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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO ot_C£\\J£.0 
STATEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS ~ ~- ~ 


ADJOURNED REGULAR MEETING OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS C\ 1.. 3 ;':\ ~ 
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1991 ~' ~-~ 


d...... . 
At 9:40a.m., Supervisors MacDonald, Chairman, BI ray, Vice 


Chairman, Bailey, Golding and Williams convened in Closed 
Session to discuss personnel, litigation matters~ and/or 
instructions to negotiators. 


MORNING SESSION -Meeting was called to order at 10:17 a.m. 
Present: Supervisors John MacDonald, Chairman, 
Brian P. Bilbray, Vice Chairman, George F. Bailey, 
Susan Golding and Leon L. Williams; also 
Thomas J. Pastuszka, Clerk. 


AFTERNOON SESSION -Reconvened at 2:12 p.m. (preceding Board 
Order No. 3), Supervisors John MacDonald, Chairman, Brian 
P. Bilbray, Vice Chairman, George F. Bailey, and 
Susan Golding being present; Supervisor Leon L. Williams 
being absent. 


At 2:43p.m. (preceding Board Order No. 3), Supervisor 
Williams entered and took his place on the Board. 


Adjourned at 5:05 p.m. 


ATTEST: 


JOHN MACDONALD 
Chairman of- ·the Board of Supervisors 


County of San Diego, State of California 


THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


(SEAL) 


Notes by: 


M. 0. Nos 1 - 2 Monteleone (Discussion) 
3 Ballard (Discussion) 
4 Monteleone (Discussion) 
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Board 
Order Agenda 
No. No. 


1. 


PUBLIC COMMUNICATION 
Opportunity for Members of the Public to Speak to the Board 
on any Subject Matter within the Board's Jurisdiction but 
not an Item on Today's Agenda. 
No speakers. 


Redistricting of Supervisorial Districts 
RECOMMENDATION: 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER: . 
Review the proposed redistricting plans and the information 


presented and select a final plan. 
Referred to Chief Administrative Officer to examine and 


report back in 60 days redistricting of County to 7, or 6 
districts with one district at large; and trailed decision 
on issue of proposed Redistricting to the Afternoon 
Session for Chief Administrative Officer to bring forth 
revised options to include suggestions make by Members of 
the Board. 


Determined to approve Chief Administrative Officer's 
proposed revised Plan A-2.1, Option 2, presented in the 
Afternoon Session, Board of Supervisors Document 
No. 745575 to include amendment to boundary between 
District 1 and 2 to follow the planning boundaries east to 
the northeast corner of Section 33 and directly south to 
Section 33 to the Mexican Border; and directed Chief 
Administrative Officer to submit appropriate documents to 
implement this Plan on 9/17/91. 


conference on Sheriff's Budget 
commended Sheriff for his comprehensive report and 


commitment to live within his Budget; requested Sheriff to 
report on any statistical differences between ~he Las 
Colinas men's facility and the Las Colinas women's 
facility; requested staff to explore the possibility of 
reopening and modifying the Deputy Sheriff's Contract with 
the County to reduce home garaging as a source of savings; 
requested further discussion with the Sheriff regarding 
reduction in activity of reservists and relevance of old 
policies to the present Reserve Program; and referred 
tentative approval of Sheriff's Budget as proposed by the 
Chief Administrative Officer plus $700,000 for program 
restoration to the Regular Meeting of the Board of 
Supervisors on Tuesday, September 17, 1991. 
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, RECE\\JEO 
On September 16, 1991, ·Board Order No. 4, the Board of 


Supervisors determined to approve Redistricting Plan A~1.2, or1 ~4 t' . 
Option 2, Board of Supervisors Document No. 745575, including · 
certain amendments, and directed the Chief Administrative Offi .•... ... · 
to submit appropriate documents to implement this Plan on 
September 17, 1991. 


There is presented to the Board a letter, Board of 
Supervisors Document No. 745543, from the Chief Administrative 
Officer, concerning the Redistricting of supervisorial Districts, 
and recommending that the Board: 


1. Read title and waive further reading of Ordinance, entitled: 


AN ORDINANCE ADJUSTING THE BOUNDARIES OF SUPERVISORIAL 
DISTRICTS AND REDEFINING THE BOUNDARIES OF ALL SUPERVISORIAL 
DISTRICTS OF THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO AND REPEALING ORDINANCE 
NO. 6097 (NEW SERIES) 


Introduce Ordinance for further Board consideration and 
adoption on October 1, 1991. 


2. Direct the Registrar of Voters to notify those registered 
voters whose Districts have changed as a result of the 
adoption of the Redistricting Ordinance. 


There is also presented to the Board the following 
Documents: 


DOCUMENT NO. 
745594 


745595 


745596 


TITLE 
Chief Administrative Officer Proposed 
Redistricting Plan A-2.1 (Option 2) 


ALTERNATIVE: Chief Administrative 
Officer Proposed Redistricting Plan A-
2.1 (Option 2) - 1990 Census 
EthnicityjRace summary by Supervisorial 
District - 9/17/91 


ALTERNATIVE: Chief Administrative 
Officer Proposed Redistricting Plan A-
2.1 (Option 2) - 1990 Census 
EthnicityjRace summary by Supervisorial 
District - 9/17/91 - Extended data 


The Chairman reads into the record a letter in opposition to 
the Redistricting Plan A-2.1 (Option 2), because the City of 
Carlsbad is to be split and placed in two separate Districts. 


Bud Lewis, Mayor of the City of Carlsbad, speaks in 
opposition to the proposed Redistricting Plan, and strongly ~rges 
the Board to place the City of Carlsbad all in one District. 


Nos. 64-65 
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During discussion, concern is expressed about the splits in 
District 5 and District 3, in the Redistricting Plan A-2.1 
(Option 2). Comments indicate the Redistricting Plan A-2.1 
(Option 2) accounts for appropriate ethnicity groupings within 
Districts as needed under the law. 


No. 64 


County Counsel having read the title of the proposed 
Ordinance, ON MOTION of Supervisor Bailey, seconded by Supervisor 
Bilbray, the Board of Supervisors waives further reading of the 
Ordinance in the matter of the Redistricting of Supervisorial 
Districts, said Ordinance entitled: 


vote: 


AN ORDINANCE ADJUSTING THE BOUNDARIES OF SUPERVISORIAL 
DISTRICTS AND REDEFINING THE BOUNDARIES OF ALL SUPERVISORIAL 
DISTRICTS OF THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO AND REPEALING ORDINANCE 
NO. 6097 (NEW SERIES) 


Roll call on the foregoing motion results in the following 


AYES: 


NOES: 


Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, Williams and 
MacDonald 


Supervisors None 
ABSENT: Supervisors None 


No. 65 


ON MOTION of Supervisor Williams, seconded by Supervisor 
Bailey, the Board of Supervisors introduces the Ordinance 
concerning Redistricting of Supervisorial Districts for further 
Board consideration and adoption on October 1, 1991; and direc·ts 
the Registrar of Voters to notify those registered voters whose 
Districts have changed as a result of the adoption of the 
Redistricting Ordinance. 


Roll call on the foregoing motion results in the following 
vote: · 


AYES: 
NOES: 


ABSENT: 


Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, and Williams 
Supervisors Golding and MacDonald 
Supervisors None 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
County of San Diego) 


• _1, THOMAS J. ~ASTUSZKA, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego, State of 
Cal1forn1a, hereb~ cert1fy that I have compared the foregoing copy with the original order adopted by said Board 
~t a regula~ me:t1ng the~eof held September 17, 1991 (64·65), by the vote herein stated, wh ich original order 
1


S now on f1le 1n my off1ce; that the same contains a full, true and correct transcript therefrom and of the 
whole thereof. 


Uitness my hand and the seal of said Board of Supervisors, this 22nd day of October, 1991. 


THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


By CAd,o r:: ~~ 
Esther C. Ryan, 0~ 
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No. 4 


Earlier this date, Board Order No. 2, the Board of 
Supervisors considered Redistricting of Supervisorial Districts; 
and referred to the Chief Administrative Officer to examine and 
report back in 60 days redistricting of the County to seven, or 
six with one District at large; and trailed the issue of 
Redistricting to the Afternoon Session for the Chief 
Administrative Officer to bring forth revised options to include 
suggestions made by Members of the Board. 


There is presented to the Board, the Chief Administrative 
Officer's proposed Redistricting Plan A-2.1 Options 1 and 2, and 
the Chief Administrative Officer's proposed Redistricting Plan 
A-2.1 - Mission Bay Area; Board of Supervisors Document No. 
745575. 


The Assistant Chief Administrative Officer reviews the 
Options and the impact on population and ethnicity for each of 
the Options. 


County Counsel comments on the interpretation of the Courts 
on the Voting Rights Act. 


Mr. Aguirre represents the Chicano Federation. He appears 
before the Board and cites legal authorities in support of their 
position. He respectfully states there is a misunderstanding 
with respect to facts of law that will carry the issue to 
litigation. 


Supervisor MacDonald opposes the proposed split pf Carlsbad 
north of La Costa Boulevard, indicating he would prefer giving up 
a total city rather than splitting a city. The consensus is that 
all communities are being impacted by the changes proposed but 
that Option 2 can meet the objective for ethnic balance. 


ON MOTION of Supervisor Bailey, seconded by SuperVlsor 
Bilbray, the Board of Supervisors determines to approve the Chief 
Administrative Officer's proposed revised Plan A-2.1, Option 2, 
presented in the Afternoon Session, Board of Supervisors Document 
No. 745575, to include amendments to the boundary between 
Districts 1 and 2 to follow the planning boundaries east to the 
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northeast corner of Section 33 and directly south to Section 33 
to the Mexican Border; and directs the Chief Administrative 
Officer to submit appropriate documents to implement this Plan on 
September 17, 1991. 


Roll call on the foregoing motion results in the following 
vote: 


AYES: 
NOES: 


ABSENT: 


Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, Williams 
Supervisors Golding and MacDonald 
Supervisors None 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
County of San Diego) 


I, THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of 
the County of San Diego, State of California, hereby certify that 
I have compared the foregoing copy with the original order adopted 
by said Board at a regular meeting thereof held September 16, 1991 
(4), by the vote herein stated, which original order is now on file 
in my office; that the same contains a full, true and correct 
transcript therefrom and of the whole thereof. 


Witness my hand and the seal of said Board of Supervisors, 
this 18th day of October, 1991. 


No. 4 
9/16/91 LM 
Page 2 of 2 pages 


THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


By~~~ 
Esther C. Ryan, eputy 
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No. 2 


On September 10, 1991, Board Order No. 79, the Board of 
Supervisors heard public testimony, reviewed the redistricting 
plans prepared by the Chief Administrative Officer and community 
organizations, and ordered action held in abeyance until this 
date, for staff to examine certain additional refinements to the 
plans proposed by the Chief Administrative Officer, on the 
Supervisorial Redistricting After 1990 Census: Proposed Plans 
A-2, A-2.1, B-2, C-A and C-B. At this time, the Board considers 
the matter. 


There is presented to the Board a letter, Board of 
Supervisors Document No. 745577, from the Chief Administrative 
Officer (CAO) recommending the Board review the proposed 
redistricting plans and the information presented and select a 
final plan. Also submitted are the following Alternatives: CAO . 
Proposed Redistricting Plans A-2, A-2.1, B-2, C-A, C-B, CAO 
proposal to complete the August 28, 1991 Chicano Federation Plan; 
and Alternative proposal from the following community 
organizations: Asian Business Association/Asian American 
Political Coalition/Camino Real GroupjHarborview Community 
Council; Chicano Federation; and San Diego Black Political Action 
Committee. Also submitted is data showing the total voting 
population ages 18 and over for each of the submitted Plans. 


There is on file a letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 
745576, from the City of Santee, in opposition to redistricting 
alternatives which would separate the City of Lemon Grove and the 
Spring Valley area from other East County communities within the 
Second District. 


Clarence McCoy, San Diego Black Political Action Committee, 
appears before the Board and states their Group met and tried to 
reach a consensus on a map to recommend to the Board but were 
unable to make a decision because they do not have the resources 
available, and because of the short period of time in which to 
make a decision. 


The following points are raised in discussion: 


Oppose Maps that will include San Carlos in District 2 and 
Spring Valley out of the existing District 2. 


Retain Lorna Portal in District 4; move Mission Bay area to 
District 1; add San Carlos to District 3. 


No. 2 
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East and south boundaries for Districts 1 and 2: use 
boundary between the Grossmont Community College District 
and the Southwestern Community College District; include all 
of the Sweetwater Reservoir in District 1; use otay and 
Jamul Planning Subregions running from the Mexican Border to 
the Sweetwater Lakes. 


North County communities of interest, with emphasizes that 
there is opposition from the community of Carlsbad to the 
potential move of Carlsbad into District 3. 


Oppose a map that does not contain at least 40% Hispanic 
population and maintain ethnic balance. 


Observation of jurisdictional boundaries and Spheres of 
Influence. 


Split Poway between the I-15 Corridor and the eastern 
portion. 


Examination of the potential restructuring of San Diego 
County into seven or six Districts with one District at 
large. 


Commitment to comply with the Voting Rights Act. 


All the Maps are discussed, arriving at a consensus that 
staff study the population percentages in Maps A.2.1, A2, and the 
Chicano Federation proposal, and return to the Board in the 
Afternoon Session with options that will include: 


Place Mission Beach area in District 1. 


Move San Carlos from District 2 to Districts 3 or 4 and move 
Spring Valley back to District 2. 


Incorporate and align Districts 1 and 2 boundary t:o the 
Sweetwater Reservoir. District 1 to include Otay Mesa, 
including all of East Mesa; and boundary adjustment is to 
represent that depiction drawn by staff on a certain map as 
suggested by Supervisor Bailey. 


Move District 3 up the coast to keep the San Dieguito area 
intact; leave large portion of Carlsbad in District 5 in 
order to retain the integrity of San Carlos in the City of 
San Diego. 
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The Spring Valley community should be in District 2. 


There being no motion and no objection, the Board of 
Supervisors refers to the Chief Administrative Officer to examine 
and report back in 60 days, redistricting of San Diego County to 
seven, or six districts with one district at large; and trails 
the decision on the issue of proposed Redistricting to the 
Afternoon Session for the Chief Administrative Officer to bring 
forth revised options to include suggestions made by Members of 
the Board. 
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No. 80 


There is presented to the Board a letter, Board of 
Supervisors Document No. 745341, from the Chief Administrative 
Officer, concerning Supervisorial Redistricting After 1990 
Census: Proposed Plans A-2, A-2.1, B-2, C-A, and C-B, making the 
following recommendations: 


1. Receive the Chief Administrative Officer's proposed 
Redistricting Plans A-2, A-2.1, B-2, C-A, and C-B and 
proposed Redistricting Plans submitted by community 
organizations. 


2. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to return to 
the Board of Supervisors with final modifications, if 
any, to a final plan for the adjustment of 
Supervisorial District Boundaries. 


3. Direct County Counsel to prepare the Redistricting 
Ordinance for introduction at the September 17, 1991 
Board of Supervisors meeting. 


There are presented to the Board the following documents : 


Letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 745399, from 
Lee B. Thibadeau, Mayor of the City of San Marcos, 
requesting, on behalf of the San Marcos City Council, that 
the cities of Escondido, San Marcos, Vista, and possibly 
Oceanside, stay within District 5. 


Letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 745398, from Chris 
Heiserman, Coordinator, Spring Valley Incorporation 
Coalition, requesting that the Board oppose any 
redistricting map which removes portions of Spring Valley 
from District 2. 


Letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 746018, from 
Marilyn Lassman, President, South County Economic 
Development Council, making suggestions regarding South 
County boundaries. 


Memo and proposed redistricting plan, Board of Supervisors 
Document No. 746084, from the Chicano Federation. 


Letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 746085, from 
Ted A. Jackman, Harborlite Corporation, recommending support 
for Plan B-1, linking Escondido with the other 78 corridor 
cities. 
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Letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 746086, from 
Willard M. Edwards and o. Christina Edwards, expressing 
appreciation for the County's public participation workshops 
on redistricting. 


The Deputy Chief Administrative Officer analyzes the 
rationale applied in preparing the Chief Administrative Officer's 
proposed Redistricting Plans now before the Board. She states 
that there is pending litigation before the United States Supreme 
Court and the United States District Court regarding the Census 
Bureau undercount, but recommends that the Board comply with the 
schedule drawn by County Counsel for introduction of the 
Redistricting Ordinance on September 17, 1991, and adoption on 
October 1, 1991. She states that if there should be a change due 
to a Court decision, staff will advise the Board how to proceed 
in compliance with state law. 


Three persons speak in favor of Maps proposed by the Chief 
Administrative Officer. Joe Rizza, representing the Mayor of 
Coronado, expresses satisfaction with Maps A-2.1 and C-A, either 
one of which would keep Coronado in the First District. Jack 
Shelver, City Manager, City of Lemon Grove, expresses that City's 
wish to remain in District Two, and states that Map C-A 
represents their interests. Bob Divine, of the Spring Valley 
Chamber of Commerce, indicates support for Map C-A, and opposes 
any Map which would divide Spring Valley in half or separate it 
from the rest of East County. 


The following persons address the Board to either express 
support for Maps submitted by the organization they represent, or 
make requests or comments relevant to proposed redistricting 
boundaries: 


Clarence Mccoy, San Diego Black Political Action 
Committee 


Mark Montijo, Jamul Dulzura Community Planning Group 
Roger Winchester 
Mateo R. Camarillo, Citizens Advisory Committee on 


Redistricting 
Greg Akili, African American Organizing Union 
Kathleen E. Harmon, San Diego Black Political Action 


Committee 
Walter Kudumu 
Thomas P. Pocklington, President, Sweetwater Valley 


Civic Association 
Al Ducheny, Harborview Community Council 
Paul Silva-Martinez, Chair, Camino Real Group 
Michael Aguirre, legal counsel for the Chicano 
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Persons representing the San Diego Black Political Action 
Committee and the African American Organizing Union urge the 
Board's support for their proposed Map, which creates two 
districts with a majority of people of color. A coalition Map, 
submitted by a union of the Harborview Community Council, the 
Camino Real Group, and representatives of Asian American and 
African American communities, is reported by its backers to be 
attentive to City/County boundaries and communities of interest, 
while meeting all requirements of the Voting Rights Act. 
Requests are made to reject any Maps which would subdivide the 
country town of Jamul, and any which would divide Spring Valley 
in half or separate it from the rest of East County. A request 
is made to retain the sweetwater Valley community as part of 
District One. A concern is expressed that orientation guidelines 
did not address the needs of citizens who were participating in 
the redistricting process, and support is voiced for Supervisor 
Golding's recent proposal concerning the need for specialists to 
assist in the redistricting operation. 


Michael Aguirre, legal counsel to the Chicano Federation, 
refers to a decision of Judge Rhodes, and states that the only 
way to satisfy requirements of the Voting Rights Act is to 
organize a District which maximizes the number of voting-age 
Latino Americans and African Americans within one District. 


The following persons submit requests to speak but do not 
orally address the Board: 


Fahari Jeffers 
Ken Msemasi 
Frank Jordan, San Diego Branch, National Association for the 


Advancement of Colored People 
Marilyn Lassman, President, South County Economic 


Development Council 
Gil Ontai, Asian Business Association; Asian-American 


Political Coalition; camino Real Group; Harborview 
Community Council 


Merle Osterhaus, Clairemont Mesa Planning Group 
Doug Perkins, Executive Director, South County Economic 


Development Council 
Robert Tambuzi, Harborview Community Council 
Jacqueline Winterer 


Discussion focuses on the requirements of the Voting Rights 
Act. The Deputy County Counsel advises that the one personjone 
vote rule pertaining to total population in each District is a 
Constitutional requirement and the Voting Rights Act is a 
statutory requirement. He explains that once the one personjone 
vote rule is sustained, boundaries can then be adjusted in 
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accordance with the Voting Rights Act. He assures the Board that 
staff has evaluated all Maps--those of staff and those of the 
public--from a Voting Rights Act perspective. 


ON MOTION of Supervisor Golding, seconded by Supervisor 
Bailey, the Board of Supervisors requests County Counsel to 
provide the Board with a copy of Judge Rhodes decision regarding 
the Voting Rights Act and an analysis of the Brownsville case; 
requests CAO to bring back for discussion Maps showing boundary 
lines between the Southwestern College District and the Grossmont 
College District, and lines defining the First and Second 
Districts relevant to the reservoir; requests that Harmony Grove 
and Elfin Forest be placed in the Fifth District as shown on Maps 
C-B and A-2.1; and continues the matter of Supervisorial 
Redistricting After the 1990 Census to Monday, September 16, 
1991, at 10:00 a.m. time certain, to allow time for the Chief 
Administrative Officer to prepare the Ordinance for adoption on 
Tuesday, September 17, 1991. 


Roll call on the foregoing motion results in the following 
vote: 


AYES: 


NOES: 
ABSENT: 


Supervisors 
MacDonald 


Supervisors 
Supervisors 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
County of San Diego) 


Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, Williams, 


None 
None I 


\ 


I, THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County 
of San Diego, State of California, hereby certify that I have compared the 
foregoing copy with the original order adopted by said Board at a regular 
meeting thereof held September 10, 1991 (80), by the vote herein stated, 
which original order is now on file in my office; that the same contains a 
full, true and correct transcript therefrom and of the whole thereof. 


Witness my hand and the seal of said Board of Supervisors, this 16th day 
of October, 1991. 
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No. 60 


There is presented to the Board a letter, Board of Supervisors 
Document No. 745071, from the Chief Administrative Officer 
concerning Supervisorial Redistricting After 1990 Census, and 
recommending that the Board: 


Receive the Chief Administrative Officer's Proposed 
Redistricting Plans A and B for Board consideration. 


Provide direction to the Chief Administrative Officer for any 
refinement or modifications of these plans or other 
redistricting plans submitted to your Board by interested 
organizations and individuals, leading to final Board adoption 
of a redistricting Ordinance no later than October 1, 1991. 


A Deputy Chief Administrative Officer orally reviews 
background information as outlined in the staff report, with the 
aid of proposed Redistricting Plans A and B. 


Don Stillwell addresses the Board in 
recommendations. 


favor of the 


The following individuals address the Board in opposition to 
the recommendations: Greg Akili, representing the African American 
Organizing Union and the San Diego Black Political Action 
Committee, submits a letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 
745068, from the Black Political Action Committee, urging the Board 
to continue their research and study on the Redistricting process; 
and Chris Heiserman, representing the Spring Valley Incorporation 
Coalition, making the following points: 


Chris Heiserman, representing the Spring Valley Incorporation 
Coalition, addresses the Board and states that the residents of 
Spring Valley are opposed to Plan A-1 because their community 
should be included in District 2. 


Greg Akili, representing the African American Organizing Union 
and the San Diego Black Political Action Committee, submits a 
letter, Board of Supervisors Document No. 745068, urging the Board 
to continue their research and study on the Redistricting process; 
and states that Plan A-1 is incomplete, and Plan B is unbalanced 
and unfair. 


It is requested that hearing on this matter remain open for 
further public comment. 
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During discussion, the following comments are made: 


Further study should be considered regarding the relationship 
between Loma Portal and Ocean Beach. 


There is concern that all of Proctor Valley is being included 
in District 2, when it is obvious that the majority of Proctor 
Valley out of the Jamul Planning Area is oriented to the west 
and not to the northeast. 


There is concern that the extreme eastern portion of the Otay 
property will be oriented to Interstate 94, and that the 
remaining property oriented to the west is basically an area 
that follows west of the Dailey property. It is suggested 
that the district lines for this property be drawn between the 
second and first districts. 


It is requested that a map be prepared showing the current 
boundary lines in District 2. 


It is suggested that the Chief Administrative Officer consider 
the effects of placing back into District 4, portions of the 
City of San Diego west of what is currently being shown, the 
Paradise Hills area over to the City of National City, and the 
reduction of a percentage of Spring Valley to a minimum, and 
to see how it will compute in terms of ethnic balance. It is 
also suggested that the Chief Administrative Officer consider 
maintaining Spring Valley in District 2. 


It is requested that a map be developed showing boundary lines 
for District 3 up the coast, with the arrangement that is 
already on Plan A, and a B-1 proposal with the central area on 
the A proposal. 


It is noted that staff was unable to maintain the Clairemont 
community in the A-1 map. 


The public is urged to submit their input as soon as possible. 


It is suggested that Harmony Grove and Elfin Forest remain in 
the same district, whichever it is, because of a community of 
interest. 


In terms of the effects of the Chicano Federation's maps on 
the redistricting process, it is indicated that the maps 
increase the Caucasian population in District 4, and decrease 
the minority population substantially in said district. 
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... . .. 


It is also requested that staff take a look at the Escondido 
Elementary School District boundary lines to see if they could 
be incorporated into one supervisorial district. 


It is further requested that the Chief Administrative Officer 
provide clarification on the boundary district lines for 
Carlsbad Unified School District. 


It is suggested that the Chief Administrative Officer meet 
with the various groups submitting proposals to discuss areas 
of concern on the redistricting maps, and return to the Board 
on September 10, 1991. 


It is suggested that the Chief Administrative Officer prepare 
maps for the Board's consideration which incorporate comments 
made by the Supervisors. 


ON MOTION of Supervisor MacDonald, seconded by Supervisor 
Bailey, the Board of Supervisors directs the Chief Administrative 
Officer to prepare maps for the Board's consideration which 
incorporate comments from the Supervisors; meet with the various 
groups which have submitted map proposals to discuss areas of 
concern on the proposed maps; and to return to the Board on 
September 10, 1991. 


Roll call on the foregoing motion results in the following 
vote: 


AYES: 


NOES: 
ABSENT: 


Supervisors Bilbray, Bailey, Golding, Williams, and 
MacDonald 


Supervisors None 
Supervisors None 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
County of San Diego) 


I, THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County 
of San Diego, State of California, hereby certify .that I have compared the 
foregoing copy with the original order adopted by said Board at a regular 
meeting thereof held August 6, 1991 (60), by the vote herein stated, which 
original order is now on file in my office; that the same contains a full, 
true and correct transcript therefrom and of the whole thereof. 


Witness my hand and the seal of said Board of Supervisors, this 16th day 
of October, 1991. 


THOMAS J. PASTUSZKA 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


By -:t~ -c.~ 
Esther c. Ryan, eputy 
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No. 1 


There is presented to the Board a letter, Board of Supervisors 
Document No. 744436, from the Chief Administrative Officer, 
concerning Supervisorial Redistricting after 1990 census, 
recommending that the Board: 


1. Receive the Chief Administrative Officer's Proposed 
Redistricting Plans A and B for Board 
consideration; and 


2. Provide direction to the Chief Administrative 
Officer for any refinement or modifications of 
these plans or other Redistricting Plans submitted 
to your Board by interested organizations and 
individuals. Leading to final Board adoption of a 
Redistricting Ordinance no later than October 1, 
1991. 


There is presented to the Board by the Chief Administrative 
Officer the following Maps: 


Board of Supervisors Document No. 744436-A, 
Redistricting Plan A 


Board of Supervisors Document No. 744436-B, 
Redistricting Plan B 


There is presented to the Board a binder entitled, 
Correspondence Received on Supervisorial Redistricting, Board of 
Supervisors Document No. 745989, which includes various letters, 
maps and documents addressed to each individual District 
Supervisor, as well as other documents. 


There is also presented to the Board a letter, Board of 
Supervisors Document No. 745993, from the Chief Administrative 
Officer, concerning Alternative Redistricting Maps submitted by: 
(1) Asian Business Association, Asian American Political 
Coalition, Associated Asian American Leaders; (2) Lifeline 
Community Services of North San Diego County; (3) Chicano 
Federation; ( 4) Camino Real Group; ( 5) Harborview Community 
Council; (6) Chris Heiserman; (7) City of Carlsbad; and (8) Bruce 
Graves. 


There is also presented to the Board a letter, Board of 
Supervisors Document No. 745992, from the Chief Administrative 
Officer, correcting the July 31, 1991 Redistricting Board Letter of 
July 31, 1991 as to population changes. 
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There is also presented to the Board a letter, Board of 
supervisors Document No. 745991, from Art Madrid, Mayor, City of La 
Mesa, urging the Board to reconsider removing the City of Lemon 
Grove from the Second District. 


There is on file a packet of letters, Board of Supervisors 
Document No. 745990, from Lew Gary, President, Rancho Bernardo 
Community Council, Inc. ; Caryl W. Krueger, Secretary, Hidden 
Meadows Community Sponsor Group; D. Duncan; and Joyce Bennett, 
concerning Redistricting Supervisorial Boundaries. 


The Chief Administrative Officer orally reviews the 
recommendations and comments presented in the staff report. 


In addition to the 18 Speaker Slips already accepted, the 
Chairman announces that additional Speaker Slips may now be 
submitted. There being no indication that additional speakers are 
present, the Chairman announces the meeting will continue. 


A Deputy Chief Administrative Officer discusses the legal 
factors that were used in drawing the proposed Redistricting Maps, 
reviewing each of the Maps as set out in staff report. 


Mary Herron, Mayor of the City of Coronado, addresses the 
Board, stating the City of Coronado is in support of Maps A and B, 
in which Coronado would remain in District 1. 


James V. Dorman, Mayor of the City of Lemon Grove, addresses 
the Board, stating there is community of interest in the East 
County that should be preserved, and therefore, the City of Lemon 
Grove is in support of Map B, which leaves the City of Lemon Grove 
in the Second Supervisorial District. 


Joe Rizza, a resident of Coronado, addresses the Board in 
favor of Map A. 


Richard Sewall, a resident of Coronado, addresses the. Board, 
stating he is in support of the comments and opinions of Mayor 
Herron and Joe Rizza, and reiterates the importance to them in 
maintaining an integrity of the Bay communities and the Port 
District. 


Jack Moore, representing the Chamber of Commerce of Lemon 
Grove, addresses the Board in support of comments by Mayor Dorman. 
He states the Chamber of Commerce is in favor of remaining in 
District 2 and supports Map B. 
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Mark Montijo, Chairman of the Jamul-Dulzura Planning Group, 
addresses the Board in favor of remaining in District 2, and 
supports Map B with the exception that Highway 94 not be the 
dividing boundary. 


Daniel E. Eaton, Secretary of the Earl B. Gilliam Bar 
Association, the official organization of African-American 
attorneys in San Diego County, addresses the Board in favor of Map 
A. He states his organization would favor Map A over Map B, 
because it creates two majority/minority Districts and ensures that 
African-American representation is not diluted. 


Al Ducheney, Chairman of the Harborview Community Council, 
addresses the Board in favor of Map B. He states he is against 
putting all minorities in one or two Districts. He suggests that 
District 4 be extended north and east to include many of the Asian 
population and that Point Lorna and Coronado be connected to a 
coastal district. He states there is a commonality of interest 
between Coronado, Pacific Beach and Point Lorna. 


Linda Woods, a resident of Escondido and Trustee of the 
Escondido Elementary School Board, addresses the Board, requesting 
that the Board include all of Escondido and its unincorporated 
areas in one District, North County District 5. She states it 
would preserve a sense of continuity in community in the town and 
schools. 


Jay A. Haren, Member of the Jamul-Dulzura Subregional Planning 
Group, addresses the Board, urging the Board to approve Echo Valley 
remaining in District 2 with the rest of Jamul. He states the 
Jamul-Dulzura Regional Planning Group should be consulted and 
involved in the planning and approval process for the Baldwin 
Project. 


Chris Heiserman, President, San Miguel Consolidated Fire 
District Board, addresses the Board and speaks to the Eas~ County 
orientation with the Fire Districts throughout the Hartland area. 
He describes Emergency Services involving Lemon Grove, Spring 
Valley and all the East County cities and unincorporated 
communities. He states that involving Spring Valley in the Fourth 
District rather than Lemon Grove would provide representation for 
the unincorporated areas involved in the Fourth District. 


Gil Ontai, President, Asian Business Association, addresses 
the Board and speaks to Map E03. He states that consideration was 
given to the Asian, African-American District, and urges the Board 
to consider this Map as a viable opportunity for a second 
majority/minority District. 
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Eileen Histen, President, Ocean Beach Town Council, addresses 
the Board requesting that Ocean Beach be left in District One. She 
states that Ocean Beach would like to be in the same District as 
Point Lorna. 


Roger Winchester, resident of Jamul, addresses .the Board 
regarding his correspondence to the Board which is incorporated in 
the Manual of correspondence Received. He makes various 
suggestions concerning the division of the unincorporated areas of 
the County. 


Ibrahim Naeem, President San Diego Urban League, addresses the 
Board in support of Map A, and concurs with remarks made by Daniel 
Eaton. He states that while he supports Map A, at this point, 
after discussion, he may respond to the Board differently in 
writing. 


Randy Jones, President, Earl B. Gilliam Bar Association, 
addresses the Board in support of Map A, with the variations noted 
by Mr. Eaton. He states his group would support Map A, with the 
variations that Mr. Eaton spoke about. He states this issue should 
not become a battle between minority groups, and urges the Board to 
take a strong look at the maps to do whatever it takes to ensure 
that there is meaningful access to the political process. 


Jess D. Haro, Member, Board of Directors of the Chicano 
Federation of San Diego County, addresses the Board and states that 
at the direction of their Attorney, he is giving the Board formal 
notice of their belief that the Board of Supervisors is about to 
violate the United States Voting Rights Act, and reads into the 
record the formal statement. At the request of the Chairman, Mr. 
Haro states he will submit a copy of his statement to County 
Counsel this date. 


Eugene J. Sprofera, resident of La Mesa, addresses the Board 
concerning the East County area, requesting that it be left in its 
present District due to the development occurring there. -


During discussion, the following points were made: 


• Support will be given to whatever plan that seems to be 
best for community of interest, ethnicity, and in 
accordance with the law. 


• It is stated that community interest areas, Clairemont 
and Tierrasanta, do not wish to be divided and it is 
suggested that staff investigate alternatives. 
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• It is also noted that the I-5 corridor and the San 
Dieguito areas have a very strong community of interest, 
such as transportation and open space preservation. It 
is also suggested that staff investigate and provide 
figures regarding that portion remaining in District 3 
and the boundary going up the coast as opposed to going 
inland. 


• It is noted that Map A preserves two majority/minority 
Districts. It is suggested that staff investigate other 
alternatives due to the fact Lemon Grove is considered 
East County and does not have a community of interest 
with San Diego and with District 4. 


• It is stated that when drawing the lines, consideration 
should be given regarding how they will affect the 
services and the resources that the community depends on, 
as this will give the people the chance of equal access 
to the resources that government has made available to 
general public. 


There being no motion and no objection, the Board orders 
action held in abeyance until August 6, 1991, on the matter of 
Supervisorial Redistricting After 1990 Census. 
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PETE WILSON 
GOVBI'INOI'I 


TEL.EPHONI!! 


WILSON VETO MESSAGES FOR REDISTRICTING BILLS SB 287, 
AB 2239, AND SB 587, 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
September 23, 1991 


CONTACT: Bill Livingstone 
James Lee 
Franz Wisner 
( 916) 4.45-4571 


Clii1CSl 445-2841 


SACRru1ENTO -- Attached are veto messages for the three 
redistricting bills (SB 287, AB 2239, SB 587) passed by the . 
Legislature on partisan votes last Thursday, September 19, 1990. 


NOTE: The messages are similar except for information under 
the heading, "Partisan Gerrymandering." 
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I am returning without my signature Senate Bill 287, relating 
to the redistricting of the State. 


Redistricting is the most important legal enactment to be 
made this year, not just because it endures ten years, but because 
it is the framework upon which our entire system of representative 
democracy is based. Uneo~petitive districts can preordain a 
certain outcome, denying the People of this State their legitimate 
right to choose their representatives. 


As a result, in July, I requested that the Legislature 
carefully deliberate in drawing up fair districts which meet all 
constitutional and statutory criteria in time to allow the public 
adequate time to review and comment on them and to permit the 
legislation to be precleared under Section 5 of the Voting Rights 
Act prior to the statutory commencement of the 1992 election 
catnpaigns. 


The present bill has not produced fair redistricting, 
although the Legislature has been afforded ample oppor~unity to 
achieve a fair result. In fact 1 it fails to meet even the most 
fundamental standards of fairness. Nor does it comply with the 
~andatory legal requirements for redistricting. 


Indeed, this bil~ falls so short of a serious effort at fair 
redistricting that a list of each flaw would make this message 
unduly long. Accordingly, I will instead state only my principal 
objections. 


~ 21 ~ Process. First, the procedure by which this bill 
was passed fails to satisfy the fundamental principles of due 
process. Quite properly, several public interest organizations 
have complained bitterly about the inadequacy of the legislative 
p~ocess in the Assembly. Despite the fact that the Legislature 
has had full opportunity to deliberate on the preparation of new 
districts -- indeed, the Legislature received the official 1990 
census data from which new districts would be drawn back in April 
1991 -- the Assembly Elections, Reapportionment and Constitutional 
Amendments Committee did not release its first version of proposed 
districts for the Assembly and congress until September 9, less 
than 24 hours before the scheduled public hearings, thereby · 
preventing members of the public from having an opportunity to 
meaningfully comment on those districts. The legislation was 
thereafter amended in private and the final version of the bill 
was not distributed to the public, nor even to members of the 
Legislature until the very day of the vote, depriving them of the 
opportunity to make a considered and informed vote on this most 
important piece of legislation. 
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In sum, the process by which this bill was passed falls far 
short of a good faith effort to deliberate upon and draw new 
districts for the Assembly and Congressional districts. 


peprivation 21 Voting Rights. Second, this bill draws 
various Assembly, Senatorial, and Congressional districts which 
fragment geographicallY compact and politically cohesive minority 
co~unities. This gives those minority populations less 
opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate in 
the political process and to elect representatives of their 
choice. This is not only fundamentally unfair, but a violation of 
the federal Voting Rights Act, as amended. 


Partisan Gerrymandering. Third, the districts have been 
drawn with the objective of unduly protecting incurobents, thereby 
largely preserving the results of the prior decade's outrageous 
gerrymander and depriving the public of competitive districts. 


There are a multitude of examples of contorted, ~isshapen 
districts, each drawn for the purpose o! packing Democratic or 
Republican voters. For instance, proposed Assembly District 20 
starts at the South San Francisco line and wirtds itself all the 
way to Watsonville, unnecessarily breaching communities of 
interest and county lines, solely to preserve an incumpent. 
Proposed Senate District 18 unnecessarily includes parts of three 
different counties through the device of a narrow strip that runs 
from Santa Maria to Canoga Park to ~aintain a Democratic district. 
And proposed Congressional District 26 begins in Cerritos, 
meanders through Diamond Bar, draws a narrow corridor through 
Pomona, and winds over to the Covina - Claremont area, with the 
sole purpose of packing Republicans into the district. 


In short, the bill is an attempt by the ~ajority party to 
continue an unfair partisan advantage, rather than honor voter 
registration figures which would result in an entirely different 
configuration of the Legislature and the enactment of fair 
districts. 


Abdication Qf Legislative Responsibility. Finally, I note 
that instead of informed deliberations resulting in legislation 
which draws a single set of districts, the L~gislature has passed 
three bills establishing three alternative sets of districts for 
the . Assembly and California's congressional delegation. This 
sugges~s that even the majority in the Legislature has been unable 
to arr1ve at a determination of a single set of boundaries for the 
Assembly and congressional districts, and has thereby abdicated 
its responsibility. 
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In sum, this bill falls so short or a fair and lawful 
redistricting plan that it cannot be considered a serious attempt 
to redistrict the state and must be summarily rejected. 


Accordingly, I am returning the bill unsigned. 


Sincerely, 







• 
S6P-23-91 MON 1 2 :20 P.05 


Proposed Assembly District 20 


South San Francisco 
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Proposed Congressional District 26 


Cerritos 
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I am returning without my signature Assembly Bill 2239, 
relating to the redistricting of the State. 


Redistricting is the most i~portant legal enactment to be 
made this year, not just because it endures ten years, but because 
it is the framework upon which our entire system of representative 
democracy is based. Uncompetitive districts can preordain a 
certain outcome, denying the People of this State their legitimate 
right to choose their representatives. 


As a result, in July, I requested that the Legislature 
carefully deliberate in drawing up fair districts which meet all 
constitutional and statutory criteria in time to allow the public 
~dequate time to review and comment on them and to permit the 
legislation to be precleared under Section 5 of the Voting Rights 
Act prior to the statutory commence~ent of the 1992 election 
campaigns. 


The present bill has not produced fair redistricting, 
although the Legislature has been afforded ample opportuhity to 
achieve a fair result. In fact, it fails to meet even the most 
fundamental standards of fairness. Nor does it comply with the 
mandatory legal requirements for redistrictinq. 


Indeed, this bill falls so short of a serious effort at fair 
redistricting that a list of each flaw would make this message 
unduly long. Accordingly, I will instead state only my principal 
objections. 


Lack of Due Process. First, the procedure by which this bill 
was passed fails to satisfy the fundamental principles of due 
process. Quite properly, several public interest organizations 
have complained bitterly about the inadequacy of the legislative 
process in the Assembly. Despite the tact that the Legislature 
has had full opportunity to deliberate on the preparation of new 
districts -- indeed, the Legislature received the official 1990 
census data from which new districts would be drawn back in April 
1991 -- the Assembly Elections, Reapportionment and Constitutional 
Ame.ndments Committee did not release its first version of proposed 
districts for the Assembly and Congress until September 9, less 
than 24.hours before the scheduled public hearings, thereby ~ 
prev7nt~ng members of the public from having an opportunity to 
mean1ngfully comment on those districts. The legislation ~as 
thereafter amended in private and the final version of the bill 
~as not distributed to the public, nor even to members of the 
Legislature until the very day of the vote, depriving them of the 
opportunity to make a considered and informed vote on this most 
important piece of legislation. 
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In sum, the process by which this bill was passed falls far 
short of a good faith effort to deliberate upon and draw new 
districts for the Assembly and Congressional districts. 


Deprivation 2i Voting Rights. Second, this bill draws 
various Assembly, senatorial, and Congressional districts which 
fragment geographically compact and politically cohesive minority 
communities. This gives those minority populations l~ss 
opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate in 
the political process and to elect representatives of their 
choice. This is not only fundamentally unfair, but a violation of 
the federal Voting Rights Act, as amended. 


Partisan Gerrymandering. Third, the districts have been 
drawn with the objective of unduly protecting incumbents, thereby 
largely preserving the results of the prior decade's outrageous 
gerrymander and depriving the public of competitive districts. 


Th~re are a variety of examples of misshapen, twisted 
districts, each drawn for the purpose of packing Democratic or 
Republican voters. For instance, proposed Assembly District 5 
consciously captures the incumbent's residence through a narrow 
finger and then wraps itself around an adjacent district, taking 
it from Placer county through Alpine, Mono, and El Dorado, and 
finally crossing into Madera county. Proposed Senate District 18 
unnecessarily includes parts of three counties through the device 
of a narrow strip that runs from Santa Maria to canoga Park to 
maintain a Democratic district. And proposed Congressional 
District 20 splits the Latino community in Fresno and grabs 
pockets of other voters as it winds some 150 miles to connect with 
the southern portion of Bakersfield to preserve an incumbent. 


In short, the bill is an attempt by the majority party to 
continue an unfair partisan advantage, rather than honor voter 
registration figures which would result in an entirely different 
configuration of the Legislature and the enactment of fair 
diatricts. 


Abdication of Legislative Responsibility. Finally, I note 
that instead of informed deliberations resulting in legislation 
which draws a single set of districts, the Legislature has passed 
three bills establishing three alternative sets of districts for 
the Assembly and California's congressional delegation. This 
suggests that even the majority in the Legislature has been unable 
to arrive at a determination of a single set or boundaries f9r the 
~ssembly and congressional districts, and has thereby abdicated 
~ts responsibility. 







S EP -23-9 1 MON 1 2 : 23 


Members o! the California Assembly 
September 23, 1991 
Page Three 


p. 10 


In sum, this bill falls so short of a fair and lawful 
redistricting plan that it cannot be considered a serious attempt 
to redistrict the state and must be summarily rejected. 


Accordingly, I am returning the bill unsi9ned, 


Sincerely, 


P~7rJ....~ ....... _ 
PETE WILSON 
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Proposed Assembly District 5 


South Lake Tahoe 


Mammoth Lakes 


Madera 
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Proposed Senate District 18 
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I aro returning without my signature senate Bill 587, relating 
to the redistricting of the State. 


Redistricting is the most important legal enactment to be 
~ade this year, not just because it endures ten years, ·but because 
it is the framework upon which our entire system of representative 
democracy is based. Uncompetitive districts can preordain a 
certain outcome, denying the People of this State their legitimate 
right to choose their represontatives. 


As a result, in July, I requested that the Legislature 
carefully deliberate in drawing up fair districts which meet all 
constitutional and statutory criteria in time to allow the public 
adequate time to review and comment on them and to permit the 
legislation to be precleared under Section 5 of the Voting Rights 
Act prior to the statutory commencement of the 1992 election 
catnpaigns. 


The present bill has not produced fair redistricting, 
although the Legislature has been afforded ample opportunity to 
achieve a fair result. In fact, it fails to meet even the most 
fundamental standards of fairness. Nor does it comply with the 
mandatory legal requirements for redistricting. 


Indeed, this bill falls so short of a serious effort at fair 
redistricting that a list of each flaw would make this message 
unduly long. Accordingly, I will instead state only my principal 
objections. 


~ 21 Due Process. First, the procedure by which this bill 
was passed fails to satisfy the fundamental principles of due 
process. Quite properly, several public interest organizations 
have complained bitterly about the inadequacy of the legislative 
process in the Assembly. Despite the fact that the Legislature 
has had full opportunity to deliberate on the preparation of new 
districts -- indeed, the Legislature received the official 1990 
census data from which new districts would be drawn back in April 
1991 -- the Assembly Elections, Reapportionment and Constitutional 
Arne.ndments Committee did not release its first version of proposed 
districts for the Assembly and Congress until september 9, l~ss 
than 24 hours before the scheduled public hearings, thereby 
preventing members of the public from having an opportunity to 
meaningfully comment on those districts. The legislation was 
thereafter amended in private and the final version of the bill 
was not distributed to the public, nor even to members of the 
Legislature until the very day of the vote, depriving them of the 
opportunity to make a considered and informed vote on this most 
important piece of legislation. 
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In sum, the process by which this bill was passed falls far 
short of a good faith effort to deliberate upon and draw new 
districts for the Assembly and Congressional districts. 


Deprivation 2! Voting Rights. Second, this bill draws 
various Assembly, Senatorial, and Congressional districts which 
fragment geographically compact and politically cohesive minority 
co~unities. This gives those minority populations less 
opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate in 
the political process and to elect representatives· of their 
choice. This is not only fundamentally unfair, but a violation of 
the federal Votinq Rights Act, as amended. 


Partisan Gerrymandering. Third, the districts have been 
drawn with the objective of unduly protecting incumbents, thereby 
largely preserving the results ·of the prior decade's outraqeous 
9errymander and depriving the public of competitive districts. 


Th~re are a number of egregious examples of misshapen 
districts, each drawn for the purpose of packing Democratic or 
Republican voters. For instance, proposed Conqre5sional District 
5 runs from san Ramon all the way to the foothills of the Sierra 
Nevada mountains at the Nevada/Placer County line, bypassing 
Sacramento and Antioch/East Contra Costa in order to pack as many 
Republicans as possible. Proposed Senate District 18 
unnecessarily includes parts of three counties through the device 
ot a narrow strip that runs from Santa Maria to canoga Park to 
maintain a Democratic district. And proposed Asse~ly District 
38, while starting at Thousand Oaks, proceeds to dip down into 
Calabasas, crosses the mountains into the northern San Fernando 
Valley communities of Northridge and Chatsworth, and then 
stretches two fingers, one into Castaic and the other into 
sunland/Tujunga. 


In short, the bill is an attempt by the majority party to 
continue an unfair partisan advantage, rather than honor voter 
registration figures which would result in an entirely different 
configuration of the Leqislature and the enactment of fair 
districts. 


Abdication Qf tegislatiYe aesponsibility. Finally, I note 
that instead of informed deliberations resulting in legislation 
which draws a single set of districts, the Legislature has passed 
thr.ee bills establishing three alternative sets of districts for 
the Assembly and California's congressional delegation. Thi~ 
suggests that even the majority in the Leg i slature has been unable 
to arrive at a determination of a single set of boundaries tor the 
Assembly and congressional districts, and has thereby abdicated 
its responsibility. 


I 







S EP -23-9 1 MO N 1 2 : 27 


Members of the California Senate 
September 23, 1991 
Page Three 


p. 16 


.. 
·!: 


In sum, this bill falls so short of a fair and lawful 
redistricting plan that it cannot be considered a serious attempt 
to redistrict the state and must be summarily rejected. 


Accordingly, I am returning the bill unsigned. 


,...., 
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Proposed Congressional District 5 


Auburn 


Sacramento 
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Proposed Senate District 18 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


AGENDA ITEM 


DATE: October 1, 1991 { 


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


BRIAN P. BILBRAY 
FIRST DISTRICT 


GEORGE F. BAILEY 
SECOND DISTRICT 


SUSAN GOLDING 
THIRD DISTRICT 


LEON l. WILLIAMS 
FOURTH DISTRICT 


JOHN MACDONALD 
FIFTH OtSTRtCT 


TO: Board of Supervisors 


SUBJECT: Redistricting of Supervisorial Districts 


SUMMARY: 
REFERENCE 


On September 16, 1991 (#25), the Board of Supervisors 
approved the redistricting of supervisorial districts by the 
adoption of the CAO Proposed Redistricting Plan A-2.1 
(Option 2} (Document No. 745575) with amendments, and 
directed the Chief Administrative Officer to submit 
appropriate documents to implement this Plan. On September 
17, 1991, the Board of Supervisors approved for introduction 
(1st reading) an ordinance implementing the redistricting 
Plan adopted by your Board. The ordinance is before your 
Board today for a second reading incorporating certain 
technical corrections to certain district boundary 
descriptions to conform with the redistricting Plan adopted 
on September 16, 1991. 


RECOMMENDATION(S) 
COUNTY COUNSEL: 


Adopt the ordinance, including technical corrections, 
to implement the redistricting Plan approved by the Board of 
Supervisors on September 16, 1991. 


Advisory statement 
Not applicable. 


Fiscal Impact 
There is no fiscal impact to this proposal. 


Alternatives 
Not applicable. 







SUBJECT: Redistricting of Supervisorial Districts 


BACKGROUND: 


on September 16, 1991 (#25), the Board of Supervisors 
approved the redistricting of supervisorial districts by the 
adoption of the CAO Proposed Redistricting Plan A-2.1 (Option 2) 
(Board of Supervisors Document No. 745575), including the 
amendment to the boundary between Districts 1 and 2 to follow the 
planning boundaries east to the northeast corner of Section 33 
and directly South to Section 33 to the Mexican border, and 
directed the Chief Administrative officer to submit appropriate 
documents on September 17, 1991 to implement this Plan. 


On September 17, 1991, the Board of Supervisors approved for 
introduction (1st reading) an ordinance implementing the 
redistricting of Plan adopted by your Board. The ordinance 
includes boundary descriptions for each supervisorial district to 
implement the adjustment of district boundaries approved by your 
Board in the adoption of the redistricting Plan on September 16, 
1991. These boundary descriptions set forth in the ordinance 
contain certain typographical and clerical errors which have been 
corrected in the ordinance submitted to your Board for adoption. 
Included with the ordinance submitted for adoption is an 
"Information Copy" of the ordinance indicating the technical 
corrections made to the ordinance. The technical corrections are 
summarized as follows: 


District 1 


1. Corrects the reference to census tracts 21301 and 21302 
since portions of those census tracts already were described 
under paragraph 1 of Section 3 of the ordinance as being within 
District 1. 


2. Corrects the district boundaries near the Sweetwater 
Reservoir area by including portions of census tracts 135.06 and 
139.03 at the Sweetwater Reservoir in District 1. 


District 2 


1. Corrects typographical errors relating to census tracts 
9704 and 9705. 


2. Corrects the reference to census tract 95.03 by 
including all that portion of census tract 95.03 lying within the 
City of Santee as being within District 2. 


3. Corrects the district boundaries near the Sweetwater 
Reservoir area by including all of census tract 135.06, except a 
defined portion at the Sweetwater Reservoir, as being within 
District 2. 
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District 3 


1. Corrects typographical errors relating to census tracts 
9704, 9705 and 17803. 


2. Corrects references to census tract 171.05 and 
specifies that all of census tract 171.05 is included in District 
3, except that portion of the census tract lying within the City 
of San Marcos. 


3. Corrects reference to census tract 95.03 by including 
all of · census tract 95.03, except that portion of the census 
tract lying within the City of Santee, as being within District 
3 . 


4. Corrects the boundary descriptions relating to the City 
of Carlsbad by specifying that all territory lying south of 
Palomar Airport Road is including in District 3 as approved by 
your Board in the redistricting Plan. 


District 4 


1. Corrects boundary description relating to census tract ~ 
139.03 by specifying that all of census tract 139.03 is included 
in District 4, except a defined portion of the census tract at 
the Sweetwater Reservoir. 


District 5 


1. Corrects typographical errors relating to census tract 
17803 and Blocks 208E and 209E of census tract 20901. 


2. Corrects reference to census tracts 185.97, 200.11 and 
Block 103 of census tract of 178.05 by specifying that the 
territory in these areas lying north of Palomar Airport Road are 
to be included in District 5. 


3. Corrects descriptions referring to census tracts 203.03 
and 204.01 by deleting these descriptions since these census 
tracts already are defined by census blocks within the body of 
the ordinance for District 5. 


The technical corrections summarized above corrects minor 
discrepancies in the district boundaries between the final 
redistricting Plan approved by your Board on September 16, 1991 
and the ordinance language submitted September 17, 1991 to 
implement the district boundary adjustments approved by your 


Page 3 







SUBJECT: Redistricting of Supervisorial Districts 


BACKGROUND: (Cont.) 


Board in the redistricting Plan. The ordinance submitted to your 
Board for adoption includes the boundary descriptions for each 
district. These boundary descriptions accurately reflect the 
district boundaries in the redistricting Plan approved by your 
Board on September 16, 1991. As indicated in the ordinance, the 
ordinance shall take such effect and be in force thirty (30) days 
after the date of its adoption. 


Respectfully submitted, 


JR. 
County 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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INFORMATION SHEET 


SUBJECT: Redistricting of Supervisorial Districts 


SUPV. DIST.: All 
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CONTRACT NUMBER(S): N/A 


PREVIOUS RELEVANT BOARD ACTION: 9/17/91 (25) Board approved 
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boundaries 
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RE- Ci _yhooo for Spring VaHey excluding La f1esa. 
C6sa de Oro, Mount Helix ~nd Rancho San Diego 


I 


(l~ .;; Superv1 sor wn 11 ~ms, 


I 
We oppose including unincorporated La Mesaf Casa de Oro, Mount Helix and 
parts of Rancho Safi Dtego In the proposed city of Spring vljney 


Tr ose proposing the city insist on maktng the northern boundary ot Tropic 
Drive in tt~ Mesa. We have no objection to Spring Valley cityhood as long os 
they make Ute northern boundary at Highway 94 


! 
I 


P1eass s4e the attached map to note that by long history the communities 
north of ttn:~ Freeway have 1ndependent identity and we. as long time 
resident c . "~iJVe no desire to see tttat changea at present or in the fJJture . 


Petitions for cHyhood will be pres~nted to loc~l Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) end to the Bo~rd of Supant1sors to get it placed on the 
upcoming banot. When this measure comes to you, as a board member we 
strongly urge you and reQuest that you no~ support any plan that includes any 
p--operty r.11rth of Highway 941n Spring Valley. 


Our recurttmem:lation end reQuest to you includes: 


• Du not approve a proposed ballot measure for Spring Valley 
Cl\1:)ttood to inclide resiaents north of High¥.tott 94 
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FUZETRIJt'-l, IHC THIJfv1AS !JAKES 


• Send Spring Valley incorporators back to draw lines for ths1r city 
extluding everytrllng north of Higrtway 94. 


I 


I 
• ~oters soutn of Highway 94 should never have the opportunity to 
vote to include northern residents in their city without approval of 
thoss on tha r.orth side of the freeway. 


I 
I 


• f:)upport cHyhood b~llot measure for Spring Valley South of 
f:tighway 94 if you otherwise deem H desirable. 


I 
I 


Only re~ldents north of the freeway should be able to vote u they 
want in~o o city or not. 


I 
YoUng must be by_the Qeoole effected .. tbe resident north of the 
fr.Jewatl must have excJusjve n,gbt to vote to b.e inc1uded or not. 


, I 
People South of the freeway must net be allowed to vote to 
include ~tbers outside of the1r own community_ 


I 
I 


Pleose hdnor our request ond let us remain pert of a long standing 
commun1(y not overrun by outside encroaching city interests_ 


I 


~erelj yours, ~, 
~tmJa_CW6}Jt-1~4_ (i'~ ~ ~4-/~L~-/, 


Thomes W. Oakes Phyllis R. Oakes 
I 
I 


I 
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ORDINANCE NO. (NEW SERIES) 


AN ORDINANCE ADJUSTING THE BOUNDARIES OF 
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS AND REDEFINING THE 
BOUNDARIES OF ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS 
OF THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO AND REPEALING 


ORDINANCE NO. 6097 (NEW SERIES) 


CL c 


The Board of Supervisors of the County. of San Diego ordains 
as follows: 


Section 1. Pursuant to Sections 400 and 400.1 of the San 
Diego County Charter and Sections ·35000 and 35001 of the 
Elections Code, and after giving consideration to the applicable 
decisions of the courts, the facts enumerated in Elections Code 
Section 35000 and the provisions of the San Diego County Charter, 
the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego hereby 
adjusts and redefines _ the boundaries of the supervisorial 
districts of the County of San Diego as hereinafter set forth in 
this ordinance. 


Section 2. The County of San Diego is divided into five 
supervisorial districts as hereinafter described. Each . 
supervisorial district shall include all of the territory within 
the San Diego County census tracts and portions thereof listed 
after the name of the supervisorial district. Each supervisorial 
district bounded by the shoreline of the Pacific Ocean shall 
include all that territory of the County of San Diego lying west 
of and between said shoreline and the westerly boundary of the 
State of California. 







SECTION 3. Supervisorial District No. 1. 


SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 1 


Consists of the following census tracts: 


3204 5899 10007 112 129 
3207 62 10008 113 130 


35 6299 10009 11399 13101 
36 63 10103 114 13102 
38 64 10104 11499 13201 


3899 7001 10106 115 13203 
39 7002 10107 116 13204 
40 71 10108 117 13301 
45 72 10109 118 13302 
46 7301 102 119 13303 
47 7302 103 120 13304 
48 74 104 121 13305 
49 75 105 122 13401 


,50 9901 10601 . 12301 13405 
5099 9902 10602 12302 13406 


51 9999 10603 12401 13407 
5199 10001 107 12402 13408 


52 10002 108 125 13409, and 
53 10003 109 126 
54 10004 110 127 
58 10005 111 128 


1. All those portions of census tracts 213.01 and 213.02 lying 
southerly and westerly of the following described line: 


Beginning at the intersection of the north line of section 23 
township 17 south range 1 west, San Bernardino base and meridian with 
the most easterly boundary of census tract 134.05, thence easterly 
along the north line of sections 23 and 24 to the northwest corner of 
section 19 township 17 south range 1 east, thence easterly along the 
north line of said section 19 to the northwest corner of the northeast 
quarter of said section 19, thence southerly along the west line of 
said northeast quarter to the southwest corner there of, thence 
easterly along the south line of said northeast quarter to the 
southwest corner of the north half of section 20, thence easterly 
along the south line of said north half to the west line of section 
21, thence southerly along the west line of sections 21 and 28 to the 
southwest corner of section 28, thence easterly along the south line 
of said section 28 to the northeast corner of section 33, thence 
southerly along the east line of section 33 and theoretical section 33 
to the northeast corner of theoretical section 4 township 18 south 
range 1 east, thence continuing southerly along the east line of 
theoretical section 4 and east line of sections 4, 9, 16, 21 and 28 to 
the intersection with the most easterly boundary of census tract 
100.07, and 







2. All those portions of census tracts 135.06 and 139.03 lying below 
the 240 'foot contour elevation surrounding sweetwater Reservoir. 







SECTION 4. supervisorial District No. 2. 


SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 2 


Consists of the following census tracts: 


2901 15701 20804 21000: 
2902 15702 20897 BLK 363 
2903 158 20898 BLK 364 
9602 159 20902 BLK 365 
9604 160 211 BLK 366 
9703 161 21201 BLK 367 
9705 16201 21202 BLK 368 
9706 16202 14002: BLK 369 


13503 163 BLK 119B BLK 370 
13504 16401 BLK 120C BLK 371 
13!;)05 16402 20901: BLK 372 
13601 16501 BLK GRP-3 BLK 373 
13603 16502 BLK GRP-4 BLK 374 
13604 16602 BLK GRP-5 BLK 375 


137 16603 BLK GRP-6 BLK 376 
138 16605 BLK GRP-7 BLK 377 


13905 16606 BLK 214A BLK 378 
14001 16607 BLK 214B BLK 379 


144 16608 BLK 214C BLK 380 
145 16609 BLK 215 BLK 381 
146 16610 BLK 216 BLK 382 
147 16611 BLK 217 BLK 383 


14801 16701 BLK 218 BLK 384 
14803 16702 BLK 221 BLK 385 
14804 16802 BLK 287 BLK 386 


149 16804 BLK 288 BLK 387 
150 16806 BLK 289 BLK 388 
151 16807 BLK 290 BLK 389 
152 16808 BLK 291 BLK 390 


15301 16809 BLK 292 BLK 391 
15302 169 21000: BLK 392 
15402 17007 BLK GRP-4 BLK 393 
15403 17008 BLK 329 BLK 394 
15404 17009 BLK 330 BLK 395 
15501 17010 BLK 331A BLK 396 
15502 17020 BLK 331B BLK 397, and 
15601 17021 BLK 332 
15602 20801 BLK 350A 


1. That portion of census tracts 27.03, 30.02, 140.02, 141, 
142, and 143 lying within the City of Lemon Grove on January 1, 
1990, 







2. That portion of census tracts 170.06, 170.11, 170.14, 
170.23, 170.26, 170.97, and 170.98 lying within the City of Poway 
on January 1, 1990, 


3. That portion of census tracts 170.23 and 170.26 lying within 
unincorporated San Diego County on January 1, 1990, 


4. All those portions of census tracts 213.01 and 213.02 lying 
northerly and easterly of the following described line: 


Beginning at the intersection of the north line of section 
23 township 17 south range 1 west, San Bernardino base and 
meridian with the most easterly boundary of census tract 134.05, 
thence easterly along the north line of sections 23 and 24 to the 
northwest corner of section 19 township 17 south range 1 east, 
thence easterly along the north line of said section 19 to the 
northwest corner of the northeast quarter of said section 19, 
thence southerly along the west line of said northeast quarter to 
the southwest corner there of, thence easterly along the south 
line of said northeast quarter to the southwest corner of the 
north half of section 20, thence easterly along the south line of 
said north,half to the west line of section 21, thence southerly 
along the west line of sections 21 and 28 to the southwest corner 
of section 28, thence easterly along the south line of said 
section 28 to the northeast corner of section 33, thence 
southerly along the east line of section 33 and theoretical 
section 33 to the northeast corner of theoretical section 4 
township 18 south range 1 east, thence continuing southerly along 
the east line of theoretical section 4 and east line of sections 
4, 9, 16, 21 and 28 to the intersection with the most easterly 
boundary of census tract 100.07, 


5. That portion of census tract 95.03 lying within the City of 
Santee on April 1, 1991, and 


6. All of census tract 135.06, excepting therefrom that portion 
lying below the 240 foot contour elevation surrounding Sweetwater 
Reservoir. 







SECTION 5. _Supervisorial District No. 3. 


SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 3 


Consists of the following census tracts: 


76 8506 17808 20401: 
77 8597 20012 BLK 122 


' '•" 78 8598 17805: BLK 123 
7901 9101 BLK GRP-2 BLK 124 
7902 9102 BLK 110 BLK 125 
8001 94 BLK 111 BLK 126 
8002 9501 BLK 112 BLK 127 
8101 9502 BLK 113 BLK 128 
8102 9504 BLK 114 BLK 129 


82 9704 BLK 115 BLK 130 
8301 9801 20303: BLK 131 
8303 9802 BLK 116 BLK 132 
8305 9804 BLK 117 BLK 133 
8306 9805 BLK 605 BLK 134 
8307 17015 BLK 606 BLK 135 
8310 17016 20401: BLK 136 
8311 17018 BLK 101 BLK 137 
8312 17019 BLK 102 BLK 138 
8313 17022 BLK 103 BLK 139 
8314 17027 BLK 104 BLK 140 
8315 17028 BLK 105 BLK 141 
8316 17103 BLK 106 BLK 142 
8317 17104 BLK 108 BLK 143 
8318 17106 BLK 109 BLK 144 
8319 172 BLK 110 BLK 145 
8320 17302 BLK 111 BLK 146 
8321 17303 BLK 112 BLK 147 
8322 17304 BLK 113 BLK 148 
8324 17401 BLK 114 BLK 149 
8325 17403 BLK 115 BLK 150 
8326 17404 BLK 116 BLK 151 
8501 175 BLK 117 BLK 152 
8502 17601 BLK 118 BLK 153, and 
8503 17602 BLK 119 
8504 177 BLK 120 
8505 17807 BLK 121 .. 


1. That portion of census tracts 170.06, 170.11, 170.14, 
170.23, 170.26, 170.97, and 170.98 lying within the City of San 
Diego on January 1, 1990, 







2. That portion of census tract 200.11 lying within the City of 
Carlsbad on January 1, 1990, 


3. All of census tract 171.05 except that portion lying within 
the City of San Marcos on January 1, 1990, 


4. All of census tract 95.03 except that portion lying within 
the City of Santee on April 1, 1991, and 


5. All that portion of block 103 in census tract 178.05 lying 
southerly of the westerly extension of the center line of Road 
Survey No. 1534 (Palomar Airport Road). 







SECTION 6. Supervisorial District No. 4. 


SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 4 


Consists of the following census tracts: 


1 2502 3402 9103 
2 26 41 9104 
3 2701 42 9105 
4 2702 43 9201 
5 2704 44 9202 
6 2705 55 9301 
7 2706 56 9303 
8 2801 57 9304 
9 2802 59 9603 


10 3001 60 13901 
. 11 3101 61 13904 


12 3102 65 14002: 
13 3103 66 BLK 104 
14 3105 68 BLK 105 
15 3107 69 BLK 106 
16 3108 8507 BLK 107 
17 3109 8509 BLK 108 
18 3110 8510 BLK 201 
19 3201 8511 BLK 202 


2001 3202 86 BLK 203 
2002 3203 8701 BLK 204 


21 3208 8702 BLK 205 
22 3209 88 BLK 207 
23 3210 8901 BLK 208, and 
24 33 8902 


2501 3401 90 


1. That portion of census tracts 27.03, 30.02, 141, 142, and 
143 lying within the City of San Diego on January 1, 1990, ·.and 


2. All of census tract 139.03, excepting therefrom that portion 
lying below the 240 foot contour elevation surrounding Sweetwater 
Reservoir. 







SECTION 7. Supervisorial District No. 5. 


SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 5 


Consists of the following census tracts: 


17801 19901 20303: 20901: 
17803 19902 BLK 101 BLK 207 
17806 19903 BLK 102 BLK 208A 


179 20005 BLK 103 BLK 208B 
180 20006 BLK 104 BLK 208C 
181 20007 BLK 105 BLK 208D 
182 20008 BLK 106 BLK 208E 
183 20009 BLK 107 BLK 208F 
184 20010 BLK 108A BLK 208G 


18501 20101 BLK 108B BLK 209A 
18504 20103 BLK 108C BLK 209B 
18507 20104 BLK 108D BLK 209C 
18508 20202 BLK 109 BLK 209D 
18597 20204 BLK 110A BLK 209E 
18598 20205 BLK 110B BLK 209F 
18601 20297 BLK 111 BLK 210 
18603 20298 BLK 112A BLK 211A 
18605 20301 BLK 112B BLK 211B 
18606 20302 BLK 112C BLK 212 
18607 20402 BLK 112D BLK 213 


187 20403 BLK 113 BLK 219 
18801 205 BLK 114 BLK 220 
18802 20601 BLK 115 BLK 222 
18803 20698 BLK 118A BLK 223 
18901 20701 BLK 118B BLK 224 
18902 20703 BLK 601 BLK 225 


190 20705 BLK 602A BLK 226 
19101 20706 BLK 602B BLK 227 
19103 17805: BLK 603 BLK 228 
19104 BLK 101 BLK 604 BLK 229 
19105 BLK 102 20401: BLK 230 
19202 BLK 104 BLK GRP-2 BLK 231 
19203 BLK 105 BLK GRP-3 BLK 232 
19204 BLK 106 BLK 107 BLK 233 


193 BLK 107 20901: BLK 234 
19401 BLK 108 BLK GRP-1 BLK 235A 
19402 BLK 109 BLK 201A BLK 235B 


195 BLK 116 BLK 201B BLK 236 
19601 BLK 117 BLK 201C BLK 237 
19602 20303: BLK 202 BLK 238 
19701 BLK GRP-2 BLK 203 BLK 239 
19702 BLK GRP-3 BLK 204 BLK 240 
19801 BLK GRP-4 BLK 205 BLK 241 
19802 BLK GRP-5 BLK 206 BLK 242 







20901: 20901: 21000: 21000: 
BLK 242 BLK 271 BLK 306 BLK 340 
BLK 243 BLK 272 BLK 307 BLK 341 
BLK 244 BLK 273 BLK 308 BLK 342 
BLK 245 BLK 274A BLK 309 BLK 343 
BLK 246 BLK 274B BLK 310 BLK 344 
BLK 247 BLK 275 BLK 311 BLK 345 
BLK 248 BLK 276 BLK 312 BLK 346 
BLK 249 BLK 277 BLK 313 BLK 347 
BLK 250 BLK 278 BLK 314 BLK 348 
BLK 251 BLK 279 BLK 315 BLK 349 
BLK 252 BLK 280 BLK 316 BLK 350B 
BLK 253 BLK 281 BLK 317 BLK 351 
BLK 254 BLK 282 BLK 318 BLK 352 
BLK 255 BLK 283 BLK 319 BLK 353 
BLK 256 BLK 284 BLK 320 BLK 354 
BLK 257 BLK 285 BLK 321 BLK 355 
BLK 258 BLK 286 BLK 322 BLK 356 
BLK 259 BLK 293 BLK 323 BLK 357 
BLK 260 BLK 294 BLK 324 BLK 358 
BLK 261 BLK 295 BLK 325 BLK 359 
BLK 262 BLK 296 BLK 326 BLK 360 
BLK 263 BLK 297 BLK 327 BLK 361 
BLK 264 21000: BLK 328 BLK 362, and 
BLK 265 BLK GRP-1 BLK 331C 
BLK 266 BLK GRP-2 BLK 333 
BLK 267 BLK GRP-5 BLK 334 
BLK 268 BLK 301 BLK 335 
BLK 269 BLK 302 BLK 336 
BLK 270A BLK 303 BLK 337 
BLK 270B BLK 304 BLK 338 
BLK 270C BLK 305 BLK 339 


1. That portion of census tract 171.05 lying within the City 
of San Marcos on January 1, 1990, 


2. All of census tract 200.11 except that portion lying within 
the City of Carlsbad on January 1, 1990, and 


3. All that portion of block 103 in census tract 178.05 lying 
northerly of the westerly extension of the center line of Road 
Survey No. 1534 (Palomar Airport Road). 







Section 8. The San Diego County census tracts referred 
to in the foregoing sections of this ordinance are those census 
tracts established for the federal decennial census in San Diego 
County, as such tracts and their boundaries are set forth in that 
document entitled 11 1990 CENSUS TRACTS, SAN DIEGO. COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA" · attache~ _ herewith, which document is hereby approved. 
Whenever in the foregoing sections a portion of a census tract is 
included within the boundaries of a supervisorial district and is 
described as that p9rtion within or outside the boundaries of the 
incorporated cities within San Diego County, the boundaries of 
that supervisorial district within that census tract shall follow 
the corporate boundaries of those _cities as they existed on 
January 1, 1990, except with respect to the City of Santee whose 
corporate boundaries shall be those boundaries as they existed on 
April 1, 1991. 


Section 9. Ordinance 6097 {New Series) is repealed. 


·section 10. This ordinance shall take effect and be in 
force thirty (30) days after the date of its passage; and before 
the expiration of the fifteen {15) days after its passage, it 
shall be published once with the names of the members voting for 
and against the same in the San Diego Daily Transcript, a 
newspaper of general circulation published in the County of San 
Diego. 


APPi~ ~lVru r.~ ; r:; r:.;i ::,l :,i;u LiG: . ._;, ; 
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. ... 1990 CENSUS TRAcTs FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 


100 2903 5099 8102 8800 10007 12500 14200 16606 
200 3001 5100 8200 8901 10008 12600 14300 16607 
300 3002 5199 8301 8902 10009 ·12700 14400 16608 
400 3101 5200 8303 9000 10103 12800 14500 16609 
500 3102 5300 8305 9101 10104 12900 14600 16610 
600 3103 5400 8306 9102 10106 13000 14700 16611 
700 3105 5500 8307 9103 10107 13101 14801 . 16701 
800 3107 5600 8310 9104• 10108 13102 14803 16702 
900 3108 5700 8311 9105 10109 13201 14804 16802 


1000 3109 5800 8312 9201 10200 13203 14900 16804 
1100 3110 5899 8313 9202 10300 13204 15000 16806 
1200 3201 5900 8314 9301 10400 13301 15100 16807 
1300 3202 6000 8315 9303 10500 13302 15200 16808 
1400 3203 6100 8316 9304 10601 13303 15301 16809 
1500 3204 6200 8317 9400 . . 10602 13304 15302 16900 
1600 3207. 6299 8318 9501 10603 13305 15402 17006 
1700 3208 6300 8319 9502 10700 13401 15403 17007 
1800 3209 6400 8320 9503 10800 13405 15404 17008 
1900 .3210 6500 8321 9504 10900 13406 15501 17009 
2001 3300 6600 8322 9602 11000 13407 15502 17010 
2002 3401 6800 8324 9603 11100 13408 15601 17011 
2100 3402 6900 8325 9604 11200 13409 15602 17014 
2200 3500 7001 8326 9703 11300 13503 15701 17015 
2300 3600 7002 8501 9704 11399 13504 15702 17016 
2400 3800 7100 8502 9705 11400 13505 15800 17018 
2501 3899 7200 8503 9706 11499 13506 15900 17019 
2502 3900 7301 8504 9801 11500 13601 16000 17020 
2600 4000 7302 8505 9802 11600 13603 16100 17021 
2701 4100 7400 8506 9804 11700 13604 16201 17022 
2702 4200 7500 8507 9805 11800 13700 16202 17023 
2703 4300 7600 8509 9901 11900 13800 16300 17026 
2704 4400 7700 8510 9902 12000 13901 16401 17027 
2705 4500 7800 8511 9999 12100 13903 16402 17028 
2706 4600 7901 8597 10001 12200 13904 16501 17097 
2801 4700 7902 8598 10002 12301 13905 16502 17098 
2802 4800 8001 8600 10003 12302 14001 16602 17103 
2901 4900 8002 8701 i'0004 12401 14002 16603 17104 
2902 5000 8101 8702 10005 12402 14100 16605 17105 


PAGEl 







... 1990 CENSUS TRAci's FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 


17106 18803 20297 
17200 18901 20298 
17302 18902 20301 
17303 19000 20302 
17304 19101 20303 
17401 19103 20401 
17403 19104 20402 
17404 19105 20403 
17500 19202 20500 
17601 19203 20601 


: 17602 19204 20698 
17700 19300 20701 
17801 19401 20703 
17803 19402 20705 . 
17805 19500 20706 
17806 19601 20801 
17807 19602 20804 
17808 19701 20897 
17900 19702 20898 
18000 19801 20901 
18100 19802 20902 


.. 18200 19901 21000 
~ 18300 19902 21100 


18400 19903 21201 
18501 20005 21202 
18504 20006 21301 


. 18507 20007 21302 
18508 20008 
18597 20009 
18598 20010 
18601 20011 
18603 20012 
18605 20101 
18606 20103 
18607 20104 
18700 20202 ,, 


18801 20204 
18802 20205 
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 


Notice is Hereby Given that the Board of Supervisors of the County 
of San Diego will consider for adoption on October 1, 1991 an 
ordinance which adjusts the boundaries of supervisorial districts 
and redefines the boundaries of all supervisorial districts of the 
County of San Diego. Said proposed ordinance will be presented to 
the Board of Supervisors for the first reading on September 17, 
1991, at which time public testimony will be received. 


The Board meets at 9:00 a.m., in Room 310, County Administration 
Center, 1600 Pacific Highway, San Diego, California. 


Interested persons are encouraged to review the text of the 
proposed ordinance in detail. A certified copy of the full text 
is posted in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 
Room .402, of said Administration Center. 


This summary is published pursuant to Government Code section 25124 
and Board of Supervisors' action of January 2, 1979, authorizing 
publication. 








CORRECTED VERSION 
Third paragraph from end 
reflects revised data. 


COUNTY OF news release 
\ 


S~N [)IE(;()l-----P-u_s_u_c_A_F-FA_I_Rs--o-FF-IC_E __ •_c_o_u-Nn __ A_D_M_I_N_IS-TR_A_T-IO_N __ cE_N_T-ER---------------------


1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY • SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92101 -2422 


257,000 CITIZENS MOVE TO 
NEW SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
November 1, 1991 


Contact: Bob Lerner 
(619) 531-4833 


More than 257,000 persons living in some 20 San Diego County 


cities and unincorporated communities have a new County Supervisor 


effective today (November 1). 


The change in supervisorial districts is the result of 


redistricting which is required every 10 years following the federal 


census to equalize population. 


The new boundaries, which were adopted by the Board of 


Supervisors following five months of public hearings, will determine 


the district within which a citizen votes beginning with the June 1992 


primary election. 


Officials in the Registrar of Voters office said notices will be 


mailed at the end of November to all registered voters whose district 


has changed as a result of boundary alignments. 


Highlights of the 1991 redistricting include the following 


adjustments: 


South Carlsbad (La Costa), Rancho Santa Fe, Del Dios, 


Leucadia and Olivenhain move from District 5 (Supervisor John 


MacDonald) to District 3 (Supervisor Susan Golding). 


-MORE-
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Southeast San Diego, Golden Hill and Center City move from 


District 4 (Supervisor Leon Williams) to District 1 (Brian Bilbray) . 


Allied Gardens and Del Cerro move from District 3 to 


District 2 (Supervisor George Bailey) . 


Paradise Hills moves from District 1 to 4. 


East Clairemont and the Montgomery Field area move from 


District 3 to 4. 


The RolandojCollege area (east of College Avenue to the La 


Mesa boundary, and between routes 8 and 94) moves from District 4 to 


2. 


Portions of Encanto, Skyline and Spring Valley move from 


District 2 to 4. 


Additionally, Santa Ysabel and Ocotillo Wells are moved from 


District 5 to 2. (A portion of Santa Ysabel was previously sited in 


District 2.) 


With a total population of 524,578, District 5 ranks as the 


largest district followed by District 3 (516,535), District 2 


(502,626), District 4 (478,025) and District 1 (476,252). 


Two of the Districts have significant minority populations. 


District 1 shows a 56 percent minority population while District 4 has 


50 percent. 


Total County population is 2,498,016. 


# 
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