5. Census unequivecally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at ieast half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possibie.

i wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, aiso known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another egually important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeies County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballet box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in LLos Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the o™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Mow itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majarity of Las Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David 1 Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minarity Qistricts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these faclts demonstrate a compeliing need for at {east two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration 1o say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the commitiee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exaclly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails te support either the $-2 Plan or the T-i Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower sociogconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.3. Supreme Court's Cifizens United vs. Federal Election
Commussion ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidale elections.

As such, because beth plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
gither one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Flease feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
| - }il
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Les Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

[ write to you tcday with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles Ccunty. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county censtituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possibie.

i wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Hights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's histery of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beycnd the Latino cammunity.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county's districl
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the g™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Sequra, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral iImpact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposile of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying un lhe committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 3-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking intc account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combinad
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strengly urge you to adopt

either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

g
i



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the LLos Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district Ines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneqguivocally show the
exisience of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Lating-majorily supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred 1o as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and gecgraphically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equaily important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that toth plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpieasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily tetween Lalinos versus non-Latinos. This was trug In 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—bul only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeails forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalzed, systemic racism perpeluated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authared by David [ tublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic fines, and particuiarly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-l.atino supervisonal districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfuffiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
oppoesite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission, It is no exaggeration 1o say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee {o ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan,
This outcome is particularly tfrue when taking into account Latinas’ generally lower sociceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Couit’s Cilizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate tunding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Flease feel free to contact me in the future it necessary.

Sincerely,

UMWC&D L
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Califcrnia 90012

RE: Les Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

[ write 10 you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the S5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be maijority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards, But they aiso achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot hox, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy suppert of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1980, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 8" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and fitled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Lating supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiied need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exaclly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the pecple of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exaclly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-! Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status compined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt

either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

: /)
Sincerely, Lr,r/‘” M ,L /. ki _



lLos Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temiple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two cempact Latino communilies within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's nistory of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertibie truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily petween Latines versus non-Latings. This was true in 1930, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David ). Lublin and Gary Segura, and tilled “An Evaluation of the Elecloral and
Behavioral impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and pacticuiarly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken togzsther, these facis demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Lalino supervisorial districts.
[ndeed, | believe that this unfulliled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is n¢ exaggeration to say, in fact, that the peopie of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.8. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent politica!
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
eilher one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Flease feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
Sincerely, / .
O . .
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Los Angeles Gounty Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeies, California 80012

RE: Les Angeles County Redistricting 2011
LDear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

{ write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currentiy under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Resulls from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. |In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible,

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voling Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisonial districts with poputations that would be majority Latino and gecgraphically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obiigation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of cwic collatoration and good governance as evidenced by the fact thatl both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latinc community,

The unpleasant but incontrevertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has histerically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1980, when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation-—but only because the 3" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetualed for generations against the county’s Lalinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David I. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An EBvaluation of the Elecloral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minarity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known angcdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still poiarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that thus unfulfited need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenlranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into acccunt Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commussion ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasfs in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfili not just the letter cut the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please fee! free to contact me in the future if necessary. P
Sincerely, [
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angsles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

[ write to you today with great concern abgout redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocaily show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creaticn of two or more Latino-majerity supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
lhe T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meel all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpieasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Les Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly aliow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latines.

Now itis 2071, and Latines irrefutadly represent a clear majority of Los Angefes County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generaticns—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken tcgether, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least twe majerity-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfulfiied need would constitute de facte disentranchisement—which is exaclly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. [t is nc exaggeraticn to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This cutcome is particularly true when taking into account Latincs’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
wilh the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Comrnission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
gither cne of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today wilth great concern about redistricling pilans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results frem the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the veting age
citizens. In other words, the creation ot two or more Lating-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

t wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Ptan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with pcpulations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve ancther equally important cbligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy supporl of
organizaticns beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrevertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has histoncally been polarized along
ethnic Iines, and pnmarily betwezen Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 19390, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Courl of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
instituticnalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majonity of Los Angeles County's voling age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Cvaluation of the Electural and
Behavioral Impact of Majonity-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotaliy for
generations—that voling in Les Angeles Counly is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinas. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino superviscrial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. 1t is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the comrmittee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any [orm does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This cutcorne is particularly true when taking into account Latincs' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for uniimited corporate funding of mdependent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

AS such, bececause both plans would fuffill not just the letter tbul the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you 1o adopt
either one of them, Thank you very much for taking the time 10 reac this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Offica
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angetes, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles Counly Board of Supervisors:

I write 10 you teday with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least haif of the voting age
citizens, In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support far the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest,

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discriminaticn at the ballot tox, and they do so in the
spirit of civic coliaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
crganizations beyond the Latinc community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic fines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. Counfy of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicied the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles Ccunty’s voling age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Mingrity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting 1n Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballet box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled noed would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposte of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. 1t is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to suppaort either the S-2 Ptan or the T-) Pian.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court’s Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimiled corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt

either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely U/ 0% M Vo
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Hoom 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

[ write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district fines at Los Angsles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least hall of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong suppor! for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another egqually important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy supgort of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latincs versus nen-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the counly's district
lines were redrawn 1o fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. Counly of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism pergetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 rcport co-authored by Dawid | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavicral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the gallot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Lating supervisorial districts.
Indeed, ! believe that this unfutfiled need wculd constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration 10 say, in fact, that the pgople of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee {0 ensure that disgnfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is parlicularly true when taking inlo account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing eflects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Cilizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasls in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopl
eilher cne of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.

Please feel free to contact me in the fulure it necessary.
Sincerely, —
“ A iniegs™
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Califernia 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redfstricting 201 1
Cear Members of the Los Angeles County Beoard of Supervisors:

I write to you today with greal concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County, Results from the 2010 U.5. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latinc communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

{ wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation-—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the baliot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpieasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the g™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. Couniy of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionzalized, systemic racism perpeluated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 rcport co-authcred by David (. Lublin and Gary Segyura, and titled "An Ewvaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations-—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demaonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitule de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exaclly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent potitical
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them Thank you very mugh for taking the time to read this letter and for considering ils message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely, / 4./ :
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 30012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Beard of Supervisors:

I write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority superviserial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve ancther equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballct box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
crganizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county's district
lines were redraWH to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minarity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is nat a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino superviscrial districts.
fndeed, 1 believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Heview Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Sugervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary

Smcerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

HE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Beard of Supervisors;

I write to you today wilh great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Besulis from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compac! Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of twe or more Latino-majority supervisorial gistricts is now possible.

} wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important ebligation—
they honeslly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpieasant but incentrevertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot tex is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compeling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisemenl—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. t is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeies County are relying on the committee 10 ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what wouid happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the $S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent pclitical
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fuifill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt

gither one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Piease feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

’ Smcerefy, (
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Los Angeies County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

HE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members ot the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results fram the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at leasl two cecmpact Latino communities within the county constituting at least hali of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 3-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred lo as lhe Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would he majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Bolh plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy suppont of
arganizations heyond the Latino community.

The unpieasant but incentrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Gourt of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Les Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Mincrity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County Is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen,

Yet this is exactly what weuld happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-| Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfil not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sinceraly



Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Superviscrs;

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.5. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible,

I wish to voice my strong support far the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, aiso referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another egually important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeies County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
elhnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1980, when the county’s district
iines were redrawn tc fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the baliot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisarial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfuffilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Commitlee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the commitiee io ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally {ower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Eleclion
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you tc adopt
gither one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
Sincerely,
/, LsSE A Voves
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Los Angales County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Readistricting 201 1
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Superviscrs:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisoriai district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographicalty compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet al! necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the facl that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn 1o fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court ot Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and tlitled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majarity-Mincrity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these fasts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latine supervisorial districts.
'ndeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitule de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on Lhe committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fzils to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens Unijted vs. Federal Election
Cormmission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independeant political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
gither one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

HE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you teday with greal concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unegquivocaily show the
existence of at least iwo compact Latino ccmmunities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. 1n other words, the creation of two or more Latinc-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Pian, also referred 10 as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Lcs Angeles County's history of racial discriminaticn at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino ccmmunity.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized aicng
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was trug in 1990 when the county’'s district
lines were redrawn to fairly aliow for Latino representation—but enly because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicied the
institutionalized, systamic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report cc-authored by David ). Lublin and Gary Segura, and liled "An Evaluation of the Electeral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not & thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demcnstrate a compeliing need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. 1t is no exaggeration 1o say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on Lhe committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to suppont either the S-2 Plan or the T-i Plan.
This cutcome is particularly true when taking into account Latines' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infameous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfiii not just the letter but the spirit of the Jaw, 1 strongly urge you to adopt

either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letler ang for considering its message.
Fiease feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Resuits from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least lwo compact Latinc communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. [n other words, the creation of two or mere Latinc-majerity supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important ebligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latines versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1890, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9 Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result cf the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicied the
instituticnalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latines irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voling age citizens. Yeta
2008 regort cc-authored by David | Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled "An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavicral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized amang ethnic lines, and parucularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposile of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It is no exaggeralion to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the commitlee o ensure that disenfranchisement in any form dees not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-! Plan.
This outcome Is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamcus U.S. Supreme Court's Ciftizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections,

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either cne of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Les Angeles, Califernia 90012

HE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles Ccunty Board of Supervisors;

b write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under censideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

! wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally impertant obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community,

The unpleasant but incontrovertiole truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latincs versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly atlow for Latino representation—but only because the 9"" Circuit Court of Appeas forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. Counly of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yet a
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evalvation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientificaily proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is stifi polarized ameng ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino superviscrial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facfo disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the cemmittee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what wouid happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latings’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans weuid Tulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
gither one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors;

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting ptans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeies County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible,

| wish to voice my strong support for the $-2 Plan, alse known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve ancther equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaberaticn and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1390, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn 1o fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. Counly of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeies County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report cc-authored by David |. Lubfin and Gary Segura, and tifled “"An Evaluation of the Eiectoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latines have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly detween
Latinos and non-Latines. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majerity-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. It ts no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the commitiee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support gither the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower scciceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent palitical
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill nct just the lgtier but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either cne of them. Thank you very much for taking the time tc read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future it necessary.

- Sifigerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeies County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisortal districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, aiso referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another egually important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontroventible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historicaily been pelarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the ccounty's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggediy chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David 1. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titted “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, ! believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—wnich is exactiy the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the 5-2 Plan or the T-| Pian.
This cutcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower socioeconomic status cembined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.5. Supreme Court's Cilizens United vs. Fedegral Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
breadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongiy urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.,

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Hoom 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, Calitornfa 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 201 1
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. in other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case iaw standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has histarically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos,

Now itis 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “"An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Maijority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at (east two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—wnhich is exactly the
oppaosite of the Boundary Review Committee's mission. |t is no exaggeration io say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.,

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-f Plan,
This outcome is particutarly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconcmic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt

either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Tempie Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angetes County Board of Supervisors:

| write to you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the S-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest,

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County's history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community,

The unpleasant but incontrovertibile truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lings, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990, when the county’s district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation—but only because the g™ Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county's Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County’s voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authored by David I. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minarity Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeles County is still polarized among ethnic lings, and particularly between
Latines and non-Latinos. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compelling need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
indeed, | believe that this unfulfilled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-I Plan.
This cutcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos' generally lower sociceconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

lLos Angeles, California 90012

RE: LLos Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members ot the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

I write to you today with greal cencern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census unequivocally show the
existence of at least two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority supervisorial districts is now possible.

| wish to voice my strong support for the 5-2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Pian, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisarial districts with populations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communilies of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve anather equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeles County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they de so in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy support of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpleasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos. This was true in 1990 when the county's district
lines were redrawn to fairly allow for Latino representation-—-but only because the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals forced
the county's hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggediy chronicied the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authcred by David |. Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluatien of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angetes County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and nen-Latines. To put it bluntly, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compeliing need for at least two majority-Latino supervisorial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of | 0s
Angeles County are relying on the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does not happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to support either the S-2 Plan or the T-l Plan,
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Comimission ruling in January of 2010, which allowed for unlimited corporate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections,

As such, because both plans would fulfill not just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt
either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this lefter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to centact me in the future if necessary.

Sincerely,
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Los Angeles County Executive Office
Room 383

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Los Angeles County Redistricting 2011
Dear Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors:

b write 10 you today with great concern about redistricting plans currently under consideration which would affect
supervisorial district lines at Los Angeles County. Results from the 2010 U.S. Census uneguivocally show the
existence of at lzast two compact Latino communities within the county constituting at least half of the voting age
citizens. In other words, the creation of two or more Latino-majority superviscrial districts is now possible.

I wish to voice my strong support for the -2 Plan, also known as the Community Empowerment Map, and
the T-1 Plan, also referred to as the Voting Rights Act Compliance Map. Both maps would create two
supervisorial districts with popuiations that would be majority Latino and geographically compact
representing communities of interest.

Both plans meet all necessary case law standards. But they also achieve another equally important obligation—
they honestly address Los Angeies County’s history of racial discrimination at the ballot box, and they do sc in the
spirit of civic collaboration and good governance as evidenced by the fact that both plans enjoy suppcrt of
organizations beyond the Latino community.

The unpieasant but incontrovertible truth is that voting in Los Angeles County has historically been polarized along
ethnic lines, and primarily between Latinos versus non-Latinos, This was true in 1990 when the county’'s district
lines were redrawn to failly allow for Latino representation—but only because the 9" Clrcuxt Court of Appeals forced
the county’s hand as a result of the Garza vs. County of Los Angeles case, which doggedly chronicled the
institutionalized, systemic racism perpetuated for generations against the county’s Latinos.

Now it is 2011, and Latinos irrefutably represent a clear majority of Los Angeles County's voting age citizens. Yeta
2008 report co-authcred by David |, Lublin and Gary Segura, and titled “An Evaluation of the Electoral and
Behavioral Impact of Majority-Minority Districts,” scientifically proves what many Latinos have known anecdotally for
generations—that voting in Los Angeies County is still polarized among ethnic lines, and particularly between
Latinos and non-Latinos. To put it bluntiy, racial discrimination at the ballot box is not a thing of the past.

Taken together, these facts demonstrate a compeiling need for at least two majority-Latino superviscrial districts.
Indeed, | believe that this unfulfiled need would constitute de facto disenfranchisement—which is exactly the
opposite of the Boundary Review Committee’s mission. It is no exaggeration to say, in fact, that the people of Los
Angeles County are relying cn the committee to ensure that disenfranchisement in any form does rot happen.

Yet this is exactly what would happen if the Board of Supervisors fails to suppert either the S-2 Plan or the T-1 Plan.
This outcome is particularly true when taking into account Latinos’ generally lower socioeconomic status combined
with the game-changing effects of the infamous U.S. Supreme Court's Citizens United vs. Federal Election
Commission ruling in January cf 2010, which allowed fer unlimited corperate funding of independent political
broadcasts in candidate elections.

As such, because both plans would fulfill net just the letter but the spirit of the law, | strongly urge you to adopt

either one of them. Thank you very much for taking the time to read this letter and for considering its message.
Please feel free to contact me in the future if necessary.
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