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1)              Accept and file this report on the revision of Supervisorial District boundaries
(redistricting);

 
2)              Consider preliminary final maps for redistricting, titled Plans A through E, that adjust

county supervisorial boundaries;
 

3)              Consider Community of Interest Forms received since the November 9th Public
Hearing #3;

 
4)              Open Public Hearing #4 and receive testimony from the public;

 
5)              Close Public Hearing #4;

 
6)              Adopt a final map reflecting revised Supervisorial District boundaries as a result of the

redistricting process;
 

7)              Adopt the attached resolution establishing the new Supervisorial District boundaries;
and

 
8)              Adopt the attached ordinance in concept that repeals Santa Cruz County Code Chapter

2.04 (Supervisorial Districts) and enacts Chapter 2.05 (Supervisorial Districts) to codify the
changes in Supervisorial District boundaries adopted by the Board, and direct staff to place the
ordinance on the next available agenda for final adoption.

 
Executive Summary
On November 9, 2021, the Board conducted Public Hearing #3 to consider redistricting maps and
plans, review Community of Interest narratives submitted by the public, receive maps and plans as
recommended by the County’s Advisory Redistricting Commission (ARC 21), and hear testimony from
the public. The Board set today’s time certain Public Hearing as the fourth of four that are required by
Elections Code Section 21507.1. Additionally, the Board directed staff to return at today's Public
Hearing #4 with four map proposals for consideration that encompass map concepts recommended
by the Advisory Redistricting Commission and one member of the public. The following report
provides a description of the four proposals for Board consideration and a summary of the
redistricting process to date.
 
Background
Every ten years, local governments are required to use updated federal census data to redraw their
district lines to reflect how local populations have changed. In adopting updated supervisorial districts,
the Board must comply with the requirements of the United States and California Constitutions, the
federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (52 U.S.C. Sec. 10301 et seq.), and California Elections Code
Sections 21500 et seq. These authorities require that districts be based on total population and must
have substantially equal population for each district. Additionally, the U.S. Supreme Court, in recent
cases, has generally prohibited using race as a predominate criteria for redrawing districts or diluting
the voting rights of racial minorities.
 
Additionally, Elections Code Section 21500(c) requires that the following criteria, in order of priority,
be used when establishing the boundaries of the supervisorial districts, to the extent practicable: 1)
geographic contiguity, 2) respect for communities of interest and local neighborhoods, 3) minimization
of division of cities and census designated places, 4) utilization of identifiable natural and artificial
boundaries, such as rivers and streets, and 5) geographic compactness.
 
Communities of Interest (COI) are defined by Elections Code Section 21500(c)(3) as a population that
shares common social or economic interests that should be included in a single supervisorial district



for the purposes of effective and fair representation. Communities of interest do not include
relationships with political parties, incumbents, or political candidates.
 
As outlined in Elections Code Sections 21707.1 and 21508, the FAIR MAPS Act requires counties to
establish a good faith and extensive outreach program to gain public input throughout the redistricting
process, especially for underrepresented and language minority communities. As required, the 2021
redistricting process has been an inclusive and public one. Directed by the ARC 21, public workshops
were held during weekday evenings on September 1st, 22nd, 29th and 30th, in all regional areas of
the County, to seek testimony on communities of interest and proposed changes to existing
boundaries. A comprehensive website was launched on May 13, 2021, and a full menu of strategies
were deployed including press releases, campaigns on social media and email-based outreach to
contact community, business, social, labor, and education networks about the redistricting process
and how to become involved.
 
Under Elections Code Section 21507.1, the Board must hold four (4) public hearings to consider a
plan or plans submitted by the ARC 21 and the public, and to receive public comment and testimony
on proposed maps and plans. Additionally, per Elections Code Section 21507.1(a)(2)(e), county staff
was permitted to conduct one of the pre-map Public Workshops in lieu of holding one of the four
public hearings. The Public Workshop/Special Meeting conducted by the ARC 21 and staff on
September 30th at 6:30 p.m. was noticed as Public Hearing #1. At the October 26th Public Hearing
#2 the Board considered two map proposals (Apple Hill and East Harbor) from the Advisory
Redistricting Commission and one map proposal from a member of the public. At the November 9th
Public Hearing #3 the Board considered two additional maps proposed by the public. Community of
Interest statements received since November 9th are included as Attachment F.
 
Analysis
On November 9th, the Board directed staff to return with the following four preliminary final maps for
Board consideration. A fifth map, titled Plan E, was included to permit the Board to only adopt the
boundary adjustments recommended by the ARC 21, if that is desired.
 
Plan A - Apple Hill
The Apple Hill Proposal was submitted by the ARC 21 and recognizes a boundary split that existed in
a neighborhood in the Apple Hill district in unincorporated Watsonville, which separates residents of
Silver Leaf and Green Meadow Drives into two Districts. This proposal transfers a population of 491
from District 2 to District 4. A map and summary report of Plan A is included as Attachment A.
 
Table 1: Population for Plan A

District Total
Population

Target
Population

Over -
Under

% Over -
Under

Total Voting
Age

Hispanic or
Latino

Not Hispanic
or Latino

District 1 54,147 54,270 -123 -0.23 44,664 11,916 42,231
District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575
District 3 56,380 54,270 2,110 3.89 49,437 13,390 42,990
District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822
District 5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.80 43,060 7,049 45,158

 
Plan B - East Harbor
The East Harbor Proposal is the second proposal submitted by ARC 21 and changes the western
boundary of District 1 to include portions of the East Harbor neighborhoods currently in District 3. The
ARC 21 recommends that this portion be transferred from the Third to the First District, which reunites
this divided portion of unincorporated area. New district boundaries from north to south are Brommer
Street Extension to Twin Lakes State Beach, and west to east from the City of Santa Cruz limits to
Ninth Avenue. This proposal transfers 613 persons from District 3 to District 1. A map and summary
report of Plan B is included as Attachment B.
 



Table 2: Population for Plan B
District Total

Population
Target
Population

Over -
Under

% Over -
Under

Total Voting
Age

Hispanic or
Latino

Not Hispanic
or Latino

District 1 54,760 54,270 490 0.90 45,208 12,003 42,757
District 2 54,740 54,270 470 0.87 44,140 19,036 35,704
District 3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 48,893 13,303 42,464
District 4 53,878 54,270 -392 -0.72 38,954 43,185 10,693
District 5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.80 43,060 7,049 45,158

 
Plan C - Apple Hill, East Harbor, and Scotts Valley
This proposal includes the ARC 21 Apple Hill and East Harbor proposed boundary adjustments in
addition to moving all of the City of Scotts Valley, which is currently split among two districts along
Highway 17, into District 5. This proposal transfers 491 persons from District 2 to District 4, 613
people from District 3 to District 1, and transfers 2,322 people from District 1 to District 5. A map and
summary report of Plan C is included as Attachment C.
 
Table 3: Population for Plan C

District Total
Population

Target
Population

Over -
Under

% Over
- Under

Total
Voting Age

Hispanic
or Latino

Not
Hispanic
or Latino

District 1 52,438 54,270 -1,832 -3.38 43,438 11,729 40,709
District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575
District 3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 48,893 13,303 42,464
District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822
District 5 54,529 54,270 259 0.48 44,830 7,323 47,206

 
Plan D - Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley, and Midtown
This proposal includes the ARC 21 Apple Hill and East Harbor proposed boundary adjustments; it
moves all of the City of Scotts Valley into District 5; and it uses Water Street as a boundary to adjust
the mid-town area of Santa Cruz between Harbor High school and Branciforte Middle School
including an adjacent pocket down Water Street. As a whole, this proposal transfers 491 persons
from District 2 to District 4, it transfers 139 people out of District 1, it moves 2,322 people out of
District 3, and it moves 2,461 people into District 5. A map and summary report of Plan D is included
as Attachment D.
 
Table 4: Population for Plan D

District Total
Population

Target
Population

Over -
Under

% Over -
Under

Total
Voting Age

Hispanic
or Latino

Not
Hispanic
or Latino

District 1 54,008 54,270 -262 -0.48 44,736 12,021 41,987
District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575
District 3 54,059 54,270 -211 -0.39 47,459 13,009 41,050
District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822
District 5 54,667 54,270 397 0.73 44,966 7,325 47,342

 
Plan E - ARC Proposal
The ARC Proposal combines plans A and B. These plans were considered by the Board at the
October 26 Public Hearing #2 and transfer 491 persons from District 2 to District 4 and 613 people
from District 3 to District 1. A map and summary report of Plan E is included as Attachment E.
 
Table 5: Population for Plan E

District Total
Population

Target
Population

Over -
Under

% Over
- Under

Total
Voting Age

Hispanic
or Latino

Not
Hispanic
or Latino

District 1 54,760 54,270 490 0.90 45,208 12,003 42,757



District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575
District 3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 48,893 13,303 42,464
District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822
District 5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.80 43,060 7,049 45,158

 
Extensive public outreach has been made throughout the redistricting process beginning with the
countywide announcement in May of the redistricting website and continuing to today’s public
hearing. In an effort to keep the public informed and engaged, today’s public hearing was announced
through a County Press Release, a social media push, an email blast to community organizations and
partners, and targeted outreach to communities that may be impacted by these proposals.
 
At this point, staff requests that the Board review and consider the Supervisorial District maps titled A
through E described above and determine whether one of these maps is appropriate for adoption. If
the Board adopts one of the maps, staff recommends that the Board also adopt the attached draft
resolution establishing that map as the new boundary map for Supervisorial District boundaries and
concluding the redistricting process. Lastly, if the Board adopts one of the maps, staff recommends
that the Board also consider and enact the attached ordinance repealing Santa Cruz County Code
Chapter 2.04 (Supervisorial Districts) and replacing it with Chapter 2.05 (Supervisorial Districts) to
codify the changes made to the boundaries and eliminate the outdated description of districts based
on metes and bounds.
 
If the Board rejects all of the maps, we ask that you provide direction to staff to prepare a different
final map(s) for consideration at a subsequent Public Hearing, at least seven days after Public
Hearing #4 to allow for the required notice. As previously reported, under Elections Code Section
21509, the deadline for counties to complete the redistricting process and adopt a map of new
Supervisorial Districts is December 15, 2021. If not completed by this date, the county loses
jurisdiction, and the Superior Court becomes responsible for the final map adoption. Additionally, if a
subsequent Public Hearing is necessary, it is preferable that it be held before December 6, 2021, to
avoid triggering changes to the Signatures in Lieu (SIL) filing period, as provided in Senate Bill (SB)
594. SB 594 was passed to accommodate the extended redistricting efforts necessitated by the delay
in receiving the adjusted population data used for redistricting. Among other things, SB 594 aligned
the SIL period for various state, federal and local offices which will be on the ballot for the June 2022
Statewide Primary Election and set that date as January 3, 2022. For candidates for the Board of
Supervisors, the date the SIL period begins must be 28 days from the date the Board adopts the
district boundaries, or December 6, 2021.

Body
Strategic Plan Element(s)
The 2021 redistricting process, including efforts to encourage public participation, supports all of the
County’s Strategic Plan goals.

Discussion

Add Comment

Dear Board,
Thank you for recognizing the importance of the public input submitted by Scotts Valley
Mayor Mr. Timm and for reuniting Scotts Valley's Supervisorial representation. As noted in today's
deliberation, his map was not "late" or "last minute", but merely submitted in reflection of the ARC 21
work. As was pointed out to your Board, the ARC was no finished with the work they would have like to
have completed, and sent your Board only the maps upon which there was concensus. Ms. Benson,
Deputy CAO who staffed the ARC 21 meetings, had assured the Commission that she would notify you of
this information, and even submit to you the idea that you reconvene the ARC 21 to allow them to
complete work in other areas, such as UCSC, the Jewell Box Community split, and the Beach Road. Pajaro
Dunes Commmunity of Interest. I do not understand why your Board refused to schedule another public
hearing on the Redistricting Maps, and to have it be an evening meeting. The final ARC hearing in



Watsonville on September 30 had virtually no public attendance and should not have been allowed to
count as one of the required evening meetings. Finally, I again protest that my documents have been
omitted from your Board's agenda packets, and none of you has addressed this issue with staff or asked
that my letters be included, even though I have repeatedly asked you to do so in my in-person and
remote testimonies during public hearings. As stated today, my Community of Interest comment form that
I submitted in person after your October 26 Special Board meeting was not included in your packet until
today. The letter that I submitted in person at your November 9 public hearing, during my testimony to
your Board, was not included in any of the Board packet materials for November 9 or today's November
16 hearing. This is not acceptable.
I also do not understand why your Board never gave any direction to
staff to send County Redistricting materials to the County libraries. There has been no material at all at
the libraries that would have notified members of the public who may or may not be engaged in social
media but that would very likely have become involved had they known of the Redistricing process and,
most importantly, how the ARC 21 recommendations and deliberations could or would have affected their
representation. While it was excellent that CAO Benson and Ms. Pearlman provided a presentation to the
Capitola City Council (at their request), why didn't they visit the Watsonville, Scotts Valley and Santa Cruz
City Councils as well? Please respond in writing. I have yet to received any response to any of my
communication to your Board on this matter. This is incongruous with your Board and CAO staff's claims
that you value the public's input. I have been very involved, and have submitted maps, letters and
multiple public testimonies that have all been ignored and omitted from your Board agenda packets.
Sincerely,
Becky Steinbruner
Posted by Becky Steinbruner on 11/16/2021 at 3:48 PM

I do not support the proposed redistricting. It seems to be politically motivated.
Posted by Russell Weisz on 11/16/2021 at 3:32 PM

Any appearance of impropriety should be addressed, the the last minute plea from the Scotts Valley Mayor
appears to be politically motivated, the relationship of Mr. Timm to Mr. Koenig should be noted, both being
the only two realtors listed with Montalvo Homes and Estates:
https://www.mlslistings.com/FindACompany/Profile/57079
at the Tuesday, November 9 BOS meeting
Scotts Valley’s Mayor Derek Timm, who appears to have aspirations for a BOS seat in 2024, submitted a
last-minute proposal that would shift his own neighborhood and residence out of Supervisor Manu
Koening’s 1st District, into Supervisor Bruce McPherson’s 5th District, asking the board to ignore the
Commission’s recommendation not to change the boundaries. With the assumption that McPherson will
retire, the Scotts Valley-centric Timm may see this as an opportunity to snag the seat. But in seizing the
moment he’s asking the Board to ignore the calls to unify San Lorenzo Valley and Bonny Doon, the calls to
leave San Lorenzo Valley’s District boundaries unchanged, and the redistricting commission’s
recommendation that the boundaries remain unchanged.
https://www.change.org/p/santa-cruz-county-
board-of-supervisors-stop-scotts-valley-mayor-s-last-minute-proposal-to-change-5th-district-boundaries
Let's not redraw district boundaries to conveniently place an aspiring Supervisor candidate in a different
district.
Posted by Barry Scott on 11/16/2021 at 10:14 AM

I Agree with other constituents, the last minute plea from the Scotts Valley Mayor appears to be politically
motivated. Keep district 5 rural. Add UCSC and Bonny Doon to District Five to balance the populations of
Districts 3 & 5.
Posted by Ken Davnport on 11/16/2021 at 12:06 AM

Dear Board of Supervisors, Pajaro Valley Prevention and Student Assistance (PVPSA) is dedicated to
working in partnership with government, private and community based organizations to enhance the
quality of life for the children, youth and families we serve of the greater Pajaro Valley. For the last 20
months, PVPSA has partnered with a diverse and multidisciplinary group of agencies and organizations to
develop, coordinate and implement pandemic supports and information to the diverse community of the
Pajaro Valley. As you know, the Pajaro Valley is home to a predominant Latino community and like many
communities of color across our nation, has been impacted disproportionately with COVID cases and
death. The socio-economic impact on families has also been severe with many leaning on our
organizations to support them as a result of housing loss, earning loss, and a myriad of familial and
neighborhood issues. It has been said that public health is more than just the absence of disease. Public
health, as we have come to experience in this pandemic, includes active engagement in civic processes
that impact the lives of those we serve. The redistricting process is one of those very important civic
processes that unfortunately our group only learned about in the last few weeks. While we recognize that
the compressed redistricting schedule due to the late release of data was a factor in this redistricting
process, we are perplexed as to why our organizations were not sought early on in this very important



process. We recently learned that the one meeting scheduled in Watsonville had one person in attendance.
The South County COVID Triage group would have been a perfect partner in community engagement and
would have contributed to this effort. Nevertheless, over the last couple of weeks, we sought the county
for support in helping get caught up and we thank the staff for their willingness to meet with us. Our
interests rest in ensuring that the Pajaro Valley, a predominantly Latino community, receives equitable
opportunity for participation and engagement in this process, a key legal tenant of section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act. We are concerned with the poor participation of the diverse community of the Pajaro Valley
community in this process but trust that the Department of Justice’ review of maps will ensure that the PV
community is equitably represented in the map you are about to adopt despite community participation.
In closing, I would like to offer a few points for the county’s consideration for future redistricting efforts: •
Principles for county re-districts should include community voice. We recognize the BOS continued the
principles from 2001 and encourage the BOS to engage the redistricting commission and the public in as
much as possible. •	Establish equitable representation guidelines of commission members to mirror the
population of the county in as much as possible. •	Assess and document the various coalitions and
collaborative groups actively engaged in communities throughout the county for engagement efforts. We
thank you for your consideration to these points and we look forward to celebrating the opening of the
new Watsonville based county building in Watsonville. Perhaps the Board can consider hosting a board
meeting at the new facility. In partnership, Erica Padila-Chavez, Executive Director and South County
COVID Triage Partner
Posted by Erica Chavez on 11/15/2021 at 11:15 PM

Dear Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors, Community Action Board of Santa Cruz County, Inc. (CAB)
exists to eliminate poverty and create social change and have offered services in the county for over 56
years. Reaching an average of over 10,000 low-income clients per year, CAB provides services including
immigration legal services, employment services for youth and adults, emergency payment programs,
rental assistance and homelessness prevention services, pandemic response, and senior and community
development services. As part of the South County Triage Collaborative who came together over 20
months ago to focus on issues of equity, CAB has been in active conversations regarding local redistricting
and would like to share areas of concern and advocate for the following: •	With a history of under-
representation, the City of Watsonville historically fought for district elections at the City level and
significantly shifted representation locally. While we have experienced some gains and have elected
officials who represent the communities they serve, Watsonville continues to be routinely left out and
under-resourced when viewed through a county wide lens and thought of in a secondary manner.
•
Redistricting is an equity focused exercise protected by the Voting Rights Act and prohibits plans that
discriminate on the basis of race, color, or membership in a language minority group. While we know there
has been south county representation on the commission, we are concerned that there were no
representatives of the Latinx community on the commission and that lack of representation will impact the
redistricting plan. We request that our south county commissioner and Supervisor Caput to host a zoom
town hall with interpretation services for authentic engagement with the Latinx population around this
issue. •	The plan allows for “Communities of Interest” and the City of Watsonville has not had ample
discussion, community input, nor support to conduct this analysis as part of the county process. We
request including county-wide engagement on this part of the process to deepen understanding of this
allowance. •	The South County Triage is a perfect community engagement structure that would give
commissioners access to over 30 organizations serving low-income and vulnerable populations including:
Monarch Services, Pajaro Valley Prevention and Student Assistance, Salud Para La Gente, Community
Bridges and CAB. This is a strong venue for the south county commissioner to engage, educate, and
include more voices in their recommendations. •	CAB is concerned with the redistricting process and the
short-term and long-term impacts of communities impacted by poverty. An analysis on recommendations
for maps from the commission should include the long-term economic impacts – for example: if
Watsonville has the highest poverty rate, how will a recommendation affect the future of this community?
Will maps recommended give more voice and power to wealthier communities, will maps recommended
take voice and power away from communities impacted by poverty? If parts of our community that are the
most vulnerable get redistricted with communities of wealth, what impact will that have on the low-income
voices of that community? We urge the Board of Supervisors to take these points in consideration and ask
these questions as you make decisions that will impact our community. We encourage authentic
engagement, and we are willing to connect with our commissioner to discuss our concerns. Sincerely,
MariaElena De La Garza CAB Executive Director
Posted by Hannah Rogers on 11/15/2021 at 7:50 PM
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 County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors 
 Agenda Item Submittal 
 From: County Administrative Office 

(831) 454-2100 

 Subject: Public Hearing on Redistricting and Adoption of Final Map/Plan 
Meeting Date: November 16, 2021 

 
Recommended Action(s): 

1) Accept and file this report on the revision of Supervisorial District boundaries 
(redistricting);  

 
2) Consider preliminary final maps for redistricting, titled Plans A through E, that 

adjust county supervisorial boundaries; 
 

3) Consider Community of Interest Forms received since the November 9th Public 
Hearing #3; 

 
4) Open Public Hearing #4 and receive testimony from the public; 

 
5) Close Public Hearing #4;  

 
6) Adopt a final map reflecting revised Supervisorial District boundaries as a result 

of the redistricting process; 
 

7) Adopt the attached resolution establishing the new Supervisorial District 
boundaries; and 

 
8) Adopt the attached ordinance in concept that repeals Santa Cruz County Code 

Chapter 2.04 (Supervisorial Districts) and enacts Chapter 2.05 (Supervisorial 
Districts) to codify the changes in Supervisorial District boundaries adopted by 
the Board, and direct staff to place the ordinance on the next available agenda 
for final adoption. 

 
Executive Summary 
On November 9, 2021, the Board conducted Public Hearing #3 to consider redistricting 
maps and plans, review Community of Interest narratives submitted by the public, 
receive maps and plans as recommended by the County’s Advisory Redistricting 
Commission (ARC 21), and hear testimony from the public. The Board set today’s time 
certain Public Hearing as the fourth of four that are required by Elections Code Section 
21507.1. Additionally, the Board directed staff to return at today's Public Hearing #4 with 
four map proposals for consideration that encompass map concepts recommended by 
the Advisory Redistricting Commission and one member of the public. The following 
report provides a description of the four proposals for Board consideration and a 
summary of the redistricting process to date. 
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Background 
Every ten years, local governments are required to use updated federal census data to 
redraw their district lines to reflect how local populations have changed. In adopting 
updated supervisorial districts, the Board must comply with the requirements of the 
United States and California Constitutions, the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (52 
U.S.C. Sec. 10301 et seq.), and California Elections Code Sections 21500 et seq. 
These authorities require that districts be based on total population and must have 
substantially equal population for each district. Additionally, the U.S. Supreme Court, in 
recent cases, has generally prohibited using race as a predominate criteria for 
redrawing districts or diluting the voting rights of racial minorities. 
 
Additionally, Elections Code Section 21500(c) requires that the following criteria, in 
order of priority, be used when establishing the boundaries of the supervisorial districts, 
to the extent practicable: 1) geographic contiguity, 2) respect for communities of interest 
and local neighborhoods, 3) minimization of division of cities and census designated 
places, 4) utilization of identifiable natural and artificial boundaries, such as rivers and 
streets, and 5) geographic compactness. 
 
Communities of Interest (COI) are defined by Elections Code Section 21500(c)(3) as a 
population that shares common social or economic interests that should be included in 
a single supervisorial district for the purposes of effective and fair representation. 
Communities of interest do not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or 
political candidates. 
 
As outlined in Elections Code Sections 21707.1 and 21508, the FAIR MAPS Act 
requires counties to establish a good faith and extensive outreach program to gain 
public input throughout the redistricting process, especially for underrepresented and 
language minority communities. As required, the 2021 redistricting process has been an 
inclusive and public one. Directed by the ARC 21, public workshops were held during 
weekday evenings on September 1st, 22nd, 29th and 30th, in all regional areas of the 
County, to seek testimony on communities of interest and proposed changes to existing 
boundaries. A comprehensive website was launched on May 13, 2021, and a full menu 
of strategies were deployed including press releases, campaigns on social media and 
email-based outreach to contact community, business, social, labor, and education 
networks about the redistricting process and how to become involved.  
 
Under Elections Code Section 21507.1, the Board must hold four (4) public hearings to 
consider a plan or plans submitted by the ARC 21 and the public, and to receive public 
comment and testimony on proposed maps and plans. Additionally, per Elections Code 
Section 21507.1(a)(2)(e), county staff was permitted to conduct one of the pre-map 
Public Workshops in lieu of holding one of the four public hearings. The Public 
Workshop/Special Meeting conducted by the ARC 21 and staff on September 30th at 
6:30 p.m. was noticed as Public Hearing #1. At the October 26th Public Hearing #2 the 
Board considered two map proposals (Apple Hill and East Harbor) from the Advisory 
Redistricting Commission and one map proposal from a member of the public. At the 
November 9th Public Hearing #3 the Board considered two additional maps proposed 
by the public. Community of Interest statements received since November 9th are 
included as Attachment F. 
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Analysis 
On November 9th, the Board directed staff to return with the following four preliminary 
final maps for Board consideration. A fifth map, titled Plan E, was included to permit the 
Board to only adopt the boundary adjustments recommended by the ARC 21, if that is 
desired. 
   
Plan A - Apple Hill 
The Apple Hill Proposal was submitted by the ARC 21 and recognizes a boundary split 
that existed in a neighborhood in the Apple Hill district in unincorporated Watsonville, 
which separates residents of Silver Leaf and Green Meadow Drives into two Districts. 
This proposal transfers a population of 491 from District 2 to District 4. A map and 
summary report of Plan A is included as Attachment A. 
 
Table 1: Population for Plan A 
District Total 

Population 

Target 

Population 

Over - 

Under 

% Over - 

Under 

Total 

Voting Age 

Hispanic 

or Latino 

Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

District 1 54,147 54,270 -123 -0.23 44,664 11,916 42,231 

District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575 

District 3 56,380 54,270 2,110 3.89 49,437 13,390 42,990 

District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822 

District 5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.80 43,060 7,049 45,158 

 

Plan B - East Harbor 
The East Harbor Proposal is the second proposal submitted by ARC 21 and changes 
the western boundary of District 1 to include portions of the East Harbor neighborhoods 
currently in District 3. The ARC 21 recommends that this portion be transferred from the 
Third to the First District, which reunites this divided portion of unincorporated area. 
New district boundaries from north to south are Brommer Street Extension to Twin 
Lakes State Beach, and west to east from the City of Santa Cruz limits to Ninth Avenue. 
This proposal transfers 613 persons from District 3 to District 1. A map and summary 
report of Plan B is included as Attachment B. 
 
Table 2: Population for Plan B 

District Total 

Population 

Target 

Population 

Over - 

Under 

% Over - 

Under 

Total 

Voting Age 

Hispanic 

or Latino 

Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

District 1 54,760 54,270 490 0.90 45,208 12,003 42,757 

District 2 54,740 54,270 470 0.87 44,140 19,036 35,704 

District 3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 48,893 13,303 42,464 

District 4 53,878 54,270 -392 -0.72 38,954 43,185 10,693 

District 5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.80 43,060 7,049 45,158 

 

Plan C - Apple Hill, East Harbor, and Scotts Valley 
This proposal includes the ARC 21 Apple Hill and East Harbor proposed boundary 
adjustments in addition to moving all of the City of Scotts Valley, which is currently split 
among two districts along Highway 17, into District 5. This proposal transfers 491 
persons from District 2 to District 4, 613 people from District 3 to District 1, and transfers 
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2,322 people from District 1 to District 5. A map and summary report of Plan C is 
included as Attachment C. 
 
Table 3: Population for Plan C 

District Total 

Population 
Target 

Population 
Over - 

Under 
% Over - 

Under 
Total 

Voting Age 
Hispanic 

or Latino 
Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

District 1 52,438 54,270 -1,832 -3.38 43,438 11,729 40,709 

District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575 

District 3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 48,893 13,303 42,464 

District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822 

District 5 54,529 54,270 259 0.48 44,830 7,323 47,206 

 

Plan D - Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley, and Midtown 
This proposal includes the ARC 21 Apple Hill and East Harbor proposed boundary 
adjustments; it moves all of the City of Scotts Valley into District 5; and it uses Water 
Street as a boundary to adjust the mid-town area of Santa Cruz between Harbor High 
school and Branciforte Middle School including an adjacent pocket down Water Street. 
As a whole, this proposal transfers 491 persons from District 2 to District 4, it transfers 
139 people out of District 1, it moves 2,322 people out of District 3, and it moves 2,461 
people into District 5. A map and summary report of Plan D is included as Attachment 
D. 
 
Table 4: Population for Plan D 

District Total 

Population 
Target 

Population 
Over - 

Under 
% Over - 

Under 
Total 

Voting Age 
Hispanic 

or Latino 
Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

District 1 54,008 54,270 -262 -0.48 44,736 12,021 41,987 

District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575 

District 3 54,059 54,270 -211 -0.39 47,459 13,009 41,050 

District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822 

District 5 54,667 54,270 397 0.73 44,966 7,325 47,342 

 

Plan E - ARC Proposal 
The ARC Proposal combines plans A and B. These plans were considered by the Board 
at the October 26 Public Hearing #2 and transfer 491 persons from District 2 to District 
4 and 613 people from District 3 to District 1. A map and summary report of Plan E is 
included as Attachment E. 
 
Table 5: Population for Plan E 

District Total 

Population 
Target 

Population 
Over - 

Under 
% Over - 

Under 
Total 

Voting Age 
Hispanic 

or Latino 
Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

District 1 54,760 54,270 490 0.90 45,208 12,003 42,757 

District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575 

District 3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 48,893 13,303 42,464 

District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822 

District 5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.80 43,060 7,049 45,158 
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Extensive public outreach has been made throughout the redistricting process 
beginning with the countywide announcement in May of the redistricting website and 
continuing to today’s public hearing. In an effort to keep the public informed and 
engaged, today’s public hearing was announced through a County Press Release, a 
social media push, an email blast to community organizations and partners, and 
targeted outreach to communities that may be impacted by these proposals.  
 
At this point, staff requests that the Board review and consider the Supervisorial District 
maps titled A through E described above and determine whether one of these maps is 
appropriate for adoption. If the Board adopts one of the maps, staff recommends that 
the Board also adopt the attached draft resolution establishing that map as the new 
boundary map for Supervisorial District boundaries and concluding the redistricting 
process. Lastly, if the Board adopts one of the maps, staff recommends that the Board 
also consider and enact the attached ordinance repealing Santa Cruz County Code 
Chapter 2.04 (Supervisorial Districts) and replacing it with Chapter 2.05 (Supervisorial 
Districts) to codify the changes made to the boundaries and eliminate the outdated 
description of districts based on metes and bounds. 
 
If the Board rejects all of the maps, we ask that you provide direction to staff to prepare 
a different final map(s) for consideration at a subsequent Public Hearing, at least seven 
days after Public Hearing #4 to allow for the required notice. As previously reported, 
under Elections Code Section 21509, the deadline for counties to complete the 
redistricting process and adopt a map of new Supervisorial Districts is December 15, 
2021. If not completed by this date, the county loses jurisdiction, and the Superior Court 
becomes responsible for the final map adoption. Additionally, if a subsequent Public 
Hearing is necessary, it is preferable that it be held before December 6, 2021, to avoid 
triggering changes to the Signatures in Lieu (SIL) filing period, as provided in Senate Bill 
(SB) 594. SB 594 was passed to accommodate the extended redistricting efforts 
necessitated by the delay in receiving the adjusted population data used for 
redistricting. Among other things, SB 594 aligned the SIL period for various state, 
federal and local offices which will be on the ballot for the June 2022 Statewide Primary 
Election and set that date as January 3, 2022. For candidates for the Board of 
Supervisors, the date the SIL period begins must be 28 days from the date the Board 
adopts the district boundaries, or December 6, 2021. 
 
Financial Impact 
No financial impact. 
 

Strategic Plan Element(s) 
The 2021 redistricting process, including efforts to encourage public participation, 
supports all of the County’s Strategic Plan goals. 
 
 
Submitted by: 

Carlos J. Palacios, County Administrative Officer 

 

Recommended by: 
Carlos J. Palacios, County Administrative Officer 
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Attachments: 

a Plan A Apple Hill - Attachment A 
b Plan B East Harbor - Attachment B 
c Plan C Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley - Attachment C 
d Plan D Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley, Midtown - Attachment D 
e Plan E ARC 21 Proposal - Attachment E 
f COI forms - Attachment F 
g Resolution Establishing 2021 Supervisorial Boundaries Final 
h Ordinance -- Repeal SCCC 2.04 and Add SCCC 2.05 
i Ordinance -- SCCC 2.04 (strike-out underline) 
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Plan A - Apple Hill

-Proposed Maps
-Population Data Summary Report
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Plan A - Apple Hill

Population Summary Report

Total Population

District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%) Total

Total voting 

age

Deviation from 

the target

Hispanic or 

Latino

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races

D1 54,147 54,270 -123 -0.23 54,147 44,664 -123 11,916 35,858 469 151 2,161 86 357 3,149

D2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 54,249 43,791 -21 18,674 30,713 349 162 1,695 50 282 2,324

D3 56,380 54,270 2,110 3.89 56,380 49,437 2,110 13,390 32,810 1,362 215 4,645 59 401 3,498

D4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 54,369 39,303 99 43,547 7,767 255 144 1,482 23 200 951

D5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.8 52,207 43,060 -2,063 7,049 38,573 441 189 2,091 60 418 3,386

Voting Age Population

District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%)

Hispanic or 

Latino voting 

age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Indian/Alaskan 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races 

voting age

D1 54,147 54,270 -123 -0.23 8,655 435 131 1,899 66 280 2,195

D2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 13,126 278 132 1,527 45 238 1,659

D3 56,380 54,270 2,110 3.89 11,126 1,290 211 4,417 54 324 2,703

D4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 30,009 223 116 1,318 20 133 683

D5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.8 5,195 365 177 1,816 56 336 2,347
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Plan B - East Harbor

-Proposed Maps
-Population Data Summary Report

10.b

Packet Pg. 144

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

la
n

 B
 E

as
t 

H
ar

b
o

r 
- 

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
B

  (
11

54
7 

: 
P

u
b

lic
 H

ea
ri

n
g

 o
n

 R
ed

is
tr

ic
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 A

d
o

p
ti

o
n

 o
f 

F
in

al
 M

ap
/P

la
n

)



10.b

Packet Pg. 145

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

la
n

 B
 E

as
t 

H
ar

b
o

r 
- 

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
B

  (
11

54
7 

: 
P

u
b

lic
 H

ea
ri

n
g

 o
n

 R
ed

is
tr

ic
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 A

d
o

p
ti

o
n

 o
f 

F
in

al
 M

ap
/P

la
n

)



10.b

Packet Pg. 146

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

la
n

 B
 E

as
t 

H
ar

b
o

r 
- 

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
B

  (
11

54
7 

: 
P

u
b

lic
 H

ea
ri

n
g

 o
n

 R
ed

is
tr

ic
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 A

d
o

p
ti

o
n

 o
f 

F
in

al
 M

ap
/P

la
n

)



10.b

Packet Pg. 147

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

la
n

 B
 E

as
t 

H
ar

b
o

r 
- 

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
B

  (
11

54
7 

: 
P

u
b

lic
 H

ea
ri

n
g

 o
n

 R
ed

is
tr

ic
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 A

d
o

p
ti

o
n

 o
f 

F
in

al
 M

ap
/P

la
n

)



10.b

Packet Pg. 148

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

la
n

 B
 E

as
t 

H
ar

b
o

r 
- 

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
B

  (
11

54
7 

: 
P

u
b

lic
 H

ea
ri

n
g

 o
n

 R
ed

is
tr

ic
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 A

d
o

p
ti

o
n

 o
f 

F
in

al
 M

ap
/P

la
n

)



10.b

Packet Pg. 149

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

la
n

 B
 E

as
t 

H
ar

b
o

r 
- 

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
B

  (
11

54
7 

: 
P

u
b

lic
 H

ea
ri

n
g

 o
n

 R
ed

is
tr

ic
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 A

d
o

p
ti

o
n

 o
f 

F
in

al
 M

ap
/P

la
n

)



Plan B - East Harbor

Population Summary Report

Total Population

District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%) Total

Total voting 

age

Deviation from 

the target

Hispanic or 

Latino

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races

D1 54,760 54,270 490 0.9 54,760 45,208 490 12,003 36,323 472 152 2,168 87 362 3,193

D2 54,740 54,270 470 0.87 54,740 44,140 470 19,036 30,793 362 162 1,714 50 284 2,339

D3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 55,767 48,893 1,497 13,303 32,345 1,359 214 4,638 58 396 3,454

D4 53,878 54,270 -392 -0.72 53,878 38,954 -392 43,185 7,687 242 144 1,463 23 198 936

D5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.8 52,207 43,060 -2,063 7,049 38,573 441 189 2,091 60 418 3,386

Voting Age Population 

District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%)

Hispanic or 

Latino voting 

age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Indian/Alaskan 

Native voting 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Islander voting 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races 

voting age

D1 54,760 54,270 490 0.9 8,723 31,428 438 132 1,905 67 285 2,230

D2 54,740 54,270 470 0.87 13,369 26,851 290 132 1,545 45 240 1,668

D3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 11,058 28,887 1,287 210 4,411 53 319 2,668

D4 53,878 54,270 -392 -0.72 29,766 6,736 211 116 1,300 20 131 674

D5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.8 5,195 32,768 365 177 1,816 56 336 2,347
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Plan C - Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley

-Proposed Maps
-Population Data Summary Report
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Plan C - Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley

Population Summary Report

Total Population

District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%) Total

Total voting 

age

Deviation from 

the target

Hispanic or 

Latino

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races

D1 52,438 54,270 -1,832 -3.38 52,438 43,438 -1,832 11,729 34,615 453 146 2,021 81 345 3,048

D2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 54,249 43,791 -21 18,674 30,713 349 162 1,695 50 282 2,324

D3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 55,767 48,893 1,497 13,303 32,345 1,359 214 4,638 58 396 3,454

D4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 54,369 39,303 99 43,547 7,767 255 144 1,482 23 200 951

D5 54,529 54,270 259 0.48 54,529 44,830 259 7,323 40,281 460 195 2,238 66 435 3,531

Voting Age Population 

District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%)

Hispanic or 

Latino voting 

age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Indian/Alaskan 

Native voting 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Islander voting 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races 

voting age

D1 52,438 54,270 -1,832 -3.38 8,561 30,055 424 132 1,788 65 274 2,139

D2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 13,126 26,786 278 132 1,527 45 238 1,659

D3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 11,058 28,887 1,287 210 4,411 53 319 2,668

D4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 30,009 6,801 223 116 1,318 20 133 683

D5 54,529 54,270 259 0.48 5,357 34,141 379 177 1,933 58 347 2,438
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Plan D - Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley, Midtown

-Proposed Maps
-Population Data Summary Report
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District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%) Total

Total voting 

age

Deviation from 

the target

Hispanic or 

Latino

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races

D1 54,008 54,270 -262 -0.48 54,008 44,736 -262 12,021 35,709 471 147 2,078 94 349 3,139

D2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 54,249 43,791 -21 18,674 30,713 349 162 1,695 50 282 2,324

D3 54,059 54,270 -211 -0.39 54,059 47,459 -211 13,009 31,123 1,351 208 4,583 49 394 3,342

D4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 54,369 39,303 99 43,547 7,767 255 144 1,482 23 200 951

D5 54,667 54,270 397 0.73 54,667 44,966 397 7,325 40,409 450 200 2,236 62 433 3,552

Voting Age Population

District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%)

Hispanic or 

Latino voting 

age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Indian/Alaskan 

Native voting 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Islander voting 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races 

voting age

D1 54,008 54,270 -262 -0.48 8,768 31,003 439 133 1,843 78 278 2,194

D2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 13,126 26,786 278 132 1,527 45 238 1,659

D3 54,059 54,270 -211 -0.39 10,832 27,821 1,278 205 4,361 44 317 2,601

D4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 30,009 6,801 223 116 1,318 20 133 683

D5 54,667 54,270 397 0.73 5,376 34,259 373 181 1,928 54 345 2,450

Plan D - Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley, Midtown 

Population Summary Report

Total Population
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Plan E - ARC 21 Proposal

-Proposed Maps
-Population Data Summary Report
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District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%) Total

Total voting 

age

Deviation from 

the target

Hispanic or 

Latino

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races

D1 54,760 54,270 490 0.9 54,760 45,208 490 12,003 36,323 472 152 2,168 87 362 3,193

D2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 54,249 43,791 -21 18,674 30,713 349 162 1,695 50 282 2,324

D3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 55,767 48,893 1,497 13,303 32,345 1,359 214 4,638 58 396 3,454

D4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 54,369 39,303 99 43,547 7,767 255 144 1,482 23 200 951

D5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.8 52,207 43,060 -2,063 7,049 38,573 441 189 2,091 60 418 3,386

Voting Age Population

District No.

TOTAL 

Population

Target 

Population

Target 

Deviation

Target 

Deviation (%)

Hispanic or 

Latino voting 

age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino White 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Black 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

American 

Indian/Alaskan 

Native voting 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Asian 

voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Islander voting 

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Other 

race voting age

Non-Hispanic/ 

Latino Two or 

more races 

voting age

D1 54,760 54,270 490 0.9 8,723 31,428 438 132 1,905 67 285 2,230

D2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 13,126 26,786 278 132 1,527 45 238 1,659

D3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 11,058 28,887 1,287 210 4,411 53 319 2,668

D4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 30,009 6,801 223 116 1,318 20 133 683

D5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.8 5,195 32,768 365 177 1,816 56 336 2,347

Plan E - ARC 21 Proposal 

Population Summary Report

Total Population
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Community of Interest (COI) narratives r  since 
Public Hearing #3 on November 9, 2021
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
                          RESOLUTION NO. ________ 

 
On the motion of Supervisor 
Duly seconded by Supervisor 
The following resolution is adopted. 

 
RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING NEW SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 

BOUNDARIES IN SANTA CRUZ COUNTY IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
REDISTRICTING LAWS 

 
WHEREAS, Article I, Section 2 of the U.S. Constitution mandates an 

accurate counting of the nation’s population every ten years; and 
 

WHEREAS, Title 13 of the United States Code governs the administration 
of the U.S. Census, including the collection and publication of data; and 

 
WHEREAS, California Elections Code section 21500(a) requires that, 

following each federal decennial census and using the provided census data, the 
Board of Supervisors shall adjust the boundaries of any or all supervisorial 
districts of the county so that the supervisorial districts are substantially equal in 
population as required by the U.S. Constitution; and 

 
WHEREAS, California Elections Code section 21500(b) requires that the 

revised supervisorial district boundaries comply with the U.S Constitution, the 
California Constitution, and the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (52 U.S.C. 
10301 et seq.); and 

 
WHEREAS, California Elections Code section 21500(b), in accordance 

with AB 849 (“the FAIR MAPS Act”), also requires that the revised supervisorial 
boundaries follow established criteria, in order of priority, to ensure geographic 
contiguity, protect communities of interest, minimize division of cities and 
designated census places, be easily identifiable by natural or artificial boundaries 
or streets, and encourage geographic compactness, to the extent practicable; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, California Elections Code section 21500(b) also prohibits 

favoring or disfavoring any political party, or defining communities of interest to 
include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or political candidates; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, California Elections Code section 23001 permitted the 
establishment of an Advisory Redistricting Commission composed of local 
residents to make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on any 
proposed changes to district boundaries; and  
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WHEREAS, the 2021 Advisory Redistricting Commission (“ARC 2021”) 
was established by this Board on February 23, 2021, to conduct public outreach 
and produce various plans, maps, and recommendations of revised supervisorial 
districts for the Board’s consideration and adoption; and 

 
WHEREAS, this Board appointed the ARC 2021 commissioners 

representing each supervisorial district on April 13, 2021, and the ARC 2021 
subsequently met from May to October 2021 for a total of twelve meetings 
noticed and open to the public; and 

 
WHEREAS, as permitted by Elections Code section 21507.1(e) and (f), 

the ARC 2021 and County staff conducted four public workshops on September 
1st, 22nd, 29th, and 30th throughout the different regional areas of the County to 
obtain public input on their communities of interest and composition of their 
supervisorial districts, with the public workshop on the 30th also having served as 
the first legally required pre-map public hearing; and 

 
WHEREAS, as required by Elections Code section 21507.1, the Board of 

Supervisors has conducted a total of four public hearings, including a special 
evening meeting on October 26, 2021, and time certain agenda items on the 
regular meetings of November 9th and 16th, 2021; and  

 
WHEREAS, as required by Elections Code section 21508(a), the Board of 

Supervisors, through the ARC 2021 and County staff, has made a good faith 
effort to engage and encourage all residents, including those from unrepresented 
and non-English speaking communities, to participate in the 2021 redistricting 
process, including by providing translation services as requested; and  
 

WHEREAS, as required by Elections Code section 21508, the Board has 
complied with all other legal requirements therein, including permitting members 
of the public to submit their own proposed maps in writing and electronically, 
preserving all public comments and board deliberations either by recording or 
written summary; and establishing a webpage which will be maintained for a 
minimum of 10 years; and 

 
WHEREAS, as required by Elections Code Section 21508, proposed 

maps with changes to the current supervisorial district boundaries, as 
recommended by the ARC 2021, were made available on the County’s 
Redistricting website and with the Board of Supervisors Agenda packet on 
October 21, 2021, with additional final preliminary maps published on November 
9, 2021, thereby meeting the seven-day period for adoption; and 

 
WHEREAS, this Board has concluded its deliberations in this matter and 

determined that it is appropriate to make changes to the boundaries of 
Supervisorial Districts One through Five as reflected on a map identified this day 
in open session which shall be titled “County of Santa Cruz Supervisorial District 
Boundaries 2021”;  
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NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa 
Cruz resolves and orders that the boundaries of Supervisorial Districts One 
through Five shall be modified and are hereby established and adopted as 
determined in the Board’s action of this date in open session which shall be 
reflected in the minutes and records of the proceedings of this date.  Said 
boundaries shall be reflected in a final map titled “County of Santa Cruz 
Supervisorial District Boundaries 2021,” which shall be placed on file with the 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the County Clerk and 
Geographic Information Services are permitted to make minor administrative 
adjustments, to the extent practicable and as needed, to the final adopted map to 
assign property parcels to a single supervisorial district if currently divided 
between two or more districts, with no impact to any voter.  

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED AND ORDERED that, as the 2021 Advisory 

Redistricting Commission has fulfilled its duties and obligations to the Board and 
the people of the County of Santa Cruz, and the redistricting process is now 
complete, the Commission is hereby disbanded and the Commission members 
are thanked and appreciated for their dedicated service. 

 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 
Santa Cruz, State of California, this _____day of __________, 20__, by the 
following vote: 
 
AYES:   

NOES:   

ABSENT:   

ABSTAIN:   

 ________________________________ 
 Chair, Board of Supervisors  
 
 
ATTEST: _________________________ 
    Clerk of the Board 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
  Office of the County Counsel 11/10/21 (ASM 11547) 
 
 
DISTRIBUTION: CAO, County Counsel, County Clerk-Elections, Geographic 
Information Services. 
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  ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

 

ORDINANCE REPEALING SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CODE CHAPTER 2.04 

(SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS) AND ADOPTING NEW CHAPTER 2.05 

(SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS) 

 

 The Board of Supervisors of Santa Cruz County hereby finds and declares the following: 

 

WHEREAS, the Board has considered the data from the 2020 census and engaged in the 

redistricting process as required under State and federal law; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Board has, in a companion resolution on this date, adopted changes to 

the boundaries of supervisorial districts as reflected in the final map adopted on this date and as 

further outlined in the resolution; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that, with advances in technology and mapping, it 

is no longer necessary or efficient to define Supervisorial Districts in terms of formal metes and 

bounds;  

 

NOW THEREFORE the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz ordains as 

follows: 

 

SECTION I 

 

 Chapter 2.04 of the Santa Cruz County Code is hereby repealed. 

 

SECTION II 

 Chapter 2.05 is hereby added to the Santa Cruz County Code, to read as follows: 

Chapter 2.05 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS 

Sections: 

     2.05.010    Supervisorial district boundaries. 

2.05.010 Supervisorial district boundaries. 

The boundaries of Supervisorial Districts One through Five are established as shown on the map 

set entitled “County of Santa Cruz Supervisorial District Boundaries 2021,” as adopted 

November 16, 2021, on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors.  All property parcels that 

are contained in each of the Supervisorial Districts One through Five are provided as an 

attachment to the map set and are placed on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors.  In 

the event of any conflict between the map set and the parcel list on file, the boundaries shown on 
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the County’s Geographic Information System’s Supervisorial District Boundary Data Layer shall 

prevail.  

 

SECTION III 

 

This ordinance shall take effect on the 31st day after the date of final passage.         

                                                                                  

 PASSED AND ADOPTED this __ day of _____________ 2021, by the Board of 

Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz by the following vote: 

 

AYES:  SUPERVISORS 

NOES:  SUPERVISORS 

ABSENT: SUPERVISORS 

ABSTAIN: SUPERVISORS  

 

       ___________________________ 

       Chairperson of the  

       Board of Supervisors  

  

Attest:  __________________ 

             Clerk of the Board 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

__________________________ 

Office of the County Counsel 
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Chapter 2.04 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS 

Sections: 

     2.04.010    Supervisorial district boundaries. 

     2.04.020    First Supervisorial District. 

     2.04.030    Second Supervisorial District. 

     2.04.040    Third Supervisorial District. 

     2.04.050    Fourth Supervisorial District. 

     2.04.060    Fifth Supervisorial District. 

2.04.010 Supervisorial district boundaries. 

The boundaries of Supervisorial Districts One through Five are established as shown on the map 

set entitled “County of Santa Cruz Supervisorial District Boundaries 2011,” as adopted October 

25, 2011, on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. All property parcels that are 

contained in each of the Supervisorial Districts One through Five are provided as an attachment 

to the map set, and are placed on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. In the event of 

any conflict between the map set and the parcel list on file, the boundaries shown on the 

County’s Geographic Information System’s Supervisorial District Boundary Data Layer shall 

prevail. [Ord. 5108 § 2, 2011]. 

2.04.020 First Supervisorial District. 

The First Supervisorial District includes all that portion of the County of Santa Cruz hereinafter 

described:  

1. Beginning at the point of intersection of Santa Cruz Hwy and the Pasatiempo census designated 

place line, and proceeding northerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to State Hwy 17, and proceeding northerly 

along State Hwy 17 to Santa Cruz Hwy, and proceeding northerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to the Scotts 

Valley city line, and proceeding northerly along the Scotts Valley city line to Santa Cruz Hwy, and 

proceeding easterly along Santa Cruz Hwy to State Hwy 17, and proceeding northerly along State Hwy 

17 to Santa Cruz Hwy, and proceeding northerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to unnamed Local road, and 

proceeding westerly along unnamed Local road to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding easterly along 

nonvisible boundary to Santa Cruz Hwy, and proceeding northerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to the Santa 

Cruz county line, and proceeding easterly along the Santa Cruz county line to Summit Rd, and 

proceeding easterly along Summit Rd to the Santa Cruz county line, and proceeding easterly along the 

Santa Cruz county line to Ormsby Cutoff, and proceeding westerly along Ormsby Cutoff to Buzzard 

Lagoon Rd, and proceeding westerly along Buzzard Lagoon Rd to the Day Valley census designated 
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place line, and proceeding northerly along the Day Valley census designated place line to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding westerly along nonvisible boundary to ridge line, and proceeding southerly 

along ridge line to West Branch Bates Crk, and proceeding westerly along West Branch Bates Crk to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to unnamed Local road, and 

proceeding southerly along unnamed Local road to West Branch Bates Crk, and proceeding westerly 

along West Branch Bates Crk to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding easterly along nonvisible 

boundary to the Soquel census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the Soquel census 

designated place line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to 

Driveway, and proceeding westerly along Driveway to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly 

along nonvisible boundary to Park Ave, and proceeding southerly along Park Ave to Viking Ct, and 

proceeding easterly along Viking Ct to unnamed Local road, and proceeding southerly along unnamed 

Local road to Park Ave, and proceeding southerly along Park Ave to Soquel Dr, and proceeding 

easterly along Soquel Dr to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary 

to Cabrillo College Dr, and proceeding northerly along Cabrillo College Dr to Park Ave, and 

proceeding southerly along Park Ave to the Capitola/Soquel city/census designated place line, and 

proceeding westerly along the Capitola/Soquel city/census designated place line to Orchard St, and 

proceeding northerly along Orchard St to State Hwy 1, and proceeding westerly along State Hwy 1 to 

the Capitola/Soquel city/census designated place line, and proceeding westerly along the 

Capitola/Soquel city/census designated place line to Soquel Crk, and proceeding southerly along 

Soquel Crk to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly along nonvisible boundary to Capitola Rd, 

and proceeding westerly along Capitola Rd to 45th Ave, and proceeding southerly along 45th Ave to 

Jade St, and proceeding westerly along Jade St to 41st Ave, and proceeding southerly along 41st Ave to 

Union Pacific RR, and proceeding easterly along Union Pacific RR to the Capitola/Pleasure Point 

city/census designated place line, and proceeding easterly along the Capitola/Pleasure Point city/census 

designated place line to shoreline, and proceeding westerly along shoreline to the Santa Cruz/Twin 

Lakes city/census designated place line, and proceeding northerly along the Santa Cruz/Twin Lakes 

city/census designated place line to E Cliff Dr, and proceeding easterly along E Cliff Dr to 7th Ave, and 

proceeding northerly along 7th Ave to Brommer St, and proceeding westerly along Brommer St to the 

Santa Cruz/Live Oak city/census designated place line, and proceeding northerly along the Santa 

Cruz/Live Oak city/census designated place line to State Hwy 1, and proceeding westerly along State 

Hwy 1 to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly along nonvisible boundary to State Hwy 1, and 

proceeding westerly along State Hwy 1 to unnamed Ramp, and proceeding northerly along unnamed 

Ramp to State Hwy 1, and proceeding westerly along State Hwy 1 to Emeline Ave, and proceeding 

southerly along Emeline Ave to State Hwy 1, and proceeding westerly along State Hwy 1 to Santa Cruz 

Hwy, and proceeding northerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to the Pasatiempo census designated place line, 

and proceeding northerly along the Pasatiempo census designated place line to Santa Cruz Hwy, and 
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proceeding northerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to the Pasatiempo census designated place line, and 

proceeding northerly along the Pasatiempo census designated place line to the point of beginning.  

2. Except for beginning at the point of intersection of Bellflower Way and Pippin Way, and proceeding 

southerly along Bellflower Way to the Scotts Valley city line, and proceeding northerly along the 

Scotts Valley city line to Pippin Way, and proceeding westerly along Pippin Way to the point of 

beginning. 

[Ord. 5108 § 2, 2011]. 

2.04.030 Second Supervisorial District. 

The Second Supervisorial District includes that portion of the County of Santa Cruz hereinafter 

described:  

Beginning at the point of intersection of 41st Ave and Union Pacific RR, and proceeding northerly 

along 41st Ave to Jade St, and proceeding easterly along Jade St to 45th Ave, and proceeding northerly 

along 45th Ave to Capitola Rd, and proceeding easterly along Capitola Rd to nonvisible boundary, and 

proceeding easterly along nonvisible boundary to Soquel Crk, and proceeding northerly along Soquel 

Crk to the Soquel/Capitola census designated place/city line, and proceeding easterly along the 

Soquel/Capitola census designated place/city line to State Hwy 1, and proceeding easterly along State 

Hwy 1 to Orchard St, and proceeding southerly along Orchard St to the Soquel/Capitola census 

designated place/city line, and proceeding easterly along the Soquel/Capitola census designated 

place/city line to Park Ave, and proceeding northerly along Park Ave to Cabrillo College Dr, and 

proceeding southerly along Cabrillo College Dr to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along 

nonvisible boundary to Soquel Dr, and proceeding westerly along Soquel Dr to Park Ave, and 

proceeding northerly along Park Ave to unnamed Local road, and proceeding northerly along unnamed 

Local road to Viking Ct, and proceeding westerly along Viking Ct to Park Ave, and proceeding 

northerly along Park Ave to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary 

to Driveway, and proceeding easterly along Driveway to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding 

northerly along nonvisible boundary to the Soquel census designated place line, and proceeding 

northerly along the Soquel census designated place line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding 

northerly along nonvisible boundary to West Branch Bates Crk, and proceeding easterly along West 

Branch Bates Crk to unnamed Local road, and proceeding northerly along unnamed Local road to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to West Branch Bates Crk, 

and proceeding northerly along West Branch Bates Crk to ridge line, and proceeding northerly along 

ridge line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to the Day 

Valley census designated place line, and proceeding easterly along the Day Valley census designated 
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place line to Buzzard Lagoon Rd, and proceeding northerly along Buzzard Lagoon Rd to Ormsby 

Cutoff, and proceeding easterly along Ormsby Cutoff to the Santa Cruz county line, and proceeding 

easterly along the Santa Cruz county line to Summit Rd, and proceeding easterly along Summit Rd to 

the Santa Cruz county line, and proceeding easterly along the Santa Cruz county line to Mount 

Madonna Rd, and proceeding southerly along Mount Madonna Rd to Hazel Dell Rd, and proceeding 

northerly along Hazel Dell Rd to the Corralitos census designated place line, and proceeding northerly 

along the Corralitos census designated place line to Old Hazel Dell Rd, and proceeding westerly along 

Old Hazel Dell Rd to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to the 

Corralitos census designated place line, and proceeding northerly along the Corralitos census 

designated place line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to 

Apple Valley Ln, and proceeding southerly along Apple Valley Ln to the Corralitos census designated 

place line, and proceeding southerly along the Corralitos census designated place line to Green Valley 

Rd, and proceeding southerly along Green Valley Rd to the Corralitos/Amesti census designated place 

line, and proceeding easterly along the Corralitos/Amesti census designated place line to the 

Interlaken/Amesti census designated place line, and proceeding easterly along the Interlaken/Amesti 

census designated place line to the Interlaken/Watsonville census designated place/city line, and 

proceeding southerly along the Interlaken/Watsonville census designated place/city line to the 

Interlaken/Amesti census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the Interlaken/Amesti 

census designated place line to the Watsonville/Amesti city/census designated place line, and 

proceeding southerly along the Watsonville/Amesti city/census designated place line to Green Valley 

Rd, and proceeding southerly along Green Valley Rd to S Green Valley Rd, and proceeding southerly 

along S Green Valley Rd to Harkins Slough Rd, and proceeding westerly along Harkins Slough Rd to 

State Hwy 1, and proceeding southerly along State Hwy 1 to the Watsonville city line, and proceeding 

easterly along the Watsonville city line to State Hwy 1, and proceeding southerly along State Hwy 1 to 

the Watsonville city line, and proceeding westerly along the Watsonville city line to State Hwy 1, and 

proceeding southerly along State Hwy 1 to W Riverside Dr, and proceeding westerly along W 

Riverside Dr to State Hwy 1, and proceeding southerly along State Hwy 1 to the Santa Cruz county 

line, and proceeding westerly along the Santa Cruz county line to the Pajaro Dunes census designated 

place line, and proceeding northerly along the Pajaro Dunes census designated place line to shoreline, 

and proceeding northerly along shoreline to the La Selva Beach census designated place line, and 

proceeding northerly along the La Selva Beach census designated place line to the Rio del Mar census 

designated place line, and proceeding westerly along the Rio del Mar census designated place line to 

shoreline, and proceeding northerly along shoreline to the Seacliff census designated place line, and 

proceeding westerly along the Seacliff census designated place line to shoreline, and proceeding 

westerly along shoreline to the Seacliff census designated place line, and proceeding westerly along the 

Seacliff census designated place line to the Capitola city line, and proceeding westerly along the 
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Capitola city line to shoreline, and proceeding westerly along shoreline to Stockton Ave, and 

proceeding westerly along Stockton Ave to shoreline, and proceeding southerly along shoreline to the 

Pleasure Point/Capitola census designated place/city line, and proceeding northerly along the Pleasure 

Point/Capitola census designated place/city line to Union Pacific RR, and proceeding westerly along 

Union Pacific RR to the point of beginning. 

[Ord. 5278 § 6, 2018; Ord. 5108 § 2, 2011]. 

2.04.040 Third Supervisorial District. 

The Third Supervisorial District includes all that portion of the County of Santa Cruz hereinafter 

described: 

Beginning at the point of intersection of the Santa Cruz county line and nonvisible boundary, and 

proceeding easterly along the Santa Cruz county line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly 

along nonvisible boundary to China Grade, and proceeding southerly along China Grade to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to China Grade, and proceeding 

southerly along China Grade to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding easterly along nonvisible 

boundary to Big Basin Hwy, and proceeding southerly along Big Basin Hwy to nonvisible boundary, 

and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to Empire Grade, and proceeding easterly along 

Empire Grade to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding easterly along nonvisible boundary to the 

Boulder Creek census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the Boulder Creek census 

designated place line to the Brookdale census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the 

Brookdale census designated place line to the Brookdale/Ben Lomond census designated place line, 

and proceeding southerly along the Brookdale/Ben Lomond census designated place line to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding westerly along nonvisible boundary to the Ben Lomond census designated 

place line, and proceeding southerly along the Ben Lomond census designated place line to unnamed 

Local road, and proceeding easterly along unnamed Local road to Old Alba Grade, and proceeding 

westerly along Old Alba Grade to the Ben Lomond census designated place line, and proceeding 

southerly along the Ben Lomond census designated place line to the Bonny Doon census designated 

place line, and proceeding southerly along the Bonny Doon census designated place line to unnamed 

Local road, and proceeding westerly along unnamed Local road to Pine Flat Rd, and proceeding 

easterly along Pine Flat Rd to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding easterly along nonvisible boundary 

to the Bonny Doon census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the Bonny Doon 

census designated place line to South Fall Crk, and proceeding westerly along South Fall Crk to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to unnamed Local road, and 

proceeding northerly along unnamed Local road to Feather Ln, and proceeding westerly along Feather 

Ln to unnamed Local road, and proceeding southerly along unnamed Local road to Empire Grade, and 
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proceeding southerly along Empire Grade to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding easterly along 

nonvisible boundary to Felton Empire Rd, and proceeding easterly along Felton Empire Rd to the 

Bonny Doon census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the Bonny Doon census 

designated place line to Furlong Dr, and proceeding southerly along Furlong Dr to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding easterly along nonvisible boundary to the Felton census designated place 

line, and proceeding easterly along the Felton census designated place line to Felton Empire Rd, and 

proceeding easterly along Felton Empire Rd to the Felton census designated place line, and proceeding 

easterly along the Felton census designated place line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly 

along nonvisible boundary to Shingle Mill Ln, and proceeding southerly along Shingle Mill Ln to 

Hillcrest Dr, and proceeding easterly along Hillcrest Dr to Pleasant Way, and proceeding westerly 

along Pleasant Way to unnamed Local road, and proceeding southerly along unnamed Local road to 

Redwood Dr, and proceeding westerly along Redwood Dr to Brookside Dr, and proceeding westerly 

along Brookside Dr to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly along nonvisible boundary to 

Shingle Mill Crk, and proceeding westerly along Shingle Mill Crk to nonvisible boundary, and 

proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to unnamed Local road, and proceeding westerly along 

unnamed Local road to San Lorenzo Ave, and proceeding southerly along San Lorenzo Ave to the 

Felton/Bonny Doon census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the Felton/Bonny 

Doon census designated place line to Sylvester Rd, and proceeding easterly along Sylvester Rd to 

unnamed Local road, and proceeding easterly along unnamed Local road to Altamont Dr, and 

proceeding easterly along Altamont Dr to unnamed Local road, and proceeding easterly along unnamed 

Local road to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to the Felton 

census designated place line, and proceeding easterly along the Felton census designated place line to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to the Santa Cruz city line, 

and proceeding southerly along the Santa Cruz city line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding 

southerly along nonvisible boundary to Glenn Coolidge Dr, and proceeding southerly along Glenn 

Coolidge Dr to High St, and proceeding easterly along High St to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding 

northerly along nonvisible boundary to Highland Ave, and proceeding easterly along Highland Ave to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to Storey St, and proceeding 

northerly along Storey St to High St, and proceeding easterly along High St to nonvisible boundary, 

and proceeding easterly along nonvisible boundary to Mission St, and proceeding southerly along 

Mission St to Water St, and proceeding easterly along Water St to Ocean St, and proceeding southerly 

along Ocean St to Branciforte Crk, and proceeding easterly along Branciforte Crk to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to May Ave, and proceeding southerly 

along May Ave to Soquel Ave, and proceeding northerly along Soquel Ave to N Branciforte Ave, and 

proceeding northerly along N Branciforte Ave to Chilverton St, and proceeding easterly along 

Chilverton St to Stanford Ave, and proceeding southerly along Stanford Ave to Keystone Ave, and 
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proceeding easterly along Keystone Ave to Poplar Ave, and proceeding northerly along Poplar Ave to 

Chilverton St, and proceeding easterly along Chilverton St to Morrissey Blvd, and proceeding northerly 

along Morrissey Blvd to State Hwy 1, and proceeding easterly along State Hwy 1 to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding easterly along nonvisible boundary to State Hwy 1, and proceeding easterly 

along State Hwy 1 to the Live Oak/Santa Cruz census designated place/city line, and proceeding 

southerly along the Live Oak/Santa Cruz census designated place/city line to Brommer St, and 

proceeding easterly along Brommer St to 7th Ave, and proceeding southerly along 7th Ave to E Cliff 

Dr, and proceeding southerly along E Cliff Dr to the Twin Lakes/Santa Cruz census designated 

place/city line, and proceeding southerly along the Twin Lakes/Santa Cruz census designated place/city 

line to shoreline, and proceeding westerly along shoreline to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding 

westerly along nonvisible boundary to shoreline, and proceeding southerly along shoreline to the Santa 

Cruz city line, and proceeding westerly along the Santa Cruz city line to shoreline, and proceeding 

westerly along shoreline to the Davenport census designated place line, and proceeding westerly along 

the Davenport census designated place line to shoreline, and proceeding northerly along shoreline to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to shoreline, and proceeding 

northerly along shoreline to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary 

to the point of beginning. 

[Ord. 5278 § 6, 2018; Ord. 5108 § 2, 2011]. 

2.04.050 Fourth Supervisorial District. 

The Fourth Supervisorial District includes all that portion of the County of Santa Cruz 

hereinafter described:  

1. Beginning at the point of intersection of Harkins Slough Rd and State Hwy 1, and proceeding 

easterly along Harkins Slough Rd to S Green Valley Rd, and proceeding northerly along S Green 

Valley Rd to Green Valley Rd, and proceeding northerly along Green Valley Rd to the 

Amesti/Watsonville census designated place/city line, and proceeding northerly along the 

Amesti/Watsonville census designated place/city line to the Amesti/Interlaken census designated place 

line, and proceeding northerly along the Amesti/Interlaken census designated place line to the 

Watsonville/Interlaken city/census designated place line, and proceeding northerly along the 

Watsonville/Interlaken city/census designated place line to the Amesti/Interlaken census designated 

place line, and proceeding northerly along the Amesti/Interlaken census designated place line to the 

Amesti/Corralitos census designated place line, and proceeding westerly along the Amesti/Corralitos 

census designated place line to Green Valley Rd, and proceeding northerly along Green Valley Rd to 

the Corralitos census designated place line, and proceeding northerly along the Corralitos census 

designated place line to Apple Valley Ln, and proceeding northerly along Apple Valley Ln to 
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nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to the Corralitos census 

designated place line, and proceeding easterly along the Corralitos census designated place line to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to Old Hazel Dell Rd, and 

proceeding easterly along Old Hazel Dell Rd to the Corralitos census designated place line, and 

proceeding southerly along the Corralitos census designated place line to Hazel Dell Rd, and 

proceeding southerly along Hazel Dell Rd to Mount Madonna Rd, and proceeding easterly along Mount 

Madonna Rd to the Santa Cruz county line, and proceeding southerly along the Santa Cruz county line 

to State Hwy 1, and proceeding northerly along State Hwy 1 to W Riverside Dr, and proceeding 

easterly along W Riverside Dr to State Hwy 1, and proceeding northerly along State Hwy 1 to the 

Watsonville city line, and proceeding westerly along the Watsonville city line to State Hwy 1, and 

proceeding northerly along State Hwy 1 to the Watsonville city line, and proceeding northerly along the 

Watsonville city line to State Hwy 1, and proceeding northerly along State Hwy 1 to the point of 

beginning. 

2. As well as beginning at the point of intersection of Mount Madonna Rd and the Santa Cruz county 

line, and proceeding northerly along Mount Madonna Rd to the Santa Cruz county line, and proceeding 

easterly along the Santa Cruz county line to the point of beginning. 

[Ord. 5278 § 6, 2018; Ord. 5108 § 2, 2011]. 

2.04.060 Fifth Supervisorial District. 

The Fifth Supervisorial District includes all that portion of the County of Santa Cruz hereinafter 

described: 

1. Beginning at the point of intersection of nonvisible boundary and Empire Grade, and proceeding 

northerly along nonvisible boundary to Big Basin Hwy, and proceeding northerly along Big Basin Hwy 

to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to China Grade, and 

proceeding northerly along China Grade to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along 

nonvisible boundary to China Grade, and proceeding northerly along China Grade to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to the Santa Cruz county line, and 

proceeding easterly along the Santa Cruz county line to Skyline Blvd, and proceeding southerly along 

Skyline Blvd to unnamed Local road, and proceeding southerly along unnamed Local road to the Santa 

Cruz county line, and proceeding easterly along the Santa Cruz county line to Skyline Blvd, and 

proceeding easterly along Skyline Blvd to the Santa Cruz county line, and proceeding southerly along 

the Santa Cruz county line to Summit Rd, and proceeding southerly along Summit Rd to the Santa Cruz 

county line, and proceeding southerly along the Santa Cruz county line to Santa Cruz Hwy, and 

proceeding southerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly along 
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nonvisible boundary to unnamed Local road, and proceeding easterly along unnamed Local road to 

Santa Cruz Hwy, and proceeding southerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to State Hwy 17, and proceeding 

southerly along State Hwy 17 to Santa Cruz Hwy, and proceeding southerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to 

the Scotts Valley city line, and proceeding westerly along the Scotts Valley city line to Santa Cruz 

Hwy, and proceeding southerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to State Hwy 17, and proceeding southerly 

along State Hwy 17 to Santa Cruz Hwy, and proceeding southerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to the 

Pasatiempo census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the Pasatiempo census 

designated place line to Santa Cruz Hwy, and proceeding southerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to the 

Pasatiempo census designated place line, and proceeding southerly along the Pasatiempo census 

designated place line to Santa Cruz Hwy, and proceeding southerly along Santa Cruz Hwy to State 

Hwy 1, and proceeding easterly along State Hwy 1 to Emeline Ave, and proceeding northerly along 

Emeline Ave to State Hwy 1, and proceeding easterly along State Hwy 1 to unnamed Ramp, and 

proceeding southerly along unnamed Ramp to Morrissey Blvd, and proceeding southerly along 

Morrissey Blvd to Chilverton St, and proceeding westerly along Chilverton St to Poplar Ave, and 

proceeding southerly along Poplar Ave to Keystone Ave, and proceeding westerly along Keystone Ave 

to Stanford Ave, and proceeding northerly along Stanford Ave to Chilverton St, and proceeding 

westerly along Chilverton St to N Branciforte Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Branciforte Ave 

to Soquel Ave, and proceeding westerly along Soquel Ave to May Ave, and proceeding northerly along 

May Ave to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to Branciforte 

Crk, and proceeding westerly along Branciforte Crk to Ocean St, and proceeding northerly along Ocean 

St to Water St, and proceeding westerly along Water St to Mission St, and proceeding westerly along 

Mission St to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly along nonvisible boundary to High St, and 

proceeding westerly along High St to Storey St, and proceeding southerly along Storey St to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding westerly along nonvisible boundary to Highland Ave, and proceeding 

westerly along Highland Ave to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible 

boundary to High St, and proceeding westerly along High St to Glenn Coolidge Dr, and proceeding 

northerly along Glenn Coolidge Dr to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible 

boundary to the Santa Cruz city line, and proceeding northerly along the Santa Cruz city line to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to the Felton census 

designated place line, and proceeding westerly along the Felton census designated place line to 

nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along nonvisible boundary to unnamed Local road, and 

proceeding westerly along unnamed Local road to Altamont Dr, and proceeding westerly along 

Altamont Dr to unnamed Local road, and proceeding westerly along unnamed Local road to Sylvester 

Rd, and proceeding westerly along Sylvester Rd to the Bonny Doon/Felton census designated place 

line, and proceeding northerly along the Bonny Doon/Felton census designated place line to San 

Lorenzo Ave, and proceeding northerly along San Lorenzo Ave to unnamed Local road, and 

10.i

Packet Pg. 189

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 O

rd
in

an
ce

 -
- 

S
C

C
C

 2
.0

4 
(s

tr
ik

e-
o

u
t 

u
n

d
er

lin
e)

  (
11

54
7 

: 
P

u
b

lic
 H

ea
ri

n
g

 o
n

 R
ed

is
tr

ic
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 A

d
o

p
ti

o
n

 o
f 

F
in

al
 M

ap
/P

la
n

)



 
 

Page 10 of 11 

   

proceeding easterly along unnamed Local road to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding northerly along 

nonvisible boundary to Shingle Mill Crk, and proceeding easterly along Shingle Mill Crk to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding easterly along nonvisible boundary to Brookside Dr, and proceeding easterly 

along Brookside Dr to Redwood Dr, and proceeding easterly along Redwood Dr to unnamed Local 

road, and proceeding northerly along unnamed Local road to Pleasant Way, and proceeding easterly 

along Pleasant Way to Hillcrest Dr, and proceeding northerly along Hillcrest Dr to Shingle Mill Ln, and 

proceeding westerly along Shingle Mill Ln to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly along 

nonvisible boundary to the Felton census designated place line, and proceeding westerly along the 

Felton census designated place line to Felton Empire Rd, and proceeding northerly along Felton Empire 

Rd to the Felton census designated place line, and proceeding easterly along the Felton census 

designated place line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly along nonvisible boundary to 

Furlong Dr, and proceeding easterly along Furlong Dr to the Bonny Doon census designated place line, 

and proceeding northerly along the Bonny Doon census designated place line to Felton Empire Rd, and 

proceeding westerly along Felton Empire Rd to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding westerly along 

nonvisible boundary to Empire Grade, and proceeding northerly along Empire Grade to unnamed Local 

road, and proceeding easterly along unnamed Local road to Feather Ln, and proceeding easterly along 

Feather Ln to unnamed Local road, and proceeding southerly along unnamed Local road to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding southerly along nonvisible boundary to South Fall Crk, and proceeding 

easterly along South Fall Crk to the Bonny Doon census designated place line, and proceeding 

northerly along the Bonny Doon census designated place line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding 

westerly along nonvisible boundary to Pine Flat Rd, and proceeding westerly along Pine Flat Rd to 

unnamed Local road, and proceeding easterly along unnamed Local road to the Bonny Doon census 

designated place line, and proceeding northerly along the Bonny Doon census designated place line to 

the Ben Lomond census designated place line, and proceeding northerly along the Ben Lomond census 

designated place line to Old Alba Grade, and proceeding easterly along Old Alba Grade to unnamed 

Local road, and proceeding northerly along unnamed Local road to the Ben Lomond census designated 

place line, and proceeding northerly along the Ben Lomond census designated place line to nonvisible 

boundary, and proceeding easterly along nonvisible boundary to the Ben Lomond/Brookdale census 

designated place line, and proceeding northerly along the Ben Lomond/Brookdale census designated 

place line to the Brookdale census designated place line, and proceeding westerly along the Brookdale 

census designated place line to the Boulder Creek census designated place line, and proceeding 

westerly along the Boulder Creek census designated place line to nonvisible boundary, and proceeding 

northerly along nonvisible boundary to Empire Grade, and proceeding westerly along Empire Grade to 

the point of beginning.  
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2. As well as beginning at the point of intersection of Pippin Way and Bellflower Way, and proceeding 

easterly along Pippin Way to the Scotts Valley city line, and proceeding southerly along the Scotts 

Valley city line to Bellflower Way, and proceeding northerly along Bellflower Way to the point of 

beginning. 

[Ord. 5278 § 6, 2018; Ord. 5108 § 2, 2011]. 
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From: Stephanie Cabrera
To: Elissa Benson; Rita Sanchez; Susan Pearlman; Ruby Marquez
Subject: FW: Inequitable Consideration of My Maps and Documents Submitted for November 9, 2021 Redistricting Public

Hearing Before Your Board
Date: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 1:45:46 PM

Please see email below.

From: Becky Steinbruner
Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 1:38 PM

Subject: Inequitable Consideration of My Maps and Documents Submitted for November 9, 2021 
Redistricting Public Hearing Before Your Board

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open
attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected email.****

Dear Board of Supervisors,
I want to protest the inequitable consideration your Board dealt my maps and documents yesterday that
were timely submitted for your public consideration regarding Item #11 Public Hearing for County
Redistricting. 

Your Board must give equal consideration to all maps and documents submitted to you for consideration
in the County Redistricting process, no matter what form they are submitted.  During yesterday's public
hearing in Item #11, your Board failed to discuss the merits of the maps I had submitted (Attachment 3A)
and provided no reasonable discussion of why you would not consider them.  Your Board also failed to
recognize or discuss  the reasons that I explained in my letter (included in Attachment 3A) why I had
submitted my proposed maps in paper copy, or the difficulty in printing a paper copy of the District maps
from the County's Redistricting website.

In essence, I feel that your Board completely ignored the material I submitted for consideration. 

While I am glad that your Board paid attention to the controversial issue of the existing lines that divide
the City of Scotts Valley, I feel that you gave inequitable attention and focus on the maps submitted by
the Mr. Derek Timm, the Mayor of Scotts Valley, and were willing to work diligently with County Counsel
to craft them into a form that would not require your Board scheduling an additional Public Hearing later
this month.

Also, in my public testimony during the Item #11 Public Hearing, I stated that I had submitted documents
in person at the conclusion of your October 26, 2021 Special Board Meeting regarding the County's
Redistricting process.  As I was leaving that meeting, I handed the paper copy of the Public Comment on
Communities of Interest to the Clerk of the Board, who assured me she would make sure you received it. 
However, that document was NOT in the November 9 Board agenda packet with other public comments
received after your October 26 hearing (Attachments 2 and 4) .

http://santacruzcountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?
Frame=&MeetingID=1884&MediaPosition=6178.991&ID=11546&CssClass=

I stated this in my testimony to you yesterday, in person, but none of you bothered to ask staff about my

mailto:Stephanie.Cabrera@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Elissa.Benson@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Rita.Sanchez@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Susan.Pearlman@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Ruby.Marquez@santacruzcounty.us
http://santacruzcountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=1884&MediaPosition=6178.991&ID=11546&CssClass=
http://santacruzcountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=1884&MediaPosition=6178.991&ID=11546&CssClass=


missing document. 

You also failed to address the other public comments and correspondence submitted to you that were
included in your Board packet in Attachments 2 and 4.

Your Board needs to lend equal consideration to all ideas, plans, maps and comments submitted to you
by all members of the public, in person, electronically, or in paper copy.  Otherwise, you are acting with
an abuse of discretion and are liable for legal actions from disenfranchised members of the public that
you choose to ignore.

Please respond.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Becky Steinbruner



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Gary Redenbacher
Fifth District
Derek Timm; Redistricting2021 Scotts Valley redistricting
Wednesday, November 10, 2021 12:03:38 PM
Redistricting Mysteries v.2.docx

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Mr. McPherson,

For many years, I was a legal columnist for the Press Banner.  Ten years ago I wrote an article on 
legal concerns with the redistricting of Scotts Valley.  When I noticed that Derek Timm had 
commented on the upcoming redistricting, I dug out my old article and sent it to him.  He suggested I 
share it with you.

For what it’s worth.

Gary Redenbacher

REDENBACHER & BROWN

Scotts Valley, CA  95067
www.Redenbacherlaw.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message may contain information that is attorney-client privileged, attorney work product or otherwise
confidential. If you are not an intended recipient, use and disclosure of this message are prohibited. If you received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments. 

To ensure compliance w/ requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication
(including any attachment) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the
Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 

mailto:gary@redbrownlaw.com
mailto:Fifth.District@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:dtimm@montalvohomes.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us

Redistricting Mysteries



	Surely all who read our weekly epistle have seen the articles about redistricting. The supervisors recently voted to adopt the plan that splits Scotts Valley along Highway 17 into two supervisorial districts. Those living east of Highway 17 within the city limits moved from the 5th supervisorial district to the 1st supervisorial district. There has been much speculation about why this plan was proposed. At present, the reasons remain shrouded in mystery. 

	The long arm of the law shoves its fingers into redistricting on several levels. First, the Elections Code requires that supervisorial districts be adjusted every ten years to assure approximately equal populations in each district. The courts say that it needn’t be exact and a case from Santa Clara County, which has five districts like Santa Cruz County, holds that as long as each district has between 17% and 23% of the population, the legal requirement of “equal population” is met. Federal Law also requires that districts be formed so that sufficiently large minority populations not be split.

	After equal population, state law imposes secondary considerations: (a) topography, (b) geography, (c) cohesiveness, contiguity, integrity, and compactness of territory, and (d) Community of Interests. Finally, our supervisors imposed the following requirements:

1. To the extent possible, the current district boundaries will be preserved. 

2. The public will have all the opportunities provided by law to participate in the redistricting process and provide input to the Board. 

3. Communities of Interest will be preserved to the extent possible. 

4. Each Supervisor will have the opportunity to suggest changes to his or her district’s

boundaries to the extent such changes are necessary before the public hearings to be held on the redistricting plan. 

	Although I live outside Scotts Valley city limits and don’t have a dog in this fight, the brouhaha intrigued me. With the legal guidelines in mind, I set out to find the reasoning for the split. Surely our stalwart leaders would adhere to the law. Was it based on population?  Perhaps, maintaining COI’s?  Topography? 

I first assumed the move was to accommodate the primary requisite of equal representation. But upon review, this does not withstand scrutiny. If the task force had left the city of Scotts Valley whole, 2,028 people living within Scotts Valley city limits on the east side of Highway 17 would have remained in District 5 and the resulting populations would have been close to identical: 51,116 for District 1, John Leopold’s district, and 51,258 for District 5, Mark Stone’s district. Although the adopted plan meets court mandated guidelines, it results in a greater population disparity than if Scotts Valley was left whole with 49,230 people in District 5 and 53,144 in District 1. So, apparently, equalizing population wasn’t the reason for splitting Scotts Valley. (The target population of each district is 52,476, so if Scotts Valley was left whole, District 1 would move a bit further from the target while District 5 would move significantly closer to the target.)

	I then searched for the next most logical possibility: maintaining COI’s. A COI is “a contiguous population which shares common social and economic interest that should be included within a single district for purposes of its effective and fair representation.” I could not, however, find in any of the staff reports any COI that the split sought to preserve. And unless one considers Highway 17 a part of geography, there was no mention of any of the other criteria. The reports merely state that county counsel believes that the “proposed boundaries respect the representation of communities of interest” with no basis cited to support this opinion.

Curiously, the only reason I could find in the staff reports for splitting Scotts Valley is the task force’s opinion that the city is better represented by two supervisors. Unfortunately, such reasoning is in direct conflict with the legal criterion that COI’s be represented in a single district wherever possible. 

People should have factual bases for their decisions, especially if those decisions go against the criteria mandated by law. Without any further explanation, it appears that the supervisors approved the Scotts Valley split in violation of at least two of the very criteria they adopted – preserving present boundaries and COI’s. 

As with most decisions, if a reason isn’t apparent, people become suspicious. It shouldn’t surprise our supervisors that rumors of a political decision have surfaced. Some time back I wrote about the Public Records Act. It is one of the tools we, the public, have to assure our elected officials act in our best interests. I am informed that a Public Records Request has been submitted for all information regarding the redistricting decision so we may yet discover the reason for this split. As of this date, the public reports to the supervisors reveal no substantive reason how the Scotts Valley split comports with the criteria established by law.
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Redistricting Mysteries 

Surely all who read our weekly epistle have seen the articles about redistricting. The 
supervisors recently voted to adopt the plan that splits Scotts Valley along Highway 17 into two 
supervisorial districts. Those living east of Highway 17 within the city limits moved from the 5th 
supervisorial district to the 1st supervisorial district. There has been much speculation about why 
this plan was proposed. At present, the reasons remain shrouded in mystery.  

The long arm of the law shoves its fingers into redistricting on several levels. First, the 
Elections Code requires that supervisorial districts be adjusted every ten years to assure 
approximately equal populations in each district. The courts say that it needn’t be exact and a 
case from Santa Clara County, which has five districts like Santa Cruz County, holds that as long 
as each district has between 17% and 23% of the population, the legal requirement of “equal 
population” is met. Federal Law also requires that districts be formed so that sufficiently large 
minority populations not be split. 

After equal population, state law imposes secondary considerations: (a) topography, (b) 
geography, (c) cohesiveness, contiguity, integrity, and compactness of territory, and (d) 
Community of Interests. Finally, our supervisors imposed the following requirements: 

1. To the extent possible, the current district boundaries will be preserved.
2. The public will have all the opportunities provided by law to participate in the

redistricting process and provide input to the Board. 
3. Communities of Interest will be preserved to the extent possible.
4. Each Supervisor will have the opportunity to suggest changes to his or her district’s

boundaries to the extent such changes are necessary before the public hearings to be held on the 
redistricting plan.  

Although I live outside Scotts Valley city limits and don’t have a dog in this fight, the 
brouhaha intrigued me. With the legal guidelines in mind, I set out to find the reasoning for the 
split. Surely our stalwart leaders would adhere to the law. Was it based on population?  Perhaps, 
maintaining COI’s?  Topography?  

I first assumed the move was to accommodate the primary requisite of equal 
representation. But upon review, this does not withstand scrutiny. If the task force had left the 
city of Scotts Valley whole, 2,028 people living within Scotts Valley city limits on the east side 
of Highway 17 would have remained in District 5 and the resulting populations would have been 
close to identical: 51,116 for District 1, John Leopold’s district, and 51,258 for District 5, Mark 
Stone’s district. Although the adopted plan meets court mandated guidelines, it results in a 
greater population disparity than if Scotts Valley was left whole with 49,230 people in District 5 
and 53,144 in District 1. So, apparently, equalizing population wasn’t the reason for splitting 
Scotts Valley. (The target population of each district is 52,476, so if Scotts Valley was left 
whole, District 1 would move a bit further from the target while District 5 would move 
significantly closer to the target.) 

I then searched for the next most logical possibility: maintaining COI’s. A COI is “a 
contiguous population which shares common social and economic interest that should be 
included within a single district for purposes of its effective and fair representation.” I could not, 
however, find in any of the staff reports any COI that the split sought to preserve. And unless one 
considers Highway 17 a part of geography, there was no mention of any of the other criteria. The 
reports merely state that county counsel believes that the “proposed boundaries respect the 
representation of communities of interest” with no basis cited to support this opinion. 



Curiously, the only reason I could find in the staff reports for splitting Scotts Valley is the 
task force’s opinion that the city is better represented by two supervisors. Unfortunately, such 
reasoning is in direct conflict with the legal criterion that COI’s be represented in a single district 
wherever possible.  

People should have factual bases for their decisions, especially if those decisions go 
against the criteria mandated by law. Without any further explanation, it appears that the 
supervisors approved the Scotts Valley split in violation of at least two of the very criteria they 
adopted – preserving present boundaries and COI’s.  

As with most decisions, if a reason isn’t apparent, people become suspicious. It shouldn’t 
surprise our supervisors that rumors of a political decision have surfaced. Some time back I 
wrote about the Public Records Act. It is one of the tools we, the public, have to assure our 
elected officials act in our best interests. I am informed that a Public Records Request has been 
submitted for all information regarding the redistricting decision so we may yet discover the 
reason for this split. As of this date, the public reports to the supervisors reveal no substantive 
reason how the Scotts Valley split comports with the criteria established by law. 



From: Jayme Ackemann
To: Redistricting2021; COB Staff; JM Brown; Bruce McPherson
Subject: Redistricting District 5 Impacts
Date: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 2:50:21 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

I am writing to oppose the plan set forth by Scotts Valley Mayor Timm to consolidate the city 
of Scotts Valley into District 5 for personal benefit. As a resident of the neighborhood he is 
asking be redistricted his proposal seeks not to benefit all of Scotts Valley- nor all of District 
Five- but to move his own community (and impact a number of others) solely for personal 
gain.

San Lorenzo Valley residents do not share a community of interest with these Scotts Valley 
residents. They are not struggling to recover from the impacts of the CZU fire and they do not 
have the same kinds of geographic challenges related to power outages, potential debris 
flows, and similar conditions for which our community must prepare.  If the boundaries are to 
be changed, SLV should be joined with our rural neighbors to the north and west.  

I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered these proposals and 
recommended no changes to District 5 due in part to the short timeline for residents to 
consider any revisions and the difficulties that would result for CZU fire victims.

I object to the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the very end of a lengthy 
process, ignoring its own Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and limiting the 
opportunity for public input.

All of the cities in Santa Cruz County are currently split between at least two supervisory 
districts (Santa Cruz City is split into three districts).  Why is the board considering 
consolidating Scotts Valley into a single district but not the other three cities?

The Board’s action suggests political insider dealing and a lack of transparency.  Mayor Timm 
and the Board should disclose that his proposal would move his residence to District 5, making 
him eligible to run for District 5 Supervisor.

Finally, in seeking to move this neighborhood, Supervisors Friend and Koenig repeatedly cite 
the 4 comments in favor of this move by Scotts Valley residents as the basis for this need but 
fail to consider the four comments by SLV residents opposing such a move. Are our concerns 
not weighted as heavily as those offered by Scotts Valley residents? It's clear Supervisors 
Friend and Koenig are willing to ignore everyone who doesn't agree with them - redistricting 
commissioners, residents, etc.

Sincerely,
Jayme Ackemann
San Lorenzo Valley Water District Director
Ben Lomond

mailto:jaymeackemann@gmail.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:COBStaff@santacruzcounty.us
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I am writing to oppose the plan set forth by Scotts Valley Mayor Timm to consolidate the city of 
Scotts Valley into District 5. 

San Lorenzo Valley residents do not share a community of interest with Scotts Valley residents.  
If the boundaries are to be changed, SLV should be joined with our rural neighbors to the north 
and west.  Just this year, there was an effort by SLV Water District Manager Rick Rogers to 
consider consolidation with Scotts Valley Water District, and the residents of both areas were 
strongly against this action. That’s because, even though we are only a few miles apart, we are 
dramatically different regions. There is no way that Scotts Valley residents would approve of 
combining their populace into our district, any more than we would welcome their imposition. 

I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered these proposals and 
recommended no changes to District 5 due in part to the short timeline for residents to 
consider any revisions and the difficulties that would result for CZU fire victims. 

I object to the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the very end of a lengthy 
process, ignoring its own Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and limiting the 
opportunity for public input. This was a back door move that will codify personal requests made 
according to political ambitions. 

All of the cities in Santa Cruz County are currently split between at least two supervisory 
districts (Santa Cruz City is split into three districts).  Why is the board considering consolidating 
Scotts Valley into a single district but not the other three cities? 

The Board’s action suggests political insider dealing and a lack of transparency.  Mayor Timm 
and the Board should disclose that his proposal would move his residence to District 5, making 
him eligible to run for District 5 Supervisor. 

~Christina Wise 
Felton resident 

Received at Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us on 11/10/21 
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From: Jason Hawes
To: Bruce McPherson
Cc: Redistricting2021
Subject: Unite Scotts Valley back into the 5th District
Date: Thursday, November 11, 2021 9:21:11 AM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Mr. McPherson,
As a resident, property owner and voter in Scotts Valley for twenty years now, I am requesting that
Scotts Valley is made whole by putting all of the city, including the section east of Highway 17, back

into the 5th supervisorial district. I do appreciate any assistance you can provide in this matter.
Sincerely,
Willaim Hawes

Scotts Valley, CA 95066

mailto:jhawes@i-on-design.com
mailto:Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us
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From: Terri Hawes
To: Bruce McPherson
Cc: Redistricting2021
Subject: Unite Scotts Valley back into the 5th District
Date: Thursday, November 11, 2021 9:36:00 AM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Mr. McPherson,
We live in the North East portion of Scotts Valley and endorse the redistricting effort to align all of
Scotts Valley into district 5.
 
Thank you for your service.
 
Terri Hawes

Scotts Valley, CA 95066

mailto:terri@i-on-design.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jsherman
Redistricting2021
Opposition to consolidation of Scotts Valley into District 5 
Thursday, November 11, 2021 10:08:18 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors,

I am writing in opposition to the plan proposed by Scotts Valley Mayor Timm to consolidate the city
of Scotts Valley into District 5. Scotts Valley residents and San Lorenzo Valley residents do not share
a community of interest, specifically because of the rural nature of the San Lorenzo Valley.

It is my understanding that the board appointed Redistricting Commission recommended no
changes to District 5 (and other districts in the county) mainly due to the impact on CZU fire victims
in the SLV. In addition, life styles and basic needs are vastly different in Scotts Valley and the SLV, as
well as attitudes towards growth and development. It makes no sense to make this change.

It seems that this proposal has come at the last minute in order to serve the needs of one individual,
Mayor Timm. There is little time for residents to provide input. Please reject this proposal to
consolidate Scotts Valley into District 5.
Thank you
Judi Sherman

Ben Lomond, CA 95005

mailto:jsherman@cruzio.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us


From: Alan Linzer
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: RE: Redistricting proposal
Date: Thursday, November 11, 2021 10:38:12 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

RE: Proposed change in District boundaries.

I oppose the plan set forth by Scotts Valley Mayor Timm to consolidate the city of Scotts
Valley into District 5. I don't think San Lorenzo Valley residents share a community of
interest with Scotts Valley residents. It is  my understanding that the Redistricting
Commission carefully considered these proposals and recommended no changes to District 5
for a number of reasons and I support their conclusion.

I object to the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the very end of a lengthy
process, ignoring its own Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and limiting the
opportunity for public input. All of the cities in Santa Cruz County are currently split between
at least two supervisory districts (Santa Cruz City is split into three districts).  It doesn't make
sense to consolidate Scotts Valley and not the other cities in the county.

Is it possible that Mayor Timm has an ulterior motive? Why did he submit his proposal on
Scotts Valley stationery, yet say this was a personal request? Why were Board members so
quick to act on his proposal? Too many questions raised, with not enough evidence that this
move is in the best interests of everyone in the community.

Please do not make any changes in District boundaries at this time.

Thank you,

Alan Linzer 
 

Boulder Cr A 95006

mailto:alz@karie.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

scbreeze
Bruce McPherson
Redistricting2021
In support of unifying Scotts Valley in the 5th District 
Friday, November 12, 2021 8:32:19 AM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Dear Supervisor McPherson,

I’m writing to voice my support for bringing Scotts Valley back together into the 5th Supervisorial
District of Santa Cruz County.
I was stunned when the city was split in two years ago, and am now hopeful that this wrong can now
be righted with the current redistricting effort.

The City of Scotts Valley is clearly a unified Community of Interest and needs to be represented as
such in one Supervisorial District. One side of highway 17 is served by the same fire, water, police,
and school district as the other.  Why on earth should they be in separate supervisorial districts? It
makes no sense.

Our voters deserve to have the right to have their needs and voting power recognized in one unified
community of interest, represented by one Supervisorial District.

Please work with your peers and the Redistricting Committee to bring Scotts Valley back together
under one Supervisorial District.

Thank You,
Roger Snyder
Board Trustee, Scotts Valley Unified School District

mailto:scbreeze@yahoo.com
mailto:Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us
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From: larry darnell
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: district 5 and scotts valley
Date: Friday, November 12, 2021 9:17:41 AM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

to whom it may concern,

I am writing to oppose the plan set forth by Scotts Valley Mayor Timm to consolidate the city
of Scotts Valley into District 5.

San Lorenzo Valley residents do not share a community of interest with Scotts Valley
residents.

I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered these proposals and
recommended no changes to District 5 due in part to the short timeline for residents to
consider any revisions and the difficulties that would result for CZU fire victims.

Since little has changed in terms of population, the Commission recommended to leave things
as they are, and as we all secretly know Scotts Valley and SLV are not kissin' cousins, this is a
great opportunity to leave things as they are for our benefit, but not the interest of Mr. Timm.

Cordially
Larry Darnell

Felton CA  

mailto:mr.ldarnell@gmail.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us


From: Barbara Sprenger
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: Redistricting: Objection to moving portion of Scotts Valley into District 5
Date: Friday, November 12, 2021 12:17:23 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Dear People:

The Redistricting Commission has spent months reviewing maps, taking testimony, meeting
and planning in order to deliver a thoughtful proposal to the County Board of Supervisors.
After all of this work, they recommended keeping the district boundaries as they are now.
Their reasons were clear and understandable — and correct — to the community as a whole:

The existing boundaries met the requirement that populations had not changed more
than 5%.
Because of the pandemic, there was not sufficient time (or reason) to change the
boundaries.
All of the cities in the county are represented by 2 supervisors, and there hasn’t been
sufficient discussion (or any good reason) to change this.

Now, after all this work has been completed, and at the last minute, there is a recommendation
out of the blue by the mayor of Scotts Valley to move the eastern portion of Scotts Valley into
District 5. This appears to be political insider dealing and is a very bad idea, in part for the
following reasons:

All of the other cities in the county are represented by two supervisors. What valid
reason is there to have one city — Scotts Valley — treated differently?
This proposal did not go through the vetting process of review by the Redistricting
Commission. It’s very bad policy to ignore the commission and its recommendations.
What possible reason is there for doing so?
This recommendation came from the mayor of Scotts Valley, and moves his residence
into District 5. This appears to be the only reason — and no reason has been stated —for
the change, a move that would allow him to run for supervisor in a district that he
currently is outside of.
District 5 consists primarily of the San Lorenzo Valley. This is a rural district with very
special interests and needs. Scotts Valley, as a city, does not fit in the definition of a
shared community of interest and is best represented according to current policy.

Please accept the recommendation of the Redistricting Commission and continue the good
governance policies of Santa Cruz County.

Sincerely,

Barbara Sprenger

mailto:sprenger@cruzio.com
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From: Jeanette Guire
To: Bruce McPherson; Ryan Coonerty; Greg Caput; Zach Friend; Manu Koenig; Redistricting2021; COB Staff
Subject: Re: Redistricting
Date: Friday, November 12, 2021 2:42:28 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Good afternoon.

Having a hard time with the logic that SLV and Bonny Doon are not similar and should be together in one
district.   Scotts Valley has no inkling of the situations that arise in SLV.   

I urge the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors to disregard the
obvious power grab by political aspirants in Scotts Valley and by
those who have little interest in the health and welfare of the San
Lorenzo Valley as we recover from the pandemic and the wildfires.
Our decidedly rural community, already reeling, would be further
damaged by the one-sided incursion proposed by the Scotts Valley
Mayor who has no connection to, or understanding of, the San
Lorenzo Valley.

His Board aspirations aside, it is just common sense to see the
bigger picture for the rest of the County.   Please do not vote this
redistricting in.   If your Redistrict Committee did not recommend the
change, why go over their heads.

Thank you,

Jeanette Guire

mailto:jguire@aol.com
mailto:Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us
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From: Robert Hull
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: Scotts valley
Date: Friday, November 12, 2021 4:27:26 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email.****

I support Derek Timm’s recommendation to unify Scotts Valley during redistricting.

Robert Hull
Scotts Valley

mailto:rhull@rhull.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us


From: Nancy Gerdt
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: Letter regarding change request by SV
Date: Friday, November 12, 2021 6:41:07 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

November 12, 2021
 
To Whom it May Concern:
 
Like many county residents, I have been aware of the redistricting process happening these
last several months and have read articles and summaries. I was pleased to see that the 5th

district where I live, was proposed by commissioners to remain relatively unchanged. This
seemed like a prudent recommendation given the upheavals of the past two years. I was
shocked to read in the Sentinel that a last-minute change was being proposed by SV Mayor
Timm. I oppose the plan for several reasons.
 

1.      San Lorenzo Valley residents do not share a community of interest with Scotts
Valley residents. When I served for 8 years on the Library Joint Powers Board (cities
and unincorporated members), I witnessed the overreaching power of cities. We live in
a unique county that boasts an unincorporated population (142K) that is greater than all
4 cities combined (134). While SLV residents were working to bring a modern library
to Felton, I often found SC city and SV opposing the idea. Cities have a separate
governing body and often separate goals than the County. Not surprisingly, the goals
of cities and the unincorporated areas are sometimes at odds. Therefore, I feel that no
city government should be exclusively in one supervisor’s district. If anything, SLV
should take on more population to the west including Bonny Doon and Davenport.
2.      San Lorenzo Valley residents share a community of interest with the rest of the
rural region of north county that includes Bonny Doon and the north coast, not with
Scotts Valley. I’ve been grateful to the citizens who stepped up to sift through the large
number of reports and data. This took months and was open to the public. After many
meetings, recommendations were made and seemingly accepted at the first of three
BOS meetings. The Sentinel article reporting on the last-minute proposal by SV was
inappropriately timed and had a whiff of backroom dealing between supervisors. The
time to speak out was months ago.
3.      Recovery for the CZU fire areas will take years and laser focus by the 5th District
Supervisor. Changing the district now to include the full power of an incorporated city
with its own separate set of ambitions and goals will not be advantageous to recovery
and could serve to dilute the recovery of the unincorporated areas of the 5th District.

 
 
Sincerely,
Nancy Gerdt
Felton resident

mailto:ngerdt45@gmail.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us


From: Robert Alarcon
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: Objection to the Consolidation of Scotts Valley into District 5
Date: Friday, November 12, 2021 9:17:31 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

I am writing to you as many of my neighbors are to communicate my
opposition to the plan proposed by the current Scotts Valley Mayor
Timm to consolidate the city of Scotts Valley into District 5.
 
As a 35+ year resident of the San Lorenzo Valley I know for a fact that
SLV does not share a community of interest with Scotts Valley
residents.  The areas are as different as night and day. If the boundaries
are to be changed, then SLV should be joined in a natural fit with our
rural neighbors to the north and west.  These too are rural communities.
I offer as clear evidence that SV & SLV are not a community of shared
interests, that when SV had the chance to create one big high school
with the residents of the San Lorenzo Valley the residents of SV voted
to create their own High School instead.  Also of note is the refusal of
SV to accept a Landfill site, where does SV think their garbage should
go, to the SLV forever???
 
I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered
these proposals and their recommendation is that no changes every
made to District 5. Based partially on the limited time available for
residents to consider any revisions.
 
I object to the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the
very end of a lengthy process. I object to the BoS ignoring its own
Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and I object to limiting the
opportunity for public input. This is outrageous.
 
All of the cities in Santa Cruz County are currently split between at
least two supervisory districts (Santa Cruz City is split into three

mailto:bobalarcon@icloud.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us


districts).  So that leads to the questions of What is the driver for this?
Does SV’s wants/needs carry more weight than SLV’s?  And, if it’s so
important for a “city” to be all in one district then one has to ask, Why
is the Board considering consolidating Scotts Valley into a single
district but not any of the other cities? 
 
The Board’s action on this matter strongly suggests political insider
dealing and demonstrates a lack of effort to create transparency.  Mayor
Timm and the Board should immediately disclose that Mayor Timm’s
proposal would personally benefit him as it would move his residence
into District 5, making him eligible to run for District 5 Supervisor.
Which one could imagine would set him up to run for Supervisor
whenever Supervisor Mcpherson decides to step down, suspicious
people might assume that time to be eminent or at the least in the
works. 

Make no changes to District 5, unless it is to add other rural
communities to the West and North of SLV. 
 
Concerned resident, voter, citizen of the San Lorenzo Valley,
Bob Alarcon



From: Glenn Glazer
To: Susan Pearlman
Cc: Rita Sanchez; Ruby Marquez; Elissa Benson; Matt Price; Jennifer Gomez
Subject: Re: Can"t Submit
Date: Saturday, November 13, 2021 10:37:45 AM
Attachments: Glenn Glazer Santa Cruz Redistricting 2021.png

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
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email.****

Greetings, Ms. Pearlman and thanks for getting back to me.

Please find a screenshot of my map attached.

My commentary is this:

"One of the primary reasons for redistricting is to keep communities of interest from being 
gerrymandered into multiple districts, thus diluting their vote. Currently, the northern rural areas of 
the county are gerrymandered into three separate districts. This brings them back together again in a 
single, rural District 5. In order to balance the incoming population, urban areas of what is currently 
District 5 were given back to more urban districts, primarily the areas east and west of River in the 
current District 5 were given to District 1. The population and geography of District 1 areas are 
already urban and thus the River adjacent areas are much more like Highway 1 adjacent 
neighborhoods, than say Bonny Doon, SLV or Castle Rock.

In this proposal District 4 remains unchanged and the balancing work shows that Districts 2 and 3 
have exactly equal population, just five people less than District 5, six more than District 1 and a 
scant 113 people less than District 4. The numbers are effectively equal and that is another goal of 
redistricting to ensure fair representation."

Best,

Glenn
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Unassigned 2 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

District 1 54,246 -24 -0.04 13,024 34,732 551 160 2,206 91 346 3,136
District 2 54,252 -18 -0.03 18,665 30,726 349 163 1,690 50 282 2,327

District 3 . 54,252 -18 -0.03 13,214 30,876 1,434 226 4,706 55 384 3,357

District 4 54,345 75 0.14 43,546 7,750 255 143 1,482 23 200 946

District 5 54,257 -13 -0.02 6,127 41,637 287 169 1,990 59 446 3,542







From: Peter Gelblum
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: Objection to late proposal to ioncorporate more of Scotts Valley into District 5
Date: Saturday, November 13, 2021 11:08:07 AM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Dear Supervisors:

I am writing to oppose the last-minute redistricting plan proposed by Scotts Valley Mayor 
Timm and Supervisor Friend to consolidate the city of Scotts Valley into the Fifth District.

I understand that the Redistricting Commission recommended no changes to District 5 partly 
because of the extraordinarily short time (one month instead of the normal eight to ten 
months) they and the public had to consider changes in the district lines.  Why is the BOS 
considering this change at the last minute, against the recommendations of the Advisory 
Commission, with extremely limited opportunity for public input?  Are you aware that this 
proposal would move Mr. Timm’s home into the Fifth District?

I live in Boulder Creek.  Although I travel to Scotts Valley for some entertainment, eating, and 
shopping, I don’t feel that San Lorenzo Valley residents share “a community of interest” with 
Scotts Valley residents.  Scotts Valley feels like a very different place than SLV, filled with 
shopping malls. parking lots, manufactured home communities, wide boulevards, and a lot of 
traffic - very little of which exists in SLV.  Most of it is and feels suburban, whie SLV is and 
feels much more rural. Scotts Valley was untouched by the CZU Fire, but SLV was 
devastated. For that and many other reasons, SLV has a lot more in common with our 
neighbors in Bonny Doon and the North Coast. 

Thank you for your consideration,
Peter Gelblum
13525 \W Park Ave.
Boulder Creek 95006
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

mailto:pbgelblum@gmail.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us


From: Mary Hagler
To: Bruce McPherson; Ryan Coonerty; Greg Caput; Zach Friend; Manu Koenig; Redistricting2021; COB Staff
Subject: Re districting
Date: Saturday, November 13, 2021 12:08:43 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

The recommendation from the study evaluating redistricting was to
leave it alone. So?

“We urge the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors to disregard
the obvious power grab by political aspirants in Scotts Valley and by
those who have little interest in the health and welfare of the San
Lorenzo Valley as we recover from the pandemic and the wildfires.
Our decidedly rural community, already reeling, would be further
damaged by the one-sided incursion proposed by the Scotts Valley
Mayor who has no connection to, or understanding of, the San
Lorenzo Valley.”

I am a homeowner in Felton/Lompico since 1995 and I vote.

Dr. Mary Hagler

 to the Board of Supervisors at:

bruce.mcpherson@santacruzcounty.us
ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us
greg.caput@santacruzcounty.us
zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us
manu.koenig@santacruzcounty.us
Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
COBStaff@santacruzcounty.us

mailto:mavenrt@icloud.com
mailto:Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Ryan.Coonerty@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Greg.Caput@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Manu.Koenig@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:COBStaff@santacruzcounty.us


From: Becky Steinbruner
To: Redistricting2021
Cc: Rob Bonta; Becky Steinbruner
Subject: Public Comment Excluded From Board of Supervisor Public Hearing on Redistricting
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 12:49:49 AM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Dear Santa Cruz County Redistricting Staff,
After the November 9, 2021 Redistricting Public Hearing before the Board of Supervisors, I sent the e-
mail copied below to the Board to express my frustration with their disregard of public input.  My letter has
not been included in public correspondence for the November 16 Board Public Hearing agenda materials.

I am sending it now to your Commission, and hope that it will be added to the Item #10 agenda packet for
what could be the final action the Board may take on drawing the Supervisorial District boundary lines. 
The Board has ignored public input and should be held accountable.

Thank you in advance for your response.

Sincerely,
Becky Steinbruner
******************* 

Dear Board of Supervisors,
I want to protest the inequitable consideration your Board dealt my maps and
documents yesterday that were timely submitted for your public
consideration regarding Item #11 Public Hearing for County Redistricting. 

Your Board must give equal consideration to all maps and documents
submitted to you for consideration in the County Redistricting process, no
matter what form they are submitted.  During yesterday's public hearing in
Item #11, your Board failed to discuss the merits of the maps I had submitted
(Attachment 3A) and provided no reasonable discussion of why you would
not consider them.  Your Board also failed to recognize or discuss  the
reasons that I explained in my letter (included in Attachment 3A) why I had
submitted my proposed maps in paper copy, or the difficulty in printing a
paper copy of the District maps from the County's Redistricting website.

In essence, I feel that your Board completely ignored the material I submitted
for consideration. 

While I am glad that your Board paid attention to the controversial issue of
the existing lines that divide the City of Scotts Valley, I feel that you gave
inequitable attention and focus on the maps submitted by the Mr. Derek
Timm, the Mayor of Scotts Valley, and were willing to work diligently with
County Counsel to craft them into a form that would not require your Board
scheduling an additional Public Hearing later this month.

Also, in my public testimony during the Item #11 Public Hearing, I stated that
I had submitted documents in person at the conclusion of your October 26,
2021 Special Board Meeting regarding the County's Redistricting process. 
As I was leaving that meeting, I handed the paper copy of the Public
Comment on Communities of Interest to the Clerk of the Board, who assured

mailto:ki6tkb@yahoo.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:rob.bonta@doj.ca.gov
mailto:ki6tkb@yahoo.com


me she would make sure you received it.  However, that document was NOT
in the November 9 Board agenda packet with other public comments
received after your October 26 hearing (Attachments 2 and 4) .

http://santacruzcountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?
Frame=&MeetingID=1884&MediaPosition=6178.991&ID=11546&CssClass=

I stated this in my testimony to you yesterday, in person, but none of you
bothered to ask staff about my missing document. 

You also failed to address the other public comments and correspondence
submitted to you that were included in your Board packet in Attachments 2
and 4.

Your Board needs to lend equal consideration to all ideas, plans, maps and
comments submitted to you by all members of the public, in person,
electronically, or in paper copy.  Otherwise, you are acting with an abuse of
discretion and are liable for legal actions from disenfranchised members of
the public that you choose to ignore.

Please respond.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Becky Steinbruner

http://santacruzcountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=1884&MediaPosition=6178.991&ID=11546&CssClass=
http://santacruzcountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=1884&MediaPosition=6178.991&ID=11546&CssClass=


From: Monica Martinez
To: Board Of Supervisors
Cc: Redistricting2021
Subject: Please listen to SLV residents
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 9:54:52 AM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors,

I am writing to oppose the plan set forth by Scotts Valley Mayor Timm to consolidate the city 
of Scotts Valley into District 5. I am deeply concerned about the timing and lack of 
transparency of this proposal, as well as the substantive impact it will have on the residents of 
the San Lorenzo Valley.

As a resident of Felton, I have been an invested participant in the public redistricting process 
for several months. I attended the September 29, 2021, Redistricting Public Input Session at 
the Felton Library, where I spoke publicly about the importance of preserving the San Lorenzo 
Valley and neighboring rural communities as a “community of interest.” During that meeting, 
several other San Lorenzo Valley residents made similar statements regarding our unique rural 
community, and no participant stated an interest in consolidating the City of Scotts Valley. In 
October 2021, I submitted a Community of Interest form on behalf of the San Lorenzo Valley 
on the Redistricting 2021 website. I took these actions as a part of the transparent and 
publically available process for citizen engagement in the redistricting process. Following 
widespread opportunities for public participation, the Advisory Redistricting Commission was 
entrusted to review public input and make an informed recommendation. I am dismayed to see 
that a last minute, backdoor proposal may be used to override the public process and the 
Commission’s recommendation.

The San Lorenzo Valley is a mountain community that has unique features and challenges 
more similar to other rural regions of North County, such as Bonny Doon and Davenport. 
These communities share many challenges, such as transportation, power outages, and the
health impacts of social isolation. As a resident of the 5th District, I would rather see our 
district expand to include more of these rural neighbors, as opposed to more residents of an 
incorporated city. It is my understanding that the Redistricting Commission weighed this 
option, and due to the critically important recovery efforts of CZU, decided to keep the 5th 
District boundaries the same. I thank the Commission for their consideration and I support 
their decision.

I ask that the Board reject Mayor Timm’s last minute proposal, which did not follow the 
appropriate process and does not reflect the voices or needs of the San Lorenzo Valley 
residents. Please follow through with the good work of the Redistricting Advisory
Commission and support their recommendation to make no changes to the 5th District 
boundaries. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Monica Martinez
Felton Resident
CC: Advisory Redistricting Commission

mailto:monicamartinezsc@gmail.com
mailto:BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us


From: Betty
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: Opposition to SV/SLV Redistricting
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 9:56:36 AM
Attachments: Letter-Board of Supervisors.pdf

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Dear  Board of Supervisors,
 
Please find attached my letter opposing Mayor Timm's proposal to consolidate the City of Scotts
Valley into District 5.
 
Sincerely,
 
Betty Salois
 
Salois & Associates

San Jose, CA  95113

 
Confidentiality Notice:  The information contained in the email is confidential information intended 
for the use of the entity named above.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or
agent responsible to deliver it to the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution, copying or unauthorized use of this communication is  strictly prohibited. 
If you have received this communication in error, ple

 

mailto:basalois@salois-associates.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us









From: James Mosher
To: Redistricting2021
Subject: Letter to BOS
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 12:01:18 PM
Attachments: Redistricting letter to BOS.pdf

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Please see attached.

Best regards,

James F. Mosher, JD

mailto:jfmosher48@gmail.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us



 
November 15, 2021 


 


To: Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors 


From:  James F. Mosher, JD, Member, Santa Cruz County Advisory Redistricting Commission 


Re: Scotts Valley Mayor Timm’s Proposal re Redistricting 


 


Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 


 


I am the 5th District representative on the Advisory Redistricting Commission (“ARC”) and am 


writing to provide my perspective on Mayor Timm’s proposal and how it relates to the work of 


the ARC.  I want to emphasize that I am speaking as an individual who is also a member of the 


ARC and not purporting to represent the ARC or any of its other members. 


 


The ARC considered a possible Scotts Valley consolidation into District 5 along with dozens of 


other proposals for redistricting changes.   It did not receive or consider the additional proposed 


revisions that Mayor Timm put forward regarding the boundaries in Santa Cruz City.   


 


The Commission received comments from a small number of Scotts Valley residents advocating 


for consolidation of Scotts Valley.  We received a larger number of comments from residents in 


the San Lorenzo Valley and other areas of north county advocating for consolidation of rural 


areas of Districts 3 and 5 and either keeping Scotts Valley split or moving it to District 1.  These 


residents emphasized that their community of interest encompassed the rural areas of north 


county and that it was currently split into two districts. This is not a case of one community 


interest requesting a split of another community of interest.  Rather, it involves 


conflicting requests to respect a community of interest and a city’s boundaries. 


 


I personally investigated the feasibility and advisability of these two conflicting proposals, 


including drafting maps, and the ARC also received maps from the public. After deliberation, the 


two proposals were tabled and no concrete proposal was introduced as a possible 


recommendation to your Board. 


 


Speaking only for myself, I decided not to pursue either proposal for the following reasons:  


 


Potential Disruption of the CZU fire recovery process.  I received numerous comments that 


shifting rural residents from District 3 to District 5 could be disruptive to CZU fire victims, 


requiring them to switch Supervisory officers midstream in the process. 


Limited public input.  The ARC and County staff made herculean efforts to encourage public 


input over a period of four months, yet very few people participated.  The Commission did not 


receive any input from Mayor Timm or the Scotts Valley city council.  I interpreted this lack of 


participation as a sign that most of our citizens were either neutral about or supported the current 


redistricting lines. 


Short timeline.  I was concerned that there would be limited opportunity for public review and 


comment, creating risks of backlash and unintended consequences.  I therefore urged the 


Commission to exercise caution, supported proposals that evidenced supported by those who 


would be affected, and advocated for consensus among Commissioners.  I believed this was in 







accord with the direction the ARC received from your Board – that the ARC exercise caution in 


making revisions to boundaries. 


All cities in the county are split.  The ARC considered and rejected a proposal to consolidate 


Watsonville, Capitola, and Scotts Valley into one district and reduce Santa Cruz’s districts from 


three to two.  Watsonville, Capitola and Scotts Valley could all have been consolidated.1 I did 


not see basis for consolidating just one of the three cities. 


The legal standard for review provides flexibility in addressing community of interest and city 


boundaries.   The County Counsel advised the ARC that it was not required to consolidate any of 


the cities or particular communities of interest.  Rather, it needed to establish a record that it had 


reviewed the proposals and provided reasons for not recommending them that meet the relevant 


legal standard.  California Elections Code section 21500(c)(2)(3) 2  provides that city 


consolidation should be respected “to the extent practicable,” a standard that demonstrates the 


state legislature’s determination that the redistricting process should have flexibility.   


 


I am personally disappointed that your Board would consider Mayor Timm’s proposal without at 


least seeking a briefing from the ARC regarding its deliberations on the matter.  The ARC was 


already concerned about the short timeline, as noted above.  Nevertheless, Mayor Timm and 


other Scotts Valley leaders had nearly four months to bring his proposal to the ARC so that it 


could be considered and researched.  Our first public workshop was September 1.  He instead 


brought his proposals to your Board at your third redistricting public hearing and within one 


week of a scheduled final vote, the last possible moment for the proposal to be considered.  In 


my opinion, this last-minute maneuver undermines the credibility of the ARC and integrity of the 


redistricting process.    


 


 
1 The population figures for the four cities are as follows: 


Santa Cruz city: 64,522 


Watsonville: 53,800 


Scotts Valley: 11,637 


Capitola: 10,125 


The target population for each district for the purposes of redistricting is within 5 percent of 54,270. 


2 “(c) The board shall adopt supervisorial district boundaries using the following criteria as set forth in the following 


order of priority: … 


(2) To the extent practicable, the geographic integrity of any local neighborhood or local community of interest shall 


be respected in a manner that minimizes its division. A “community of interest” is a population that shares common 


social or economic interests that should be included within a single supervisorial district for purposes of its effective 


and fair representation. Communities of interest do not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or 


political candidates. 


(3) To the extent practicable, the geographic integrity of a city or census designated place shall be respected in a 


manner that minimizes its division.” 


Supervisor Koenig has cited this statute but omitted the key “to the extent practicable” language. He has written that 


the ARC and the Board are therefore “required to keep cities and communities together if they can be” and that the 


Scotts Valley consolidation is required by law. This is incorrect.  If adopted, then both Watsonville and Capitola 


would also be required to be consolidated. 


 







 
November 15, 2021 

 

To: Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors 

From:  James F. Mosher, JD, Member, Santa Cruz County Advisory Redistricting Commission 

Re: Scotts Valley Mayor Timm’s Proposal re Redistricting 

 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

 

I am the 5th District representative on the Advisory Redistricting Commission (“ARC”) and am 

writing to provide my perspective on Mayor Timm’s proposal and how it relates to the work of 

the ARC.  I want to emphasize that I am speaking as an individual who is also a member of the 

ARC and not purporting to represent the ARC or any of its other members. 

 

The ARC considered a possible Scotts Valley consolidation into District 5 along with dozens of 

other proposals for redistricting changes.   It did not receive or consider the additional proposed 

revisions that Mayor Timm put forward regarding the boundaries in Santa Cruz City.   

 

The Commission received comments from a small number of Scotts Valley residents advocating 

for consolidation of Scotts Valley.  We received a larger number of comments from residents in 

the San Lorenzo Valley and other areas of north county advocating for consolidation of rural 

areas of Districts 3 and 5 and either keeping Scotts Valley split or moving it to District 1.  These 

residents emphasized that their community of interest encompassed the rural areas of north 

county and that it was currently split into two districts. This is not a case of one community 

interest requesting a split of another community of interest.  Rather, it involves 

conflicting requests to respect a community of interest and a city’s boundaries. 

 

I personally investigated the feasibility and advisability of these two conflicting proposals, 

including drafting maps, and the ARC also received maps from the public. After deliberation, the 

two proposals were tabled and no concrete proposal was introduced as a possible 

recommendation to your Board. 

 

Speaking only for myself, I decided not to pursue either proposal for the following reasons:  

 

Potential Disruption of the CZU fire recovery process.  I received numerous comments that 

shifting rural residents from District 3 to District 5 could be disruptive to CZU fire victims, 

requiring them to switch Supervisory officers midstream in the process. 

Limited public input.  The ARC and County staff made herculean efforts to encourage public 

input over a period of four months, yet very few people participated.  The Commission did not 

receive any input from Mayor Timm or the Scotts Valley city council.  I interpreted this lack of 

participation as a sign that most of our citizens were either neutral about or supported the current 

redistricting lines. 

Short timeline.  I was concerned that there would be limited opportunity for public review and 

comment, creating risks of backlash and unintended consequences.  I therefore urged the 

Commission to exercise caution, supported proposals that evidenced supported by those who 

would be affected, and advocated for consensus among Commissioners.  I believed this was in 



accord with the direction the ARC received from your Board – that the ARC exercise caution in 

making revisions to boundaries. 

All cities in the county are split.  The ARC considered and rejected a proposal to consolidate 

Watsonville, Capitola, and Scotts Valley into one district and reduce Santa Cruz’s districts from 

three to two.  Watsonville, Capitola and Scotts Valley could all have been consolidated.1 I did 

not see basis for consolidating just one of the three cities. 

The legal standard for review provides flexibility in addressing community of interest and city 

boundaries.   The County Counsel advised the ARC that it was not required to consolidate any of 

the cities or particular communities of interest.  Rather, it needed to establish a record that it had 

reviewed the proposals and provided reasons for not recommending them that meet the relevant 

legal standard.  California Elections Code section 21500(c)(2)(3) 2  provides that city 

consolidation should be respected “to the extent practicable,” a standard that demonstrates the 

state legislature’s determination that the redistricting process should have flexibility.   

 

I am personally disappointed that your Board would consider Mayor Timm’s proposal without at 

least seeking a briefing from the ARC regarding its deliberations on the matter.  The ARC was 

already concerned about the short timeline, as noted above.  Nevertheless, Mayor Timm and 

other Scotts Valley leaders had nearly four months to bring his proposal to the ARC so that it 

could be considered and researched.  Our first public workshop was September 1.  He instead 

brought his proposals to your Board at your third redistricting public hearing and within one 

week of a scheduled final vote, the last possible moment for the proposal to be considered.  In 

my opinion, this last-minute maneuver undermines the credibility of the ARC and integrity of the 

redistricting process.    

 

 
1 The population figures for the four cities are as follows: 

Santa Cruz city: 64,522 

Watsonville: 53,800 

Scotts Valley: 11,637 

Capitola: 10,125 

The target population for each district for the purposes of redistricting is within 5 percent of 54,270. 

2 “(c) The board shall adopt supervisorial district boundaries using the following criteria as set forth in the following 

order of priority: … 

(2) To the extent practicable, the geographic integrity of any local neighborhood or local community of interest shall 

be respected in a manner that minimizes its division. A “community of interest” is a population that shares common 

social or economic interests that should be included within a single supervisorial district for purposes of its effective 

and fair representation. Communities of interest do not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or 

political candidates. 

(3) To the extent practicable, the geographic integrity of a city or census designated place shall be respected in a 

manner that minimizes its division.” 

Supervisor Koenig has cited this statute but omitted the key “to the extent practicable” language. He has written that 

the ARC and the Board are therefore “required to keep cities and communities together if they can be” and that the 

Scotts Valley consolidation is required by law. This is incorrect.  If adopted, then both Watsonville and Capitola 

would also be required to be consolidated. 

 



From: Rachel Bickert
To: Redistricting2021; Manu Koenig; Zach Friend; Ryan Coonerty; greg.caput@santacruzconty.us; Bruce McPherson
Subject: Redistricting comment letter
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 1:16:49 PM
Attachments: BOS redistricting letter.docx

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Attached.

-Rachel Bickert
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Dear Board of Supervisors:



I am writing to oppose the plan set forth by Scotts Valley Mayor Timm to consolidate the city of Scotts Valley into District 5.



If the boundaries are to be changed, SLV should be joined with our rural neighbors to the north and west. I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered these proposals and recommended no changes to District 5 due in part to the short timeline for residents to consider any revisions and the difficulties that would result for CZU fire victims.



I object to the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the very end of a lengthy process, ignoring its own Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and limiting the opportunity for public input.



All of the cities in Santa Cruz County are currently split between at least two supervisory districts (Santa Cruz City is split into three districts).  Why is the board considering consolidating Scotts Valley into a single district but not the other three cities?



The Board’s action suggests a lack of transparency.  Mayor Timm and the Board should also disclose that his proposal would move his residence to District 5.



SLV residents expressed opposition to this change on the basis that SLV does not share a community of interest with Scotts Valley.  Several residents expressed support for reconfiguring District 5 to create a “rural” district that would incorporate the north coast and other mountain communities (e.g., Bonny Doon) and consolidating Scotts Valley into District 1.  SLV has shared interests and concerns with these other rural communities in contrast to Scotts Valley, an incorporated city with a city council. The one map submitted to the Commission by the public proposed exactly this change. 



The Commission decided that this alternative proposal creating a rural district was not practical at this time because it would be disruptive to the CZU fire recovery effort and would move a large number of residents to new districts with little notice or opportunity to review.  It instead decided that the prudent course of action was to keep the current boundaries in District 5.



All four cities in Santa Cruz County are split into at least two supervisory districts (Santa Cruz City has three).  Staff informed the Commission that this had been intentional by previous redistricting commissions because it benefitted cities to have more than one supervisor representing their interests.  The Commission decided it was impractical to redraw the boundaries so that each city had a single supervisor and that the status quo should be maintained for all four cities. It therefore accepted the decision made by previous commissions. The BOS and Mayor Timm provide no rationale for why only Scotts Valley should be consolidated and not Watsonville, Capitola and Santa Cruz City. The BOS decision to consider Scotts Valley consolidation at this late date, ignoring its own process for obtaining and considering public input, provides at least the appearance of political insider dealing for a process that should be transparent.



I encourage the Board to listen to the Redistricting Commission’s comments and either keep the District 5 lines as they are, or to move Bonny Doon into the district, rather than the rest of Scotts Valley.



Thank you,



Rachel Bickert

500 El Solyo Heights Drive

Felton, CA 95018

831.566.9981











Dear Board of Supervisors: 
 
I am writing to oppose the plan set forth by Scotts Valley Mayor Timm to consolidate the city of 
Scotts Valley into District 5. 
 
If the boundaries are to be changed, SLV should be joined with our rural neighbors to the north 
and west. I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered these proposals 
and recommended no changes to District 5 due in part to the short timeline for residents to 
consider any revisions and the difficulties that would result for CZU fire victims. 
 
I object to the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the very end of a lengthy 
process, ignoring its own Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and limiting the 
opportunity for public input. 
 
All of the cities in Santa Cruz County are currently split between at least two supervisory 
districts (Santa Cruz City is split into three districts).  Why is the board considering consolidating 
Scotts Valley into a single district but not the other three cities? 
 
The Board’s action suggests a lack of transparency.  Mayor Timm and the Board should also 
disclose that his proposal would move his residence to District 5. 
 
SLV residents expressed opposition to this change on the basis that SLV does not share a 
community of interest with Scotts Valley.  Several residents expressed support for reconfiguring 
District 5 to create a “rural” district that would incorporate the north coast and other mountain 
communities (e.g., Bonny Doon) and consolidating Scotts Valley into District 1.  SLV has shared 
interests and concerns with these other rural communities in contrast to Scotts Valley, an 
incorporated city with a city council. The one map submitted to the Commission by the public 
proposed exactly this change.  
 
The Commission decided that this alternative proposal creating a rural district was not practical 
at this time because it would be disruptive to the CZU fire recovery effort and would move a 
large number of residents to new districts with little notice or opportunity to review.  It instead 
decided that the prudent course of action was to keep the current boundaries in District 5. 
 
All four cities in Santa Cruz County are split into at least two supervisory districts (Santa Cruz 
City has three).  Staff informed the Commission that this had been intentional by previous 
redistricting commissions because it benefitted cities to have more than one supervisor 
representing their interests.  The Commission decided it was impractical to redraw the 
boundaries so that each city had a single supervisor and that the status quo should be maintained 
for all four cities. It therefore accepted the decision made by previous commissions. The BOS 
and Mayor Timm provide no rationale for why only Scotts Valley should be consolidated and 
not Watsonville, Capitola and Santa Cruz City. The BOS decision to consider Scotts Valley 
consolidation at this late date, ignoring its own process for obtaining and considering public 
input, provides at least the appearance of political insider dealing for a process that should be 
transparent. 
 



I encourage the Board to listen to the Redistricting Commission’s comments and either keep the 
District 5 lines as they are, or to move Bonny Doon into the district, rather than the rest of Scotts 
Valley. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Rachel Bickert 
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From: Jayme Ackemann
To: Redistricting2021; Board Of Supervisors; COB Staff; JM Brown
Subject: Redistricting Public Hearing - District 5 Petition
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 1:46:49 PM
Attachments: Petition-BOS (3).pdf

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Dear Board of Supervisors,

Please find a pdf of the petition circulated by San Lorenzo Valley residents asking the Board
to adopt the Redistricting Commission's proposal not to change district boundaries.

As of this writing, the petition has 207 signatures. Signatories and comments are attached.

Kind regards,
Jayme Ackemann
Ben Lomond

mailto:jaymeackemann@gmail.com
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:COBStaff@santacruzcounty.us
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Change.org petition Monday, November 15, 2021 


 


Stop Scotts Valley Mayor's Last Minute 
Proposal to Change 5th District 
Boundaries 
 


 


 


To Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors: Greg Caput, Ryan Coonerty, 


Bruce McPherson, Zach Friend, Manu Koenig, Clerk of the Board, Advisory 


Redistricting Commission (ARC 21) 


 


Every decade the United States goes through a redistricting process 
that considers the boundaries of lines for county, state, and federal 
elections.  The process determines how the boundaries for each 
elected official’s district are set based on the new population data 
gathered in the census.  







In our county, the lines are supposed to be drawn so that each 
Supervisor’s district has roughly an equal population total and keeps 
most communities with shared interests together, where possible.  


In April, the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors (BOS) appointed 
an Advisory Redistricting Commission (ARC 21), with representatives 
from each district. The ARC pondered redistricting options for months 
and submitted their recommendations to the BOS, which advised the 
Board to leave the existing boundaries unchanged.  


santacruzcounty.us/Redistricting2021.aspx 


But at the Tuesday, November 9 BOS meeting Scotts Valley’s Mayor 
Derek Timm, who appears to have aspirations for a BOS seat in 2024, 
submitted a last-minute proposal that would shift his own 
neighborhood and residence out of Supervisor Manu Koening’s 1st 
District, into Supervisor Bruce McPherson’s 5th District, asking the 
board to ignore the Commission’s recommendation not to change the 
boundaries. With the assumption that McPherson will retire, the Scotts 
Valley-centric Timm may see this as an opportunity to snag the seat.  


But in seizing the moment he’s asking the Board to ignore the calls to 
unify San Lorenzo Valley and Bonny Doon, the calls to leave San 
Lorenzo Valley’s District boundaries unchanged, and the redistricting 
commission’s recommendation that the boundaries remain 
unchanged. 


Mayor Timm and his supervisorial champions Koenig and Friend 
suggest that there is value in unifying Scotts Valley under a single 
Supervisor. But if the board accepts the argument that there is value 
in unifying Scotts Valley under a single supervisorial district then they 
should give the same consideration to Capitola, Watsonville, and 
Santa Cruz - all of which are split among multiple supervisorial 
district's as well. 



https://www.santacruzcounty.us/Redistricting2021.aspx





Even more frustrating for those of us watching the redistricting 
process is how readily Aptos Supervisor Zach Friend and and 1st 
District Supervisor Koenig supported this proposal, like unusually fast. 


The vote was moved on a 4 - 1, with Caput commenting on the 
obvious political nature of the move and Coonerty voting against. 
McPherson's vote is a question mark. 


"Reuniting Scotts Valley" as some local media put it, is only a logical 
aim if you can explain why no other incorporated city enjoys the same 
opportunity. Even unincorporated communities of interest are split 
among supervisorial districts. One could easily argue that Bonny Doon 
and SLV share more in common than Scotts Valley and SLV, and yet 
we are separated by a voting boundary. 


We urge the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors to disregard the 
obvious power grab by political aspirants in Scotts Valley and by those 
who have little interest in the health and welfare of the San Lorenzo 
Valley as we recover from the pandemic and the wildfires. Our 
decidedly rural community, already reeling, would be further damaged 
by the one-sided incursion proposed by the Scotts Valley Mayor who 
has no connection to, or understanding of, the San Lorenzo Valley 
 


Signed by: 


Name City State Postal Code Country Signed On 


Alison Parham Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Kendra Payne Aptos CA 95003 US 11/11/2021 


Chris White Ben Lomomd CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 


Dean Ackemann Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 


Jayme Ackemann Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 


Jeffrey Compton Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 


Josh Reilly Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 


Patricia Russell Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 


Sam Smith Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 


Ann Black Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Catherine Wilson Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Christopher Newport Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Cindy Vargas Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 







Dawn smith Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Holly Baker Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Jennifer Canu Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Joshua Porter Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Kenneth Morse Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Krista Cerruti-Schmidt Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Linda A Parks-Gobets Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Mandy ice Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Nate Lewis Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Pamela Scott Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Paula Smith Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Stephen Phillipps Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Tammy Galvan Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Terri Long Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 


Cindy Callahan Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/11/2021 


Emily Green Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/11/2021 


Rosaind Alley Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/11/2021 


Thomas Andersen Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 


Ben Ruggeberg Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 


Carolyn Lucas Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 


Holly Alcorn Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 


Marielle Martin Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 


Tamara Blake Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 


Willow Pennell Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 


Andersen Mary San Francisco CA 94103 US 11/11/2021 


Cynthia Rawls Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 


Daniel Schoenberger Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 


Debbie Rice Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 


Donald Donald Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 


Erin Cahill Santa Cruz CA 95065 US 11/11/2021 


Gary Patton Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/11/2021 


Judith Weaver Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 


Julia Horner Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 


Kathryn James Santa Cruz CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 


McNiff Tim Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/11/2021 


Susi Cronk Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 


Tiffany Mckee Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/11/2021 


Timothy Converse Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/11/2021 


Rhonda Fassbender Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/11/2021 


Dyane Harwood Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/11/2021 


Kate Pratt Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/11/2021 


Amy Nelson Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 


Brittney Snavely Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 







Jen Vered Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 


Laura Dolson Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 


Mark Dolson Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 


Beverly Porter Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


Christopher Hardy Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


Dan Clinton Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


David Webb Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


Keil Laura Boulder creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


Laurel Becker Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


Lee Summers Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


Scott Ritchie Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


Lori Hede Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/12/2021 


Barbara Sprenger Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


CYNTHIA DZENDZEL Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Danielle Cruz Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Elaine Fresco Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Jeanette Guire Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Jen Wagner Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Judy Darnell Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Lawrence Darnell Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Michael Fresco Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Michele Mosher Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Nancy Gerdt Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 


Carol Rodgers Jacksonville OR 97530 US 11/12/2021 


Rocio Sanchez Mariano Los Angeles CA 90026 US 11/12/2021 


Estefani Cortes Ontario CA 91764 US 11/12/2021 


Ann Scott Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 


Judi Sherman Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/12/2021 


Leilani Carrara Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/12/2021 


Linda Skeff Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 


Mary Beth Curley Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/12/2021 


Matt Mettalia Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 


Mike Kubo Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/12/2021 


Sharon Edwards Edwards Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 


Sue Pawlak Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 


Vicky Allen Santa Cruz CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 


Beth Thomas Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 


Cathy Lemeshewsky Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 


Christy Shults Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 


Diana Fulton Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 


elizabeth watson Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 


James Mosher Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 


Laurel Tice Stockton CA 95207 US 11/12/2021 







Ellen Buckingham Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Darilynn Greenspon Alamo CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Joanne Hope Morgan Antelope CA 95843 US 11/13/2021 


Donald Lillard Aptos CA 95003 US 11/13/2021 


Tina Andreatta Aptos CA 95003 US 11/13/2021 


Adria Arko Ben lomond CA 95005 US 11/13/2021 


Bruce Benton Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/13/2021 


Phyllis Endicott Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/13/2021 


Roger Denault Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/13/2021 


Catherine Harrington Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/13/2021 


Jennie Winters Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/13/2021 


Kevin Vasquez Boulder Creek  CA 95006 US 11/13/2021 


Renee Amaral-Katz Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/13/2021 


Denise Becker Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 


John Jameson Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 


LYDIA HAMMACK Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 


Mai Dao Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 


Monica Martinez Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 


Robert Alarcon Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 


Robert Lewis Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 


Jason Jaramillo Hollywood CA 33027 US 11/13/2021 


Larry Jones Las Vegas NV 89142 US 11/13/2021 


Elizabeth Lopez Los Angeles CA 90044 US 11/13/2021 


Jeffrey Patalano Murrieta CA 92563 US 11/13/2021 


Lawrence Denis Freitas Sacramento CA 95831 US 11/13/2021 


lindsey haines San Juan Capistrano CA 92675 US 11/13/2021 


Juliana Coennen Santa Clarita CA 91355 US 11/13/2021 


Andrea Wright Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 


Beth Cole Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 


Carol Erez Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 


Cynthia D Sekkel Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 


David Winegarden Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 


James Weller Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 


Jane Bruce-Munro Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 


Keith Brown Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 


Kim Allyn Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 


Maggie Clark Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 


Martha Macambridge Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 


Molly Ording Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 


Phil Kaplan Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 


Robert Arko Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 


Robin Musitelli Santa Cruz CA 95065 US 11/13/2021 


Ryan Baker Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 







Stephanie Wells Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 


Alecia Morgan Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Karin Meyer Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Leo Gomez Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Leslie Steiner Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Margaret Phillips Biggs Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Mike Hoffman Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Noraleigh Carthy Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Sharon Banks Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Toni Wolfson Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 


Kyle Berry Topeka KS 66608 US 11/13/2021 


James G Smith Washington PA 15301 US 11/13/2021 


rich weger Barstow CA 92311 US 11/14/2021 


Ariel Young Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/14/2021 


Belinda Haghighi Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 


Brent McKee Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 


Larry Luna Jr Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 


Monica Lucas Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 


Christina Ramirez Boulder Creek  CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 


Ambia Adams Chesapeake VA 23323 US 11/14/2021 


Brian Rice Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


Bridget Paris Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


David Schwingel Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


Erik Elfring Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


Laura Turner Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


Patricia Smith Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


Rebecca Rubin Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


Tamara Stolzenthaler Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


Francisco Hernandez Hollister CA 95023 US 11/14/2021 


Gosek Shawna La Mesa CA 91942 US 11/14/2021 


Dori Sankowich Mill Valley CA 94941 US 11/14/2021 


Nick Taber Missoula MT 59801 US 11/14/2021 


Jonathan Mtungwa New York NY 10118 US 11/14/2021 


David Haselden Oakland CA 94619 US 11/14/2021 


david rooker Rockford MI 49341 US 11/14/2021 


Barry Scott Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/14/2021 


Jessica Lytle Santa Cruz CA 95065 US 11/14/2021 


Licia Luna Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/14/2021 


Mary Odegaard Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/14/2021 


Pam Falke-krueger Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/14/2021 


Danelle Matteson Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/14/2021 


Kathleen Troeller Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/14/2021 


Mary Davis Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/14/2021 







Monty Matteson Scotts Valley CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 


Susan Bellsey Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/14/2021 


james rustle Vidor TX 77662 US 11/14/2021 


Betty Salois Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/15/2021 


Stephanie Winegarden Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/15/2021 


Bruce Cotter Felton CA 95018 US 11/15/2021 


Julianne Weinzimmer Felton CA 95018 US 11/15/2021 


Pat Dowling Felton CA 95018 US 11/15/2021 


Rachel Bickert Felton CA 95018 US 11/15/2021 


Fernando Perez Fort Smith AR 72904 US 11/15/2021 


Kay Ra Fremont CA 94537 US 11/15/2021 


Sierra Jade Fullerton CA 92831 US 11/15/2021 


Christina Banko Richmond CA 23225 US 11/15/2021 


Dan Dion Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/15/2021 


Tyler Bradford Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/15/2021 


Vicki Miller Santa Cruz CA 95065 US 11/15/2021 


Julia Smith Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/15/2021 


Margaret Edwards Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/15/2021 


Beth Janis Silver Spring MD 20901 US 11/15/2021 
 


Comments: 


"No thanks" 


"Ignoring the recommendations of the ARC? Not even soliciting SLV residents for their opinions? Sounds 


like the SV Mayor thinks he's better than us." 


"I strongly oppose changing the border of district 5." 


"CZU fire survivors did not hear one peep from Scotts Valley. Any support came from Santa Cruz and 


Watsonville. Scotts Valley is a very closed, self-serving community and are aloof to anything that would 


benefit SLV. The only reason they want any part of us is to GET OUR WATER. Please deny the Mayor's 


request for redistricting." 


"The San Lorenzo Valley and Scotts Valley are two very different valleys….Please keep it that way!" 


"The most recent proposal (apparently sponsored by the current Mayor of Scotts Valley) is simply an 


effort of the Mayor of Scotts Valley to change the boundaries so he can run. NOT a good reason for a 


fundamental rearrangement of district lines." 


"I live in Boulder creek and don’t want this." 


“Supe Friend and his wife, a Scotts Valley official, are leaving this area soon (she got a job elsewhere). 


Why they support this is anybody's guess.  This is not the way forward." 


"We need more representation for fire victims on the BoS, not less." 


"This seems like an attempt to undermine the regular process to benefit a narrow special interest." 







"It’s the right thing to do." 


"Because I am so sick of political ambitions taking priority over our people. Enough is enough. This guy is 


not allowed!!!" 


"We need to have disinterested parties draw new lines not someone very interested in the outcome for 


personal reasons." 


“Reeks of political collusion, backdoor deals. Very much NOT transparent. This makes a mockery of the 


public process that the Redistricting effort was supposed to be.” 


 







Change.org petition Monday, November 15, 2021 

 

Stop Scotts Valley Mayor's Last Minute 
Proposal to Change 5th District 
Boundaries 
 

 

 

To Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors: Greg Caput, Ryan Coonerty, 

Bruce McPherson, Zach Friend, Manu Koenig, Clerk of the Board, Advisory 

Redistricting Commission (ARC 21) 

 

Every decade the United States goes through a redistricting process 
that considers the boundaries of lines for county, state, and federal 
elections.  The process determines how the boundaries for each 
elected official’s district are set based on the new population data 
gathered in the census.  



In our county, the lines are supposed to be drawn so that each 
Supervisor’s district has roughly an equal population total and keeps 
most communities with shared interests together, where possible.  

In April, the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors (BOS) appointed 
an Advisory Redistricting Commission (ARC 21), with representatives 
from each district. The ARC pondered redistricting options for months 
and submitted their recommendations to the BOS, which advised the 
Board to leave the existing boundaries unchanged.  

santacruzcounty.us/Redistricting2021.aspx 

But at the Tuesday, November 9 BOS meeting Scotts Valley’s Mayor 
Derek Timm, who appears to have aspirations for a BOS seat in 2024, 
submitted a last-minute proposal that would shift his own 
neighborhood and residence out of Supervisor Manu Koening’s 1st 
District, into Supervisor Bruce McPherson’s 5th District, asking the 
board to ignore the Commission’s recommendation not to change the 
boundaries. With the assumption that McPherson will retire, the Scotts 
Valley-centric Timm may see this as an opportunity to snag the seat.  

But in seizing the moment he’s asking the Board to ignore the calls to 
unify San Lorenzo Valley and Bonny Doon, the calls to leave San 
Lorenzo Valley’s District boundaries unchanged, and the redistricting 
commission’s recommendation that the boundaries remain 
unchanged. 

Mayor Timm and his supervisorial champions Koenig and Friend 
suggest that there is value in unifying Scotts Valley under a single 
Supervisor. But if the board accepts the argument that there is value 
in unifying Scotts Valley under a single supervisorial district then they 
should give the same consideration to Capitola, Watsonville, and 
Santa Cruz - all of which are split among multiple supervisorial 
district's as well. 

https://www.santacruzcounty.us/Redistricting2021.aspx


Even more frustrating for those of us watching the redistricting 
process is how readily Aptos Supervisor Zach Friend and and 1st 
District Supervisor Koenig supported this proposal, like unusually fast. 

The vote was moved on a 4 - 1, with Caput commenting on the 
obvious political nature of the move and Coonerty voting against. 
McPherson's vote is a question mark. 

"Reuniting Scotts Valley" as some local media put it, is only a logical 
aim if you can explain why no other incorporated city enjoys the same 
opportunity. Even unincorporated communities of interest are split 
among supervisorial districts. One could easily argue that Bonny Doon 
and SLV share more in common than Scotts Valley and SLV, and yet 
we are separated by a voting boundary. 

We urge the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors to disregard the 
obvious power grab by political aspirants in Scotts Valley and by those 
who have little interest in the health and welfare of the San Lorenzo 
Valley as we recover from the pandemic and the wildfires. Our 
decidedly rural community, already reeling, would be further damaged 
by the one-sided incursion proposed by the Scotts Valley Mayor who 
has no connection to, or understanding of, the San Lorenzo Valley 
 

Signed by: 

Name City State Postal Code Country Signed On 

Alison Parham Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Kendra Payne Aptos CA 95003 US 11/11/2021 

Chris White Ben Lomomd CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 

Dean Ackemann Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 

Jayme Ackemann Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 

Jeffrey Compton Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 

Josh Reilly Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 

Patricia Russell Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 

Sam Smith Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 

Ann Black Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Catherine Wilson Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Christopher Newport Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Cindy Vargas Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 



Dawn smith Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Holly Baker Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Jennifer Canu Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Joshua Porter Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Kenneth Morse Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Krista Cerruti-Schmidt Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Linda A Parks-Gobets Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Mandy ice Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Nate Lewis Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Pamela Scott Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Paula Smith Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Stephen Phillipps Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Tammy Galvan Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Terri Long Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/11/2021 

Cindy Callahan Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/11/2021 

Emily Green Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/11/2021 

Rosaind Alley Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/11/2021 

Thomas Andersen Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 

Ben Ruggeberg Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 

Carolyn Lucas Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 

Holly Alcorn Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 

Marielle Martin Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 

Tamara Blake Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 

Willow Pennell Felton CA 95018 US 11/11/2021 

Andersen Mary San Francisco CA 94103 US 11/11/2021 

Cynthia Rawls Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 

Daniel Schoenberger Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 

Debbie Rice Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 

Donald Donald Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 

Erin Cahill Santa Cruz CA 95065 US 11/11/2021 

Gary Patton Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/11/2021 

Judith Weaver Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 

Julia Horner Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 

Kathryn James Santa Cruz CA 95005 US 11/11/2021 

McNiff Tim Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/11/2021 

Susi Cronk Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/11/2021 

Tiffany Mckee Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/11/2021 

Timothy Converse Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/11/2021 

Rhonda Fassbender Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/11/2021 

Dyane Harwood Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/11/2021 

Kate Pratt Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/11/2021 

Amy Nelson Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 

Brittney Snavely Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 



Jen Vered Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 

Laura Dolson Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 

Mark Dolson Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/12/2021 

Beverly Porter Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

Christopher Hardy Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

Dan Clinton Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

David Webb Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

Keil Laura Boulder creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

Laurel Becker Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

Lee Summers Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

Scott Ritchie Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

Lori Hede Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/12/2021 

Barbara Sprenger Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

CYNTHIA DZENDZEL Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Danielle Cruz Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Elaine Fresco Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Jeanette Guire Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Jen Wagner Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Judy Darnell Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Lawrence Darnell Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Michael Fresco Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Michele Mosher Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Nancy Gerdt Felton CA 95018 US 11/12/2021 

Carol Rodgers Jacksonville OR 97530 US 11/12/2021 

Rocio Sanchez Mariano Los Angeles CA 90026 US 11/12/2021 

Estefani Cortes Ontario CA 91764 US 11/12/2021 

Ann Scott Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 

Judi Sherman Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/12/2021 

Leilani Carrara Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/12/2021 

Linda Skeff Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 

Mary Beth Curley Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/12/2021 

Matt Mettalia Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 

Mike Kubo Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/12/2021 

Sharon Edwards Edwards Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 

Sue Pawlak Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/12/2021 

Vicky Allen Santa Cruz CA 95006 US 11/12/2021 

Beth Thomas Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 

Cathy Lemeshewsky Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 

Christy Shults Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 

Diana Fulton Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 

elizabeth watson Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 

James Mosher Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/12/2021 

Laurel Tice Stockton CA 95207 US 11/12/2021 



Ellen Buckingham Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Darilynn Greenspon Alamo CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Joanne Hope Morgan Antelope CA 95843 US 11/13/2021 

Donald Lillard Aptos CA 95003 US 11/13/2021 

Tina Andreatta Aptos CA 95003 US 11/13/2021 

Adria Arko Ben lomond CA 95005 US 11/13/2021 

Bruce Benton Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/13/2021 

Phyllis Endicott Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/13/2021 

Roger Denault Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/13/2021 

Catherine Harrington Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/13/2021 

Jennie Winters Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/13/2021 

Kevin Vasquez Boulder Creek  CA 95006 US 11/13/2021 

Renee Amaral-Katz Brookdale CA 95007 US 11/13/2021 

Denise Becker Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 

John Jameson Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 

LYDIA HAMMACK Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 

Mai Dao Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 

Monica Martinez Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 

Robert Alarcon Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 

Robert Lewis Felton CA 95018 US 11/13/2021 

Jason Jaramillo Hollywood CA 33027 US 11/13/2021 

Larry Jones Las Vegas NV 89142 US 11/13/2021 

Elizabeth Lopez Los Angeles CA 90044 US 11/13/2021 

Jeffrey Patalano Murrieta CA 92563 US 11/13/2021 

Lawrence Denis Freitas Sacramento CA 95831 US 11/13/2021 

lindsey haines San Juan Capistrano CA 92675 US 11/13/2021 

Juliana Coennen Santa Clarita CA 91355 US 11/13/2021 

Andrea Wright Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 

Beth Cole Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 

Carol Erez Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 

Cynthia D Sekkel Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 

David Winegarden Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 

James Weller Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 

Jane Bruce-Munro Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 

Keith Brown Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 

Kim Allyn Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 

Maggie Clark Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 

Martha Macambridge Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 

Molly Ording Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 

Phil Kaplan Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 

Robert Arko Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 

Robin Musitelli Santa Cruz CA 95065 US 11/13/2021 

Ryan Baker Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/13/2021 



Stephanie Wells Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/13/2021 

Alecia Morgan Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Karin Meyer Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Leo Gomez Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Leslie Steiner Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Margaret Phillips Biggs Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Mike Hoffman Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Noraleigh Carthy Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Sharon Banks Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Toni Wolfson Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/13/2021 

Kyle Berry Topeka KS 66608 US 11/13/2021 

James G Smith Washington PA 15301 US 11/13/2021 

rich weger Barstow CA 92311 US 11/14/2021 

Ariel Young Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/14/2021 

Belinda Haghighi Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 

Brent McKee Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 

Larry Luna Jr Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 

Monica Lucas Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 

Christina Ramirez Boulder Creek  CA 95006 US 11/14/2021 

Ambia Adams Chesapeake VA 23323 US 11/14/2021 

Brian Rice Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

Bridget Paris Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

David Schwingel Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

Erik Elfring Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

Laura Turner Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

Patricia Smith Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

Rebecca Rubin Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

Tamara Stolzenthaler Felton CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

Francisco Hernandez Hollister CA 95023 US 11/14/2021 

Gosek Shawna La Mesa CA 91942 US 11/14/2021 

Dori Sankowich Mill Valley CA 94941 US 11/14/2021 

Nick Taber Missoula MT 59801 US 11/14/2021 

Jonathan Mtungwa New York NY 10118 US 11/14/2021 

David Haselden Oakland CA 94619 US 11/14/2021 

david rooker Rockford MI 49341 US 11/14/2021 

Barry Scott Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/14/2021 

Jessica Lytle Santa Cruz CA 95065 US 11/14/2021 

Licia Luna Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/14/2021 

Mary Odegaard Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/14/2021 

Pam Falke-krueger Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/14/2021 

Danelle Matteson Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/14/2021 

Kathleen Troeller Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/14/2021 

Mary Davis Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/14/2021 



Monty Matteson Scotts Valley CA 95018 US 11/14/2021 

Susan Bellsey Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/14/2021 

james rustle Vidor TX 77662 US 11/14/2021 

Betty Salois Ben Lomond CA 95005 US 11/15/2021 

Stephanie Winegarden Boulder Creek CA 95006 US 11/15/2021 

Bruce Cotter Felton CA 95018 US 11/15/2021 

Julianne Weinzimmer Felton CA 95018 US 11/15/2021 

Pat Dowling Felton CA 95018 US 11/15/2021 

Rachel Bickert Felton CA 95018 US 11/15/2021 

Fernando Perez Fort Smith AR 72904 US 11/15/2021 

Kay Ra Fremont CA 94537 US 11/15/2021 

Sierra Jade Fullerton CA 92831 US 11/15/2021 

Christina Banko Richmond CA 23225 US 11/15/2021 

Dan Dion Santa Cruz CA 95060 US 11/15/2021 

Tyler Bradford Santa Cruz CA 95062 US 11/15/2021 

Vicki Miller Santa Cruz CA 95065 US 11/15/2021 

Julia Smith Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/15/2021 

Margaret Edwards Scotts Valley CA 95066 US 11/15/2021 

Beth Janis Silver Spring MD 20901 US 11/15/2021 
 

Comments: 

"No thanks" 

"Ignoring the recommendations of the ARC? Not even soliciting SLV residents for their opinions? Sounds 

like the SV Mayor thinks he's better than us." 

"I strongly oppose changing the border of district 5." 

"CZU fire survivors did not hear one peep from Scotts Valley. Any support came from Santa Cruz and 

Watsonville. Scotts Valley is a very closed, self-serving community and are aloof to anything that would 

benefit SLV. The only reason they want any part of us is to GET OUR WATER. Please deny the Mayor's 

request for redistricting." 

"The San Lorenzo Valley and Scotts Valley are two very different valleys….Please keep it that way!" 

"The most recent proposal (apparently sponsored by the current Mayor of Scotts Valley) is simply an 

effort of the Mayor of Scotts Valley to change the boundaries so he can run. NOT a good reason for a 

fundamental rearrangement of district lines." 

"I live in Boulder creek and don’t want this." 

“Supe Friend and his wife, a Scotts Valley official, are leaving this area soon (she got a job elsewhere). 

Why they support this is anybody's guess.  This is not the way forward." 

"We need more representation for fire victims on the BoS, not less." 

"This seems like an attempt to undermine the regular process to benefit a narrow special interest." 



"It’s the right thing to do." 

"Because I am so sick of political ambitions taking priority over our people. Enough is enough. This guy is 

not allowed!!!" 

"We need to have disinterested parties draw new lines not someone very interested in the outcome for 

personal reasons." 

“Reeks of political collusion, backdoor deals. Very much NOT transparent. This makes a mockery of the 

public process that the Redistricting effort was supposed to be.” 

 



From: Board Of Supervisors
To: Agenda Management Support
Subject: #10 comment_Darnell, J
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 11:00:58 AM
Attachments: BOS letter 11.15.2021.docx

From: Redistricting2021 <Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 9:05 AM
To: Board Of Supervisors <BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us>
Subject: FW: Redistricting proposal for District 5- Oppose

Please add as written comment for agenda item #10

From: Judy Darnell 
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 4:46 PM
To: Redistricting2021 <Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us> 
Cc: Bruce McPherson <Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us> 
Subject: Redistricting proposal for District 5- Oppose

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open
attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected email.****

To BOS - 

Please find my letter attached objecting to the consolidation of the city of Scotts Valley into District 
5.

Judith Darnell
 Felton, CA 95018

mailto:BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:agndamgmtsupport@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us

November 15, 2021



To: 	Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors 

From: 	Judy Darnell, Felton resident of 41 years



Re: 	Proposal to consolidate Scotts Valley into District 5 - OPPOSE



To the Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:



I was recently made aware of Scott Valley’s Mayor Timm’s proposal to consolidate the city of Scotts Valley into District 5. I am in strong opposition of this proposal and ask that the Board reject this plan and adopt the new boundaries as proposed by your Redistricting Commission. 



In my many years as a San Lorenzo Valley resident and as someone who worked closely with the community as an employee of Valley Resource Center/Mountain Community Resources and as Healthy Start Director, I can assure you that the San Lorenzo Valley residents do not share a community of interest with Scotts Valley residents.  If any lines were to be redrawn, it would make much more sense for SLV to be joined with our rural neighbors to the north (Bonny Doon) and west (Davenport). As recent events over the past years such as the CZU fire and potential debris flows and evacuations, it is obvious we have many issues not shared by our Scotts Valley neighbors.



In addition, the social and economic realities in SLV greatly differ from Scotts Valley. Our residents experience natural disasters, transportation challenges affecting employment and services access, and social isolation at a much greater rate from Scotts Valley.  We also rely on our Board of Supervisor member being highly aware of these issues as our only local governmental representative. Supervisor McPherson seems to have gone out of his way to make sure he understands and represents us. We need similar representation in the future.



I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered these proposals and recommended no changes to District 5 due in part to the short timeline for residents to consider any revisions and the difficulties that would result for CZU fire victims. 



I find the fact of the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the very end of a lengthy process, ignoring its own Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and limiting the opportunity for public input, to be puzzling. The Board’s action suggests possible backroom political dealing and a lack of transparency.  Mayor Timm and the Board should disclose that his proposal would move his residence to District 5, making him eligible to run for District 5 Supervisor.



Please reject this proposal to consolidate Scotts Valley into District 5.



Sincerely, 



[image: ]

Judy Darnell

1321 Lost Acre Drive

Felton, CA 95018



Letter via email to Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
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November 15, 2021 

To:  Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors  
From:  Judy Darnell, Felton resident of 41 years 

Re: Proposal to consolidate Scotts Valley into District 5 - OPPOSE 

To the Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I was recently made aware of Scott Valley’s Mayor Timm’s proposal to consolidate the city of Scotts 
Valley into District 5. I am in strong opposition of this proposal and ask that the Board reject this plan 
and adopt the new boundaries as proposed by your Redistricting Commission.  

In my many years as a San Lorenzo Valley resident and as someone who worked closely with the 
community as an employee of Valley Resource Center/Mountain Community Resources and as Healthy 
Start Director, I can assure you that the San Lorenzo Valley residents do not share a community of 
interest with Scotts Valley residents.  If any lines were to be redrawn, it would make much more sense 
for SLV to be joined with our rural neighbors to the north (Bonny Doon) and west (Davenport). As recent 
events over the past years such as the CZU fire and potential debris flows and evacuations, it is obvious 
we have many issues not shared by our Scotts Valley neighbors. 

In addition, the social and economic realities in SLV greatly differ from Scotts Valley. Our residents 
experience natural disasters, transportation challenges affecting employment and services access, and 
social isolation at a much greater rate from Scotts Valley.  We also rely on our Board of Supervisor 
member being highly aware of these issues as our only local governmental representative. Supervisor 
McPherson seems to have gone out of his way to make sure he understands and represents us. We need 
similar representation in the future. 

I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered these proposals and recommended 
no changes to District 5 due in part to the short timeline for residents to consider any revisions and the 
difficulties that would result for CZU fire victims.  

I find the fact of the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the very end of a lengthy 
process, ignoring its own Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and limiting the opportunity for 
public input, to be puzzling. The Board’s action suggests possible backroom political dealing and a lack of 
transparency.  Mayor Timm and the Board should disclose that his proposal would move his residence to 
District 5, making him eligible to run for District 5 Supervisor. 

Please reject this proposal to consolidate Scotts Valley into District 5. 

Sincerely,  

Judy Darnell 
Felton, CA 95018 

Letter via email to Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us 



From: Board Of Supervisors
To: Agenda Management Support
Subject: #10 comment_Smith, K
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 11:15:34 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Friends of SLV Watershed <slvwatershedfriends@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 2:40 PM
To: Greg Caput <Greg.Caput@santacruzcounty.us>; Ryan Coonerty <Ryan.Coonerty@santacruzcounty.us>; Bruce 
McPherson <Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us>; Board Of Supervisors
<BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us>; cob@santacruzcounty.us; resdistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us 
Subject: Nov 16 agenda item 10: Please accept the ARC recommendation

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from 
unknown senders or unexpected email.****

Dear Supervisors Greg Caput, Ryan Coonerty, Bruce McPherson, Zach Friend, and Manu Koenig,

Thank you for considering input from the public at this late date. I urge the Board of Supervisors to accept the 
recommendations of the Advisory Redistricting Committee. Their process was timely and well thought out. I am 
beyond disappointed that Derek Timm’s proposal was allowed to be entered as a map to be considered at such a late 
date. The move is obviously political and much of the dialogue defending Timm’s poor actions are remiss. Namely:

1. Scotts Valley is not “split” in terms of its government representation. It is fully represented by its city council.
The “reunify” cry is a canard.

2. There is no evidence from Manu Koenig’s 2020 campaign that “reunification” was an issue. On the contrary,
he campaigned in support of providing leadership in Scotts Valley.

3. The 2011 Scotts Valley redistricting outcome caused a small outcry because their favored potential candidate
at that time was impacted by the redistricting. Not because of any municipal unification concerns.

4. The San Lorenzo Valley has no city council and suffers from far less representation than Scotts Valley.

5. All 4 Santa Cruz County cities share multiple supervisors. This remedies the rural vs urban tension. It ensures
that the cities do not exert too much influence on the rural areas which make up half the county.

6. Derek Timm and his Scotts Valley business allies provided no substantive support to the San Lorenzo Valley
as Timm has claimed. Santa Cruz and Pajaro Valley business leaders did.

7. Derek Timm said that the redistricting process (starting in February 2021) was so condensed that he couldn’t
participate authentically. Yet the ARC deliberated for months (starting in April 2021). The process was well
advertised. On the contrary, his last-minute move was not well advertised.

8. Derek Timm’s last-minute proposal did not provide enough time for authentic ARC discussion and public
participation. Yet a petition opposing Timm’s move gathered over 200 signatures in just one week. Imagine if we
had more time?

9. The San Lorenzo Valley is being entirely disregarded in this conversation. Do the supervisors perceive that
Derek Timm’s Scotts Valley neighborhood deserves special consideration because they have been somehow
harmed? Then what does that say about the San Lorenzo Valley which is currently struggling to recover from an
actual disaster?

mailto:BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:agndamgmtsupport@santacruzcounty.us


10. Of the proposals on the ARC website, Timm’s is the only one named after a resident who may have his eye on
a supervisor seat in the 5th District. That’s a little too obvious.

Please accept the ARC’s recommendation to Board.

Thank you.

Kira Smith, Felton, CA





From: Board Of Supervisors
To: Agenda Management Support
Subject: #10 comment_Darnell, J
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 4:52:35 PM
Attachments: BOS letter 11.15.2021.docx

 
 

From: Judy Darnell  
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 4:50 PM
To: Board Of Supervisors <BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us>
Subject: Proposal to Consolidate Scotts Valley into District 5 - OPPOSE
 

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open
attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected email.****

To the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors members:
 
Attached please find my letter of opposition to the proposal to consolidate the city of Scotts Valley
into District 5.
 
Sincerely.
 
Judy Darnell

, Felton, CA 95018

mailto:BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:agndamgmtsupport@santacruzcounty.us

November 15, 2021



To: 	Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors 

From: 	Judy Darnell, Felton resident of 41 years



Re: 	Proposal to consolidate Scotts Valley into District 5 - OPPOSE



To the Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:



I was recently made aware of Scott Valley’s Mayor Timm’s proposal to consolidate the city of Scotts Valley into District 5. I am in strong opposition of this proposal and ask that the Board reject this plan and adopt the new boundaries as proposed by your Redistricting Commission. 



In my many years as a San Lorenzo Valley resident and as someone who worked closely with the community as an employee of Valley Resource Center/Mountain Community Resources and as Healthy Start Director, I can assure you that the San Lorenzo Valley residents do not share a community of interest with Scotts Valley residents.  If any lines were to be redrawn, it would make much more sense for SLV to be joined with our rural neighbors to the north (Bonny Doon) and west (Davenport). As recent events over the past years such as the CZU fire and potential debris flows and evacuations, it is obvious we have many issues not shared by our Scotts Valley neighbors.



In addition, the social and economic realities in SLV greatly differ from Scotts Valley. Our residents experience natural disasters, transportation challenges affecting employment and services access, and social isolation at a much greater rate from Scotts Valley.  We also rely on our Board of Supervisor member being highly aware of these issues as our only local governmental representative. Supervisor McPherson seems to have gone out of his way to make sure he understands and represents us. We need similar representation in the future.



I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered these proposals and recommended no changes to District 5 due in part to the short timeline for residents to consider any revisions and the difficulties that would result for CZU fire victims. 



I find the fact of the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the very end of a lengthy process, ignoring its own Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and limiting the opportunity for public input, to be puzzling. The Board’s action suggests possible backroom political dealing and a lack of transparency.  Mayor Timm and the Board should disclose that his proposal would move his residence to District 5, making him eligible to run for District 5 Supervisor.



Please reject this proposal to consolidate Scotts Valley into District 5.



Sincerely, 



[image: ]

Judy Darnell

1321 Lost Acre Drive

Felton, CA 95018



Letter via email to Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
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From: Sam Smith
To: Greg Caput; Ryan Coonerty; Bruce McPherson; Board Of Supervisors; COB Staff
Subject: BOS item 10 redistricting for Nov 16 meeting
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 3:04:02 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

In the November 11, 2021 edition of the Press Banner, Scotts Valley Mayor Derek Timm
said,  “Splitting a portion of our residents from the 5th District only serves to dilute our
ability to select a Supervisor to represent our community.” 

Timm has made no secret of his intent to run for supervisor in 2024, but perceives that he can't
run against Manu. 

Further, I can find no instance anywhere online or in print where Manu expressed concern during
his election campaign in 2020 about reunifying Scotts Valley, a community that is already firmly
unified under its city council. 

This is all so flagrantly political. Please support the ARC21 recommendations and disregard this
bizarre political power play by Timm and his backers. 

Samuel J. Smith
Ben Lomond, CA 95005

mailto:samsmithslv@gmail.com
mailto:Greg.Caput@santacruzcounty.us
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From: Rita Sanchez
To: Redistricting2021
Cc: irwin.ortiz@cityofwatsonvill.org
Subject: City of Watsonville - 4th Community Advisory Redistricting Meeting, November, 18, 2021 at 6:30 p.m.
Date: Sunday, November 14, 2021 11:57:19 AM
Attachments: Redistricting Meeting.pdf

Agenda Package - RAC_Nov18_2021.pdf

Community Partners and Friends,
 
I am forwarding an informational email on City of Watsonville redistricting efforts that might be of
interest to you.  Additional information on county and state-wide redistricting efforts may be found
on the County’s Redistricting Website under the Resources page http://www.co.santa-
cruz.ca.us/Redistricting2021/Resources.aspx
 
Thank you
 
 
The City of Watsonville’s Community Advisory Redistricting Committee will be holding its
fourth meeting on Thursday, November 18, 2021, at 6:30 p.m. The meeting will be held in the
Community Room, located at 275 Main Street, Top Floor, Watsonville. You may also join virtually
through this link: https://cityofwatsonville-org.zoomgov.com/j/1608214673
Or iPhone one-tap: US: +16692545252,,1608214673# or +16692161590,,1608214673# Or
Telephone: US: +1 669 254 5252  or +1 669 216 1590  or +1 646 828 7666 Webinar ID: 160 821 4673
 
We are inviting you to participate in this important process and asking for your help to reach out to
as many Watsonville residents as possible. Please forward this email to any and all of your contacts.
For further information see the attached flyer and agenda packet. You may also access the agenda
on our website here:
https://www.cityofwatsonville.org/2250/Redistricting-MeetingsReuniones
 
Thank you for your assistance.
 
--

Irwin I. Ortiz, Assistant City Clerk
City Clerk's Office (831) 768-3048
275 Main Street, Suite 400, Watsonville, CA 95076
FAX:  831-761-0736
E-mail:  irwin.ortiz@cityofwatsonville.org
Open Monday - Friday 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM

mailto:Rita.Sanchez@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:irwin.ortiz@cityofwatsonvill.org
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https://cityofwatsonville-org.zoomgov.com/j/1608214673
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CITY OF WATSONVILLE 
PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE 
COMMUNITY REDISTRICTING 


ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Community Redistricting Advisory Committee will be 
holding a public hearing on Thursday, November 18, 2021, at 6:30 p.m. in the Civic Plaza 
Community Rooms, 275 Main Street, Top Floor. The public may also participate through 
https://cityofwatsonville-org.zoomgov.com/j/1608214673 or iPhone one-tap: US: 
+16692545252,,1608214673# or +16692161590,,1608214673# Or Telephone: US: +1 669 254 
5252 or +1 669 216 1590 or +1 646 828 7666 Webinar ID: 160 821 4673.  
 
Public Hearing 
The Community Redistricting Advisory Committee will be holding its fourth public hearing to seek public 
input regarding how the district boundaries should be drawn and to identify communities of interest. 
 
What is redistricting? 
The City of Watsonville is required to alter and change the boundaries of the seven City districts every 
ten years after each federal census, according to Section 413 of the Charter of the City of Watsonville. 
This process is called redistricting and is important in ensuring that each city council member 
represents about the same number of constituents. Redistricting is done using U.S. Census data. The 
final map must be adopted no later than six months from the date the City receives the data from the 
State. 
 
Why does redistricting matter to you? 
Redistricting determines which neighborhoods and communities are grouped together into a district for 
purposes of electing a council member. 
 
How to provide input? 
The public is able to provide input in a variety of ways, including:  
• In-person during the Community Redistricting Advisory Committee meetings; 
• Via email to redistricting.committee@cityofwatsonville.org; or  
• Via regular mail or fax: City Clerk’s Office, 275 Main Street, Suite 400, Watsonville, CA 


95076. Fax: (831) 761-0736. 
• District maps may be drawn at https://www.cityofwatsonville.org/2193/Redistricting 
 
Spanish interpretation services will be available. 


 
For further information, please call 768-3040 (City Clerk) or email 
cityclerk@cityofwatsonville.org. 
 
Date: November 9, 2021    /s/Beatriz Vázquez Flores____ 


           City Clerk 
PUB: 11/12/2021 
 


Americans with Disabilities Act 
The City of Watsonville, in complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”), requests individuals who 
require special accommodations to access and/or participate in Community Redistricting Advisory Committee meetings 
to please contact the City Clerk’s Office at (831) 768-3040, at least three (3) business days before the scheduled 
meeting to ensure that the City can assist you. 


 



https://cityofwatsonville-org.zoomgov.com/j/1608214673
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CIUDAD DE WATSONVILLE 
AVISO DE AUDIENCIA PÚBLICA 


COMITÉ ASESOR COMUNITARIO DE 
REDISTRIBUCIÓN DE DISTRITOS  


 
POR ESTE MEDIO SE AVISA que el Comité Asesor Comunitario de Redistribución de Distritos 
celebrará una audiencia pública el jueves 18 de noviembre de 2021 a las 6:30 p.m. en Salón 
Comunitario de la Plaza Cívica, 275 Main Street, último piso, Watsonville. El público 
también puede participar a través de https://cityofwatsonville-org.zoomgov.com/j/1608214673 o 
iPhone one-tap: US: +16692545252,,1608214673# or +16692161590,,1608214673# o 
Telephone: US: +1 669 254 5252 o +1 669 216 1590 o +1 646 828 7666 Webinar ID: 160 821 
4673 
 
Audiencia pública 
El Comité Asesor Comunitario llevará a cabo su segunda audiencia pública para solicitar aporte 
público sobre cómo se deben trazar los límites de los distritos para representar mejor a nuestra 
población. 
 
¿Qué es la redistribución? 
Se requiere que la Ciudad de Watsonville altere y cambie los límites de los siete distritos de la Ciudad 
cada diez años después de cada censo federal, de acuerdo con el Artículo 413 de la Constitución de la 
Ciudad de Watsonville. Este proceso se llama redistribución de distritos y es importante para garantizar 
que cada miembro del consejo de la ciudad represente aproximadamente el mismo número de 
electores. La redistribución de distritos se realiza utilizando datos del Censo de los Estados Unidos. El 
mapa final debe adoptarse a más tardar seis meses después de la fecha en que la Ciudad recibe los 
datos del Estado. 
 
¿Por qué le debe importar la redistribución de distritos? 
La redistribución de distritos determina qué vecindarios y comunidades se agrupan en un distrito con el 
fin de elegir a un miembro del concilio. 
 
¿Cómo aportar comentarios? 
El público puede aportar comentarios en diversas maneras, que incluyen: 
• En persona durante las juntas del Comité Asesor Comunitario de Redistribución de 


Distritos; 
• Por correo electrónico a redistricting.committee@cityofwatsonville.org  
• Por correo postal o fax: City Clerk’s Office, 275 Main Street, Suite 400, Watsonville, CA 


95076. Fax: (831) 761-0736; 
• Se puede trazar mapas en https://www.cityofwatsonville.org/2193/Redistricting. 
 
Habrá servicios de interpretación al español. 


 
Para obtener más información, llame al 768-3040 (Secretaría Municipal) o por correo 
electrónico a cityclerk@cityofwatsonville.org. 
 
Fecha: 9 de noviembre de 2021                                   __/s/Beatriz Vázquez Flores____ 


                  Secretaria de la Ciudad 
 


Ley de Estadunidenses con Discapacidades 
La Ciudad de Watsonville, para cumplir con la Ley de Estadounidenses con Discapacidades ("ADA"), solicita a las 
personas que requieren adaptaciones especiales para acceder o participar en el Comité Asesor Comunitario de 


Redistribución de Distritos que se comuniquen con la Secretaría Municipal al (831) 768-3040, al menos tres (3) días 
hábiles antes de la reunión programada para asegurarse de que la Ciudad pueda ayudarlo. 


 



https://cityofwatsonville-org.zoomgov.com/j/1608214673
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AGENDA 
CITY OF WATSONVILLE 


COMMUNITY REDISTRICTING ADVISORY  
COMMITTEE                          


 
Working with our community to create positive impact through service with heart. 


 


Values: Teamwork, Integrity, Honesty, Service and Respect 


 
Felipe Hernandez, District 1 
Daniel Dodge Sr., District 2 


John A. Sigismondi, District 3 


Maria Isabel Rodriguez, District 4 
Xitlali Cabadas, District 5 


Nick Rivera, District 6 
Kristal Salcido, District 7 


 
Matthew D. Huffaker, City Manager 


Alan J. Smith, City Attorney 
Beatriz Vázquez Flores, City Clerk 


 
Location: 


Civic Plaza Community Room 


275 Main Street, Top Floor 


Watsonville, CA 95076  


and https://cityofwatsonville-org.zoomgov.com/j/1608214673 


Or iPhone one-tap: US: +16692545252,,1608214673# or 


+16692161590,,1608214673# Or Telephone: US: +1 669 254 5252  or +1 669 216 


1590  or +1 646 828 7666 Webinar ID: 160 821 4673 
 


IF YOU CHALLENGE ANY ACTION APPEARING ON THIS AGENDA IN COURT, YOU 


MAY BE LIMITED TO RAISING ONLY THOSE ISSUES YOU OR SOMEONE ELSE 


RAISED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING DESCRIBED ON THIS AGENDA, OR IN 


WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE DELIVERED TO THE CITY CLERK PRIOR TO, OR 


AT, THE PUBLIC MEETING. 


 


Americans with Disabilities Act 
 
The Community Room is an accessible facility.  If you wish to attend a 
meeting and you will require assistance in order to attend and/or 
participate, please call the City Clerk's Office at least three (3) business 


days in advance of the meeting to make arrangements. The City of Watsonville 
TDD number is (831) 763-4075. 
 
 
For information regarding this agenda, please call the City Clerk's Office at (831) 768- 3040. 


 



https://cityofwatsonville-org.zoomgov.com/j/1608214673





 
 
 


AGENDA
CITY OF WATSONVILLE


Community Redistricting Advisory Committee Meeting
 


Working with our community to create positive impact through service with heart.
 


Thursday, November 18, 2021, 6:30 p.m.


Pages


1. ROLL CALL


2. PRESENTATIONS & ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
This time is set aside for members of the general public to address the Committee on
any item not on the Agenda, which is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the
Committee. No action or discussion shall be taken on any item presented except that
any Committee Member may respond to statements made or questions asked, or may
ask questions for clarification. All matters of administrative nature will be referred to
staff. All matters relating to Committee will be noted in the minutes and may be
scheduled for discussion at a future meeting or referred to staff for clarification and
report. Any Committee Member may place matters brought up under Oral
Communications on a future agenda.


2.a. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC


2.b. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE MEMBERS


3. CONSENT AGENDA
All items appearing on the Consent Agenda are recommended actions which are
considered to be routine and will be acted upon as one consensus motion. Any items
removed will be considered immediately after the consensus motion. The Chair will
allow public input prior to the approval of the Consent Agenda.


Public Input on any Consent Agenda Item


3.a. MOTION APPROVING MINUTES OF OCTOBER 28, 2021 3


4. REPORTS TO COMMUNITY REDISTRICTING ADVISORY COMMITTEE -No Action
Required


4.a. SPECIAL COUNSEL REPORT
1) Oral Report by Special Counsel Willis
2) Committee Members Questions
3) Public Input


5. PUBLIC HEARINGS







5.a. PLAN REVIEW & ADDITIONAL DIRECTION (By Demographer Wagaman) 7
1) Oral Report
2) Committee Clarifying & Technical Questions
3) Public Hearing
4) Appropriate Motion(s) or Direction


6. ADJOURNMENT
Pursuant to Elections Code section 21628.1(c), the City has published the date, time,
and location of this public hearing on its website at least five days before the hearing.
 In addition pursuant to Section 54954.2(a)(1) of the Government Code of the State of
California, this agenda was posted at least 72 hours in advance of the scheduled
meeting at a public place freely accessible to the public 24 hours a day and on the City
of Watsonville website at https://www.cityofwatsonville.org/2250/Redistricting-Meeting-
Schedule 


Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted after distribution of the agenda
packet are available for public inspection in the City Clerk’s Office (275 Main Street, 4th
Floor) during normal business hours.


Such documents are also available on the City of Watsonville website at:
https://www.cityofwatsonville.org/2250/Redistricting-Meeting-Schedule subject to staff’s
ability to post the document before the meeting.
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MINUTES 
COMMUNITY REDISTRICTING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


MEETING 
 


October 28, 2021 Ann Soldo Elementary School 
6:30 P.M.  1140 Menasco Drive 
   & Zoom 


   


6:34 P.M. 
 
 


1 ROLL CALL 
Members Cabadas, Dodge Sr., Hernandez (arrived at 6:45 p.m.), Rivera, Rodríguez, 
Salcido, and Sigismondi were present.  


 
Staff members present were City Clerk Vázquez Flores, Assistant City Clerk Ortiz, 
Executive Assistant Pacheco, Special Counsel Willis, Demographer Wagaman, and 
Interpreter Landaverry. 


 
2. PRESENTATIONS & ORAL COMMUNICATIONS   
 
2.a ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC (None) 


 
2.b ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE MEMBERS (None) 
 
3. CONSENT AGENDA   


 
PUBLIC INPUT (None)  
 
MOTION: It was moved by Member Sigismondi, seconded by Member Salcido, and 
carried by the following vote to approve the Consent Agenda: 


 
AYES:  MEMBERS: Cabadas, Rivera, Rodriguez, Salcido, Sigismondi, Dodge 
NOES:  MEMBERS: None 
ABSENT: MEMBERS: Hernandez 
 


3.a MOTION APPROVING MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 9, 2021  
 
4. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA (None) 
 
5. REPORTS TO COMMUNITY REDISTRICTING ADVISORY COMMITTEE -No Action 


Required 
 
5.a SPECIAL COUNSEL REPORT 
 


1) Oral Report by Special Counsel Willis 
 


2) Committee Members Questions 
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In answering Member Cabadas, Special Counsel Willis explained the process the City 
of Los Angeles used to adjust their district boundaries, considering undercounted 
populations. 
 
Special Counsel Willis, in answering Chair Dodge, stated cities were required to use 
deviation numbers to create district maps, regardless of perceived undercounted 
populations. 
 


3) Public Input 
Steve Trujillo, Cabrillo Board of Trustees, stated his connection via Zoom was unstable, 
but would try to participate. 
 


6. PUBLIC HEARINGS   
 
6.a PUBLIC INPUT AND INITIAL DIRECTION   


 
1) Oral Report by Demographer Wagaman 


 
2) Committee Members Questions  


In answering Chair Dodge, Demographer Wagaman spoke about census blocks that 
were split by district boundaries and explained how they could be moved to conform 
with established requirements. 
 
Demographer Wagaman, in answering Member Salcido, explained that census blocks 
must stay whole when being assigned to a district and stated the standard deviation 
needed to be within the allotted ten percent.  
 
Member Hernandez spoke about potentially undercounted census tracts and issues it 
would have on establishing new district boundaries. Demographer Wagaman spoke 
about options for addressing undercounted areas and ways staff could help the 
committee make responsible decisions when creating maps.  
 
In answering Chair Dodge, Demographer Wagaman stated he would provide language 
preference data for the Committee to review.  
 
In answering Member Cabadas, Demographer Wagaman spoke about a new tool that 
would be available to the public for map creation. Member Cabadas requested that the 
Excel Map Creation Tool on the website be simplified, so that more members of the 
public could understand how to use it.  
 
Demographer Wagaman stated he would digitize any submission of maps, regardless 
of the format.  
 


3) Public Hearing  
Chair Dodge opened the Public Hearing.  
 
Rebecca J. García stated Clifford Apartments were a community of interest and should 
be kept in one district as opposed to being split between Districts 4 and 5. She asked 
that poverty level data be provided to the Committee, so that they could anticipate 
where undercounted populations resided.  
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Lowell Hurst requested that Slice 317 be placed in District 3. 
 
Hearing no one else, Chair Dodge closed the public hearing.  
 
 


4) Appropriate Motion(s) 
Member Rodriguez asked that Landmark Elementary School be placed in District 4, so 
that each district had a school within its boundaries.  
 
Chair Dodge requested that the area surrounded by Tuttle Avenue, Lake Avenue, 
Brewington Avenue, and Rogers Avenue be shifted between Districts 2 and 7. 
 
Member Salcido requested Demographer Wagaman reduce deviation between 
Districts 2 and 6. 
 
Chair Dodge asked Demographer Wagaman to create a map where the Lincoln Street 
corridor was in District 5. Demographer Wagaman stated he would create maps where 
the Clifford Apartments were in either District 4 or 5. 
 
Member Hernandez requested that all of the downtown area be in District 1. 
 
Chair Dodge requested that the area East of Brennan Street, currently in District 1, be 
shifted to District 5. 
 
City Clerk Vázquez Flores offered to schedule an additional meeting for November 30, 
2021, to allow for more Committee discussion. The committee agreed to schedule the 
tentative additional meeting.  
 
Member Hernandez requested copies of the Redistricting Proposal Map worksheet in 
larger print.  


 
7. ADJOURNMENT 
 The meeting adjourned at 8:16 p.m. 
 
 


__________________________________ 
  Daniel Dodge Sr., Chair 


 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________________  
Beatriz Vázquez Flores, City Clerk 
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Actions Requested


Conduct hearing of advisory redistricting commission to 


solicit and review public input


Provide initial direction to demographer on composition of 


draft maps


2
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Timeline


3


Hearing Purpose Date


1 • Education


• Public input


September 9


2 • Updated census data


• Public input


October 14


3 • Public input


• Initial direction


October 28


4 • Review plans (public & draft)


• Provide additional direction


November 18


5
(optional)


• Review plans (public & revised)


• Provide additional direction


November 30


6 • Review plans


• Finalize and recommend


December 9
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4


Plans


Demographer:


• Green: Minimize changes while reducing deviations


• Red: Multiple small changes requested by committee 


members to shift existing boundaries


• Blue: Unite Clifford Manor Apartments in a single district. Shift 


Landmark Elementary to District 4


Public: Two public plan submitted by November 4


• Hurst


• Rodriguez


4
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Name # Total Deviation % Dev Latino Asian Black NH 


White


Total Latino Asian Black NH 


White


Total Latino Asian Black NH 


White


Green 1 7,492 -45 -0.6% 86.6% 3.2% 0.5% 8.3% 5,216 83.4% 4.0% 0.5% 10.4% 2,632 78.6% 4.7% 0.2% 15.7%


Green 2 7,543 6 0.1% 88.8% 1.3% 0.6% 7.5% 5,268 86.1% 1.8% 0.7% 9.5% 3,017 73.8% 5.6% 0.1% 19.5%


Green 3 7,655 118 1.6% 83.9% 3.2% 0.6% 11.1% 5,599 80.2% 3.8% 0.6% 14.0% 4,024 67.8% 4.5% 2.7% 25.2%


Green 4 7,545 8 0.1% 76.6% 5.3% 0.8% 15.8% 5,326 73.8% 6.2% 1.0% 17.8% 3,240 65.1% 7.2% 0.0% 26.8%


Green 5 7,568 31 0.4% 85.1% 1.9% 0.6% 10.7% 5,384 81.9% 2.5% 0.6% 13.2% 4,073 66.5% 1.8% 1.0% 27.5%


Green 6 7,559 22 0.3% 82.7% 3.1% 0.6% 12.0% 5,485 79.5% 3.7% 0.6% 14.5% 4,158 62.8% 5.7% 1.1% 33.3%


Green 7 7,398 -139 -1.8% 72.2% 4.1% 0.7% 21.1% 5,666 67.1% 4.6% 0.8% 25.5% 3,971 52.7% 3.7% 1.1% 41.4%


Red 1 7,470 -67 -0.9% 86.1% 3.3% 0.6% 8.4% 5,231 82.9% 4.2% 0.5% 10.5% 2,647 78.8% 4.7% 0.2% 15.1%


Red 2 7,502 -35 -0.5% 89.3% 1.3% 0.6% 7.4% 5,153 86.7% 1.6% 0.8% 9.2% 2,904 76.5% 1.5% 0.1% 21.2%


Red 3 7,655 118 1.6% 83.9% 3.2% 0.6% 11.1% 5,599 80.2% 3.8% 0.6% 14.0% 4,024 67.8% 4.5% 2.7% 25.2%


Red 4 7,545 8 0.1% 76.6% 5.3% 0.8% 15.8% 5,326 73.8% 6.2% 1.0% 17.8% 3,240 65.1% 7.2% 0.0% 26.8%


Red 5 7,498 -39 -0.5% 85.3% 1.9% 0.5% 10.5% 5,352 82.1% 2.6% 0.6% 13.1% 4,034 66.2% 1.8% 1.0% 27.6%


Red 6 7,553 16 0.2% 82.4% 3.1% 0.6% 12.2% 5,471 79.2% 3.7% 0.6% 14.7% 4,135 63.3% 5.8% 1.1% 33.2%


Red 7 7,537 0 0.0% 72.6% 3.9% 0.6% 20.8% 5,812 67.7% 4.4% 0.6% 25.2% 4,131 51.2% 6.6% 1.1% 39.9%


Blue 1 7,782 245 3.3% 88.3% 1.1% 0.5% 8.5% 5,405 85.2% 1.5% 0.4% 11.1% 2,413 83.5% 0.3% 0.3% 13.8%


Blue 2 7,358 -179 -2.4% 91.8% 1.4% 0.5% 4.9% 5,054 90.1% 1.8% 0.6% 5.9% 2,999 73.7% 5.0% 0.1% 19.0%


Blue 3 7,338 -199 -2.6% 84.5% 3.0% 0.6% 10.7% 5,366 80.7% 3.6% 0.6% 13.6% 3,705 70.8% 4.8% 3.0% 21.8%


Blue 4 7,356 -181 -2.4% 71.3% 7.6% 1.0% 18.2% 5,267 68.2% 9.0% 1.1% 20.3% 3,896 60.3% 8.3% 0.0% 31.0%


Blue 5 7,773 236 3.1% 85.5% 2.0% 0.6% 10.5% 5,537 82.2% 2.6% 0.7% 13.2% 3,859 67.5% 2.2% 1.0% 26.5%


Blue 6 7,835 298 4.0% 81.8% 3.1% 0.6% 12.7% 5,704 78.4% 3.7% 0.6% 15.4% 4,312 61.9% 6.4% 1.1% 34.2%


Blue 7 7,318 -219 -2.9% 72.5% 4.0% 0.7% 21.0% 5,611 67.4% 4.5% 0.8% 25.4% 3,931 52.9% 3.7% 1.1% 41.1%


Plan Population Voting Age Population Citizen Voting Age Population


Watsonville Redistricting Commission: November 18, 2021


Draft and Public Plans
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Name # Total Deviation % Dev Latino Asian Black NH 


White


Total Latino Asian Black NH 


White


Total Latino Asian Black NH 


White


Plan Population Voting Age Population Citizen Voting Age Population


Watsonville Redistricting Commission: November 18, 2021


Draft and Public Plans


Hurst 1


Hurst 2


Hurst 3 7,655 118 1.6% 83.9% 3.2% 0.6% 11.1% 5,599 80.2% 3.8% 0.6% 14.0% 4,024 67.8% 4.5% 2.7% 25.2%


Hurst 4


Hurst 5


Hurst 6


Hurst 7


Rodriguez 1 7,636 99 1.3% 90.7% 1.1% 0.4% 6.4% 5,257 88.4% 1.5% 0.4% 8.2% 2,354 87.9% 0.3% 0.3% 12.1%


Rodriguez 2 7,526 -11 -0.1% 88.7% 1.3% 0.5% 7.6% 5,213 86.5% 1.6% 0.6% 9.1% 3,019 71.8% 2.6% 0.2% 22.5%


Rodriguez 3 7,581 44 0.6% 83.9% 3.5% 0.8% 10.5% 5,478 80.4% 4.3% 0.9% 13.1% 3,952 68.5% 4.7% 2.8% 23.7%


Rodriguez 4 7,502 -35 -0.5% 72.8% 7.2% 0.9% 17.4% 5,329 69.7% 8.5% 1.0% 19.4% 4,008 60.5% 7.7% 0.0% 31.9%


Rodriguez 5 7,426 -111 -1.5% 85.5% 1.8% 0.6% 10.8% 5,350 82.0% 2.3% 0.8% 13.6% 3,787 73.8% 3.4% 0.3% 23.4%


Rodriguez 6 7,822 285 3.8% 80.8% 3.6% 0.5% 13.4% 5,736 77.2% 4.2% 0.5% 16.6% 4,130 56.9% 5.3% 2.9% 35.6%


Rodriguez 7 7,267 -270 -3.6% 73.3% 3.6% 0.6% 20.5% 5,581 68.2% 4.1% 0.6% 24.9% 3,865 52.7% 6.1% 0.0% 38.7%


* Population and Voting Age Population from 2020 Census Redistricting data.  Adjusted for incarcerated populations


* Citizen Voting Age Population from adjuted 2015-2019 American Community Survey Special Tabulation.


* Racial/Ethnic data calculated pursuant to OMB BULLETIN NO. 00-02.


* Includes public plans received by November 4, 2021.
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Prepared by


Green Plan


Current boundaries adjusted to conform with 


new census geography when necessary


^ 2020 Census Redistricting Data. Adjusted for 


incarcerated populations


+ 2015-2019 American Community Survey 


Special Tabulation


* Calculated pursuant to OMB BULLETIN NO. 


00-02


#


Population^ Citizen Voting Age Population+


Total Deviation Total Latino* Asian* Black* NH-
White


1 7,492 -0.6% 2,632 78.6% 4.7% 0.2% 15.7%


2 7,543 +0.1% 3,017 73.8% 5.6% 0.1% 19.5%


3 7,655 +1.6% 4,024 67.8% 4.5% 2.7% 25.2%


4 7,545 +0.1% 3,240 65.1% 7.2% 0.0% 26.8%


5 7,568 +0.4% 4,073 66.5% 1.8% 1.0% 27.5%


6 7,559 +0.3% 4,158 62.8% 5.7% 1.1% 33.3%


7 7,398 -1.8% 3,971 52.7% 3.7% 1.1% 41.4%


Total 52,760 65.9% 4.6% 1.0% 28.0%


Ideal 7,537
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Prepared by


Red Plan


Current boundaries adjusted to conform with 


new census geography when necessary


^ 2020 Census Redistricting Data. Adjusted for 


incarcerated populations


+ 2015-2019 American Community Survey 


Special Tabulation


* Calculated pursuant to OMB BULLETIN NO. 


00-02


#


Population^ Citizen Voting Age Population+


Total Deviation Total Latino* Asian* Black* NH-
White


1 7,470 -0.9% 2,647 78.8% 4.7% 0.2% 15.1%


2 7,502 -0.5% 2,904 76.5% 1.5% 0.1% 21.2%


3 7,655 +1.6% 4,024 67.8% 4.5% 2.7% 25.2%


4 7,545 +0.1% 3,240 65.1% 7.2% 0.0% 26.8%


5 7,498 -0.5% 4,034 66.2% 1.8% 1.0% 27.6%


6 7,553 +0.2% 4,135 63.3% 5.8% 1.1% 33.2%


7 7,537 +0.0% 4,131 51.2% 6.6% 1.1% 39.9%


Total 52,760 65.9% 4.6% 1.0% 28.0%


Ideal 7,537
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Blue Plan


Current boundaries adjusted to conform with 


new census geography when necessary


^ 2020 Census Redistricting Data. Adjusted for 


incarcerated populations


+ 2015-2019 American Community Survey 


Special Tabulation


* Calculated pursuant to OMB BULLETIN NO. 


00-02


#


Population^ Citizen Voting Age Population+


Total Deviation Total Latino* Asian* Black* NH-
White


1 7,782 +3.3% 2,413 83.5% 0.3% 0.3% 13.8%


2 7,358 -2.4% 2,999 73.7% 5.0% 0.1% 19.0%


3 7,338 -2.6% 3,705 70.8% 4.8% 3.0% 21.8%


4 7,356 -2.4% 3,896 60.3% 8.3% 0.0% 31.0%


5 7,773 +3.1% 3,859 67.5% 2.2% 1.0% 26.5%


6 7,835 +4.0% 4,312 61.9% 6.4% 1.1% 34.2%


7 7,318 -2.9% 3,931 52.9% 3.7% 1.1% 41.1%


Total 52,760 65.9% 4.6% 1.0% 28.0%


Ideal 7,537


Page 15 of 28







Prepared by


Hurst Plan


Current boundaries adjusted to conform with 


new census geography when necessary


^ 2020 Census Redistricting Data. Adjusted for 


incarcerated populations


+ 2015-2019 American Community Survey 


Special Tabulation


* Calculated pursuant to OMB BULLETIN NO. 


00-02


#


Population^ Citizen Voting Age Population+


Total Deviation Total Latino* Asian* Black* NH-
White


1


2


3 7,655 +1.6% 4,024 67.8% 4.5% 2.7% 25.2%


4


5


6


7


Total 52,760 65.9% 4.6% 1.0% 28.0%


Ideal 7,537


Page 16 of 28







Prepared by


Rodriguez Plan


Current boundaries adjusted to conform with 


new census geography when necessary


^ 2020 Census Redistricting Data. Adjusted for 


incarcerated populations


+ 2015-2019 American Community Survey 


Special Tabulation


* Calculated pursuant to OMB BULLETIN NO. 


00-02


#


Population^ Citizen Voting Age Population+


Total Deviation Total Latino* Asian* Black* NH-
White


1 7,636 +1.3% 2,354 87.9% 0.3% 0.3% 12.1%


2 7,526 -0.1% 3,019 71.8% 2.6% 0.2% 22.5%


3 7,581 +0.6% 3,952 68.5% 4.7% 2.8% 23.7%


4 7,502 -0.5% 4,008 60.5% 7.7% 0.0% 31.9%


5 7,426 -1.5% 3,787 73.8% 3.4% 0.3% 23.4%


6 7,822 +3.8% 4,130 56.9% 5.3% 2.9% 35.6%


7 7,267 -3.6% 3,865 52.7% 6.1% 0.0% 38.7%


Total 52,760 65.9% 4.6% 1.0% 28.0%


Ideal 7,537


Page 17 of 28







Baseline Geography


Prepared by
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Prepared by


Current Districts


2010 Census Geography
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Current boundaries adjusted to conform with 


new census geography when necessary


^ 2020 Census Redistricting Data. Adjusted for 


incarcerated populations


+ 2015-2019 American Community Survey 


Special Tabulation


* Calculated pursuant to OMB BULLETIN NO. 


00-02


#


Population^ Citizen Voting Age Population+


Total Deviation Total Latino* Asian* Black* NH-
White


1 7,731 +2.6% 2,732 78.3% 4.6% 0.2% 15.8%


2 7,108 -5.7% 2,803 75.4% 4.7% 0.1% 18.1%


3 7,338 -2.6% 3,705 70.8% 4.8% 3.0% 21.8%


4 7,862 +4.3% 3,559 62.2% 6.5% 0.0% 30.2%


5 7,568 +0.4% 4,073 66.5% 1.8% 1.0% 27.5%


6
7,835 +4.0% 4,312 61.9% 6.4% 1.1% 34.2%


7 7,318 -2.9% 3,931 52.9% 3.7% 1.1% 41.1%


Total 52,760 65.9% 4.6% 1.0% 28.0%


Ideal 7,537
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Population by Block Group


Adjusted for incarcerated 


populations
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populations


Racial/Ethnic Dot Density


By Census Block Group
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Slices*


* Watsonville has been divided into 


82 geographic units called slices to 


facilitate public input and the 


submission of redistricting plans.  The 


top number is the slice number and 


the bottom is the total population of 


the slice (adjusted for incarcerated 


populations).
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**Public Records Requests (PRR) submitted via email, fax, USPS, or dropoff after 5:00 p.m. on a
business day, Saturday, Sunday, holidays, will be processed as received on the next open business
day. The 10-day response period begins when the PRR is received.



From: Friends of SLV Watershed
To: COB Staff
Subject: Nov 16 agenda item 10: Please accept the ARC recommendation
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 2:49:06 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Thank you for considering input from the public at this late date. I urge the Board of Supervisors to accept
the recommendations of the Advisory Redistricting Committee. Their process was timely and well thought
out. I am beyond disappointed that Derek Timm’s proposal was allowed to be entered as a map to be
considered at such a late date. The move is obviously political and much of the dialogue defending
Timm’s poor actions are remiss. Namely: 

 
1. Scotts Valley is not “split” in terms of its government representation. It is fully represented by its

city council. The “reunify” cry is a canard. 
2. There is no evidence from Manu Koenig’s 2020 campaign that “reunification” was an issue. On the

contrary, he campaigned in support of providing leadership in Scotts Valley. 
3. The 2011 Scotts Valley redistricting outcome caused a small outcry because their favored potential

candidate at that time was impacted by the redistricting. Not because of any municipal unification
concerns. 

4. The San Lorenzo Valley has no city council and suffers from far less representation than Scotts
Valley.

5. All 4 Santa Cruz County cities share multiple supervisors. This remedies the rural vs urban
tension. It ensures that the cities do not exert too much influence on the rural areas which make up
half the county.

6. Derek Timm and his Scotts Valley business allies provided no substantive support to the San
Lorenzo Valley as Timm has claimed. Santa Cruz and Pajaro Valley business leaders did. 

7. Derek Timm said that the redistricting process (starting in February 2021) was so condensed that
he couldn’t participate authentically. Yet the ARC deliberated for months (starting in April 2021).
The process was well advertised. On the contrary, his last-minute move was not well advertised. 

8. Derek Timm’s last-minute proposal did not provide enough time for authentic ARC discussion and
public participation. Yet a petition opposing Timm’s move gathered over 200 signatures in just one
week. Imagine if we had more time?

9. The San Lorenzo Valley is being entirely disregarded in this conversation. Do the supervisors
perceive that Derek Timm’s Scotts Valley neighborhood deserves special consideration because
they have been somehow harmed? Then what does that say about the San Lorenzo Valley which
is currently struggling to recover from an actual disaster? 

10. Of the proposals on the ARC website, Timm’s is the only one named after a resident who may
have his eye on a supervisor seat in the 5th District. That’s a little too obvious. 

 

Please accept the ARC’s recommendation to Board. 

mailto:slvwatershedfriends@gmail.com
mailto:COBStaff@santacruzcounty.us


Thank you.

Kira Smith, Felton, CA



From: Robert Alarcon
To: COB Staff
Subject: Objection to the Consolidation of Scotts Valley into District 5
Date: Friday, November 12, 2021 9:18:44 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

I am writing to you as many of my neighbors are to communicate my
opposition to the plan proposed by the current Scotts Valley Mayor
Timm to consolidate the city of Scotts Valley into District 5.
 
As a 35+ year resident of the San Lorenzo Valley I know for a fact that
SLV does not share a community of interest with Scotts Valley
residents.  The areas are as different as night and day. If the boundaries
are to be changed, then SLV should be joined in a natural fit with our
rural neighbors to the north and west.  These too are rural communities.
I offer as clear evidence that SV & SLV are not a community of shared
interests, that when SV had the chance to create one big high school
with the residents of the San Lorenzo Valley the residents of SV voted
to create their own High School instead.  Also of note is the refusal of
SV to accept a Landfill site, where does SV think their garbage should
go, to the SLV forever???
 
I understand that the Redistricting Commission carefully considered
these proposals and their recommendation is that no changes every
made to District 5. Based partially on the limited time available for
residents to consider any revisions.
 
I object to the Board of Supervisors proposing this major change at the
very end of a lengthy process. I object to the BoS ignoring its own
Advisory Commission’s recommendations, and I object to limiting the
opportunity for public input. This is outrageous.
 
All of the cities in Santa Cruz County are currently split between at
least two supervisory districts (Santa Cruz City is split into three

mailto:bobalarcon@icloud.com
mailto:COBStaff@santacruzcounty.us


districts).  So that leads to the questions of What is the driver for this?
Does SV’s wants/needs carry more weight than SLV’s?  And, if it’s so
important for a “city” to be all in one district then one has to ask, Why
is the Board considering consolidating Scotts Valley into a single
district but not any of the other cities? 
 
The Board’s action on this matter strongly suggests political insider
dealing and demonstrates a lack of effort to create transparency.  Mayor
Timm and the Board should immediately disclose that Mayor Timm’s
proposal would personally benefit him as it would move his residence
into District 5, making him eligible to run for District 5 Supervisor.
Which one could imagine would set him up to run for Supervisor
whenever Supervisor Mcpherson decides to step down, suspicious
people might assume that time to be eminent or at the least in the
works. 

Make no changes to District 5, unless it is to add other rural
communities to the West and North of SLV. 
 
Concerned resident, voter, citizen of the San Lorenzo Valley,
Bob Alarcon



From: Board Of Supervisors
To: Agenda Management Support
Subject: #10 comment_DeLaGarza, M
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 5:03:38 PM
Attachments: Redistricting Letter BOS 11.21.pdf

 
 

From: Maria Elena de la Garza  
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 4:58 PM
To: Board Of Supervisors <BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us>
Cc: Helen Ewan-Storey 
Subject: Comment on 11/16 BOS Agenda Item 11547
 

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open
attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected email.****

Dear County Board of Supervisors, 
 
I am submitting a comment for Agenda Item 11547 on the 11/16 BOS meeting agenda. Please
see the attached letter. (CAB has also submitted this comment directly to the BOS online
agenda.) 
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration, 
 

PLEASE BE SAFE: WEAR A MASK; KEEP 6 FEET APART;  SHELTER IN PLACE;
WASH YOUR HANDS; CELEBRATE SAFELY 

 

MaríaElena De La Garza 

Executive Director 

 

Community Action Board of Santa Cruz County, Inc. 

406 Main Street, Suite 207, Watsonville, CA 95076 
Office: 831.763.2147 Ext. 203 | Fax: 831.724.3447 

 

For scheduling please email:  HannahR@cabinc.org

mailto:BoardOfSupervisors@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:agndamgmtsupport@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:HannahR@cabinc.org



Community Action Board of Santa Cruz County, Inc. a nonprofit 
406 Main St., Suite 207 Watsonville, CA 95076, 831.763.2147. www.CABinc.org 


 
Our Mission 
To partner with 
the community to 
eliminate poverty 
and create social 
change through 
advocacy and 
essential services. 
 


 
Our Programs: 


 
Emergency 
Payment Programs 


 
 


Employment 
Programs: Alcance 
and Day Worker 
Center 
 
 
Davenport 
Resource Service 
Center 


 
 


Housing Programs: 
Rental Assistance 
Program 
Youth Homeless 
Response Team 
Watsonville 
Works! 
 
 
Immigration 
Services:   
Santa Cruz County 
Immigration 
Project and 
Thriving 
Immigrants 
Initiative 


 


 
         


 
 
November 15, 2021 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors,  


Community Action Board of Santa Cruz County, Inc. (CAB) exists to eliminate poverty and create social 
change and have offered services in the county for over 56 years.  Reaching an average of over 10,000 low-
income clients per year, CAB provides services including immigration legal services, employment services 
for youth and adults, emergency payment programs, rental assistance and homelessness prevention services, 
pandemic response, and senior and community development services.   


As part of the South County Triage Collaborative who came together over 20 months ago to focus on issues 
of equity, CAB has been in active conversations regarding local redistricting and would like to share areas of 
concern and advocate for the following:   


• With a history of under-representation, the City of Watsonville historically fought for district elections at 
the City level and significantly shifted representation locally. While we have experienced some gains and 
have elected officials who represent the communities they serve, Watsonville continues to be routinely left 
out and under-resourced when viewed through a county wide lens and thought of in a secondary manner. 


• Redistricting is an equity focused exercise protected by the Voting Rights Act and prohibits plans that 
discriminate on the basis of race, color, or membership in a language minority group.  While we know there 
has been south county representation on the commission, we are concerned that there were no 
representatives of the Latinx community on the commission and that lack of representation will impact the 
redistricting plan.  We request that our south county commissioner and Supervisor Caput to host a zoom 
town hall with interpretation services for authentic engagement with the Latinx population around this 
issue.  


• The plan allows for “Communities of Interest” and the City of Watsonville has not had ample discussion, 
community input, nor support to conduct this analysis as part of the county process. We request including 
county-wide engagement on this part of the process to deepen understanding of this allowance.  


• The South County Triage is a perfect community engagement structure that would give commissioners 
access to over 30 organizations serving low-income and vulnerable populations including:  Monarch 
Services, Pajaro Valley Prevention and Student Assistance, Salud Para La Gente, Community Bridges and 
CAB.  This is a strong venue for the south county commissioner to engage, educate, and include more 
voices in their recommendations.   


• CAB is concerned with the redistricting process and the short-term and long-term impacts of communities 
impacted by poverty. An analysis on recommendations for maps from the commission should include the 
long-term economic impacts – for example: if Watsonville has the highest poverty rate, how will a 
recommendation affect the future of this community?  Will maps recommended give more voice and power 
to wealthier communities, will maps recommended take voice and power away from communities impacted 
by poverty?  If parts of our community that are the most vulnerable get redistricted with communities of 
wealth, what impact will that have on the low-income voices of that community?    


We urge the Board of Supervisors to take these points in consideration and ask these questions as you make 
decisions that will impact our community. We encourage authentic engagement, and we are willing to 
connect with our commissioner to discuss our concerns.     


Sincerely, 


MariaElena De La Garza                    
CAB Executive Director  







 

 

 

https://www.instagram.com/cabsantacruz/
https://twitter.com/CAB50Years
https://www.youtube.com/user/CABstories
http://www.cabinc.org/


ID Start time Language First name/ Primer nom Last name/ Apellido City you reside or own a business in/ Cuidad donde vive o     

Item # you would like to speak to (please sign up 
for each item separately)/ Tema del cual le 
gustaría comentar (Favor de registrarse a cada 
tema por separado) Written Comment: Please reference the agenda item # at the beginning of your comment. Please note these comments will be distributed to the Committee and staff. Comments will not be read into reco...

19 10/29/21 13:19:42 English (United States)‎ Becky Steinbruner Ben Lomond
Item 4 - Regular Agenda (All items listed/todos los 
elementos enumerados)  

Dear Redistricting Staff,  This public 
comment form is confusing and of 
seemingly little value.   The cities listed 
do not include Watsonville.  Ben 
Lomond is not an incorporated city.  
There is not an option for any other 
Communities of Interest to register, 
even as "unincorporated area" 
residents.  I do not understand what is 
meant by the Item #....is that to address 
certain meetings scheduled, or others 
that have already been held?  What will 
happen with these comments?  Who 
will see them? This form makes no 
sense.  Also, now I find that I cannot 
even submit this form unless I mark a 
box in #3 and #4, but I will have to enter 
false information on #3 and am unclear 
about the meaning of #4.

20 11/3/21 13:33:36 English (United States)‎ Diane Cowen Santa Cruz Item 3 - Public Comment/ Comentario Público Redistricting

21 11/9/21 11:14:43 English (United States)‎ Linda Kerner Scotts Valley

Other: Submit written comment below (will be 
distributed and added to the record. Comments 
will not be read into record) /Otro: envíe un 
comentario escrito en el section debajo (se 
distribuirá y agregará al registro. Los comentarios 
no se leerán en el registro)

Redistricting Public Hearing #3 Please 
consider moving the 5th District 
boundary to include the entire City of 
Scotts Valley. With respect to 
communities of interest, it makes 
absolutely no sense to slice off a small 
portion of the city and place it in the 1st 
District. I strongly urge you to keep the 
City of Scotts Valley intact within the 
5th District.  Thank you for your 
consideration of this request.

22 11/11/21 20:28:44 English (United States)‎ Ron Burke Capitola

Other: Submit written comment below (will be 
distributed and added to the record. Comments 
will not be read into record) /Otro: envíe un 
comentario escrito en el section debajo (se 
distribuirá y agregará al registro. Los comentarios 
no se leerán en el registro)

Please keep Capitola's Jewel Box 
neighborhood in one district, District 2.  
As the city's representative for the last 
General Plan update for that one-fifth 
portion of the city, I and others placed 
language in the General Plan that 
recognizes known neighborhoods as 
entities within the city.  the Jewel Box 
has been a distinct neighborhood since 
1921 and should remain in District 2., 
as defined by the proper boundaries of 
45th Ave and 49th Ave (west-east) and 
Capitola Rd to Topaz St (north-south).  
Though none of the options show 
dividing our neighborhood as of 11 
November, I have heard discussion of 
doing so.  Thank you for your 
consideration.



From: Becky Steinbruner
To: Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors; Stephanie Cabrera
Cc: Redistricting2021; Rob Bonta; Becky Steinbruner
Subject: Public Correspondence Continued to be Omitted from Board of Supervisor Agenda Packets re: Santa Cruz County

Redistricting Public Hearing
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 1:02:33 PM

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT
open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected

email.****

Dear Board,
Thank you for recognizing the importance of the public input submitted by Scotts Valley Mayor Mr. Timm
and for reuniting Scotts Valley's Supervisorial representation.  As noted in today's deliberation, his map
was not "late" or "last minute", but merely submitted in reflection of the ARC 21 work.  

As was pointed out to your Board, the ARC was not finished with the work they would have like to have
completed, and sent your Board only the maps upon which there was concensus.  Ms. Benson, Deputy
CAO who staffed the ARC 21 meetings, had assured the Commission at their October 15 Special
Meeting that she would notify you of this information, and even submit to you the idea that you reconvene
the ARC 21 to allow them to complete work in other areas, such as UCSC, the disadvantaged Jewell Box
Community split in Capitola, and the Beach Road / Pajaro Dunes Commmunity of Interest in Watsonville. 
She failed to do any such thing.

  I do not understand why your Board refused to schedule another public hearing on the Redistricting
Maps, and to have it be an evening meeting.  The final ARC hearing in Watsonville on September 30 had
virtually no public attendance and should not have been allowed to count as one of the required evening
meetings.  

Finally, I again protest that my documents have been omitted from your Board's agenda packets, and
none of you has bothered to address this problem with staff or asked that my letters be included, even
though I have repeatedly asked you to do  so in my in-person and remote testimonies during public
hearings.  As stated today, my Community of Interest comment form that I submitted in person after your
October 26 Special Board meeting was not included in your packet until today.  The three-page letter that
I submitted in person during testimony at your November 9 public hearing, explaining the suggestions
made in maps I had submitted, was not included in any of the Board packet materials for November 9 or
today's November 16 hearing.  This is not acceptable.

I also do not understand why your Board never gave any direction to staff to send County Redistricting
materials to the County libraries.  There has been no material at all available at the public libraries that
would have notified interested members of the public who may or may not be engaged in social media but
that would very likely have become involved, had they known of the Redistricting process and, most
importantly, how the ARC 21 recommendations and deliberations could or would have affected their
representation.   While it was excellent that CAO Benson and Ms. Pearlman provided a presentation to
the Capitola City Council (at their request), why didn't they visit the Watsonville, Scotts Valley and Santa
Cruz City Councils as well?  

Please respond in writing.  I have yet to receive any response to any of my communication to your Board
on this matter.  This is incongruous with your Board and CAO staff's claims that you value the public's
input.  I have been very involved, and have submitted maps, letters and multiple public testimonies that
have all been ignored and omitted from your Board agenda packets.

I thank you in advance for your response.

Sincerely,
Becky Steinbruner 

mailto:ki6tkb@yahoo.com
mailto:boardofsupervisors@santacrucounty.us
mailto:Stephanie.Cabrera@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:Redistricting2021@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:rob.bonta@doj.ca.gov
mailto:ki6tkb@yahoo.com


Public Hearing #4:
County Supervisorial 
Redistricting 2021

Santa Cruz County

County Administrative Office

November 16, 2021



What is Redistricting?  Why it Matters?

After every decennial census, district boundaries are 
redrawn so that each district is substantially equal in 
population.  

Redrawing District Boundaries

Redistricting determines which neighborhoods and 
communities are grouped together into a district for 
purposes of electing a board member.

Electing Representatives

Redistricting is important in ensuring that each board 
member represents about the same number of 
constituents.

Population Equality

Redistricting has been used at times to exclude 
communities from political power.  By fully 
participating in and monitoring the redistricting 
process, more communities may have a better 
opportunity to elect candidates of their choice and 
voice their needs and interest.

Community Voice

November 16, 2021County Redistricting 
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Objectives for 11.16.21 Meeting
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Hear Public Testimony

• Recap 9.30.21 (PH1), 10.26.21 (PH2), 11.9.21 

(PH3) Public Hearing input

• Consider Redistricting Proposals and other 

input and proposals received since last meeting

Discuss and consider Proposed Maps and Plans and take 

appropriate actions

Review 2021 County Redistricting Legal Context & 

Process



Redistricting Process per FAIR MAPS Act
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Public Hearings

•At least four public hearings.  

•At least two after draft maps are drawn.

•At least one on a Saturday, Sunday, or after 6pm Monday through Friday.

•Must be noticed at least five days in advance.

•Draft maps must be published seven days prior to adoption by a Board of Supervisors.

Public Outreach

•Must encourage public participation through a variety of media, live translations, 
publications of notices, etc.

Recordkeeping

•Must record every public comment, keep webpage maintained for 10 years in multiple 
languages, save all draft maps, etc.



Redistricting Process –
Timeline & Phases

1) Plan 
Redistricting 
Process: Feb-May

2) Access & 
Outreach: May -
Dec

4) Line Drawing and 
Mapping: Oct - Dec

3) Involvement and 
Engagement: Sept -
Oct

November 16, 2021County Redistricting 
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Public Education and COI Input 
Workshops

• Sept 1 – County Building

• Sept 22 – Sheriffs Comm 
Room

• Sept 29 – Felton Library

• Sept 30 Public Hearing 1–
Starlight Elementary

Online mapping software available 
to public

• Website launched

• Online Community of Interest (COI) 
tools

• Public outreach efforts

• County Press Release

• Social Media Campaigns

• Share infographics and key 
information with public & 
community partners

• ARC 21 Line Drawing Meetings

• Oct 26, Nov 9 – Public hearings 2 & 3 to 
consider submitted maps and receive 
public testimony

• Nov 16 – Final Public Hearing 
and adoption final map

• Dec 15 – Map adoption deadline

• Establish Advisory 
Commission

• Build County Team

• Receive Nominations

• Convene ARC21



Advisory Redistricting Commission

Cheri O’Neil

First District

Supervisor Manu Koenig

Michael Watkins

Second District

Supervisor Zach Friend

Peter Radin

Fourth District

Supervisor Greg Caput

6 County Redistricting 

2021
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James Mosher

Fifth District 

Supervisor 
Bruce McPherson

Kris Reyes

Third District

Supervisor Ryan Coonerty
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ARC 21 Role and Work

Commission Role 

▪ Appointed April 13

▪ Serve as the “eyes” and “ears” 

of the Supervisors

▪ Conduct public outreach through 

informational sessions and 

public workshops to solicit public 

input on COIs and participation 

in redistricting process

▪ Consider certain federal and 

state legislation when drafting 

plans/maps

Legislative Guidelines

▪ Federal 

• Substantially Equal Population

• Voting Rights Act

▪ State, FAIR MAPS Act

• To the extent practicable:

1. Contiguity

2. Communities of Interest and 
neighborhoods

3. Cities and Census designated 
places

4. Identifiable Boundaries

5. Geographical Compactness

▪ No favoring political parties, 
candidates, or incumbents

Working with Population Data

▪ First look at data in late-August

▪ Final data with reallocated prison 

population released late-

September

▪ Final data downloaded into 

redistricting software and made 

available for use on October 1

▪ Mapping Proposals ARC Meetings: 

10/6/21; 10/13/21; and 

10/15/21

November 16, 2021County Redistricting 

2021

7



Public Hearing Schedule
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Public Hearing #1 As provided under Elections Code (EC) section 

21507.1 (a)(2)(e), county staff was permitted to conduct one of the 

pre-map Public Workshops in lieu of holding one of the four public 

hearings required by EC 21507.1(a).

Sept 30 –

Public Workshop 6:30 p.m.

Public Hearing #2

Receive ARC 21 recommendations and hear public testimony. 

Board members can suggest changes and/or additional 

plans(s) or map(s).

Oct 26th –

Special Evening BOS Meeting 6:30 p.m.

Public Hearing #3

Hear public testimony and request additional work (if 

needed) from staff.

Nov 9th –

Regular BOS Meeting 10:45 a.m.

Notice for 11.16.21 Public Hearing 4 by COB

Public Hearing #4

Hear public testimony and request additional work 

(if needed) from staff. After close of public hearing, Board 

option to adopt final map

Nov 16th –

Regular BOS meeting 10:45 a.m.

Additional Public Hearing #5 (if needed)

Week of 11/29/21 and no later than 12/6/21

Additional Public Hearing (if needed) to re-

publish proposed maps.

Senate Bill 594 candidate filing period



Current Supervisorial Boundaries and 
Adjusted Population
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District

Total 

Population

Target 

Population

Over -

Under

% Over -

Under

Hispanic or 

Latino

Not Hispanic or 

Latino

District 1 54,147 54,270 -123 -0.23 11,916 42,231

District 2 54,740 54,270 469 0.87 19,036 35,704

District 3 56,380 54,270 2,109 3.89 13,390 42,990

District 4 53,878 54,270 -392 -0.72 43,185 10,693

District 5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.80 7,049 45,158

2020 Census Adjusted Population for Redistricting



Recap of Input at 
Previous Public 
Hearings

10.26.21 Public Hearing Materials, Plans, and 
Maps considered 

11.9.21 Public Hearings Materials, Plans, and 
Maps considered

1. Advisory Commission Recommended 

Redistricting Proposals A (East Harbor) & B 
(Apple Hill)

2. Redistricting Plan and Maps by K. Hallinan

3. Community of Interest Forms

1. Additional Redistricting Plans and Maps 
received:

• Redistricting Plan and Maps from B. 
Steinbruner

• Redistricting Plan and Maps from D. 
Timm

2. Additional COI input forms and emails
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11.9.21 BOS Direction to 
Notice Various Maps and Plans

1. Plan A Apple Hill - Attachment A

2. Plan B East Harbor - Attachment B 

3. Plan C Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley - Attachment C 

4. Plan D Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts Valley, Midtown -
Attachment D 

5. Plan E ARC 21 Proposal - Attachment E 



Additional Community 
Input received

▪ Attachment F – all COI and other public comments

▪ Additional Materials posted on 11.15.21 including emails 

and Proposed Map from G. Glazer (received 11.13.21)
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Questions 

Hold Public Hearing

Board Discussion & Direction



Recommended Actions should 
BOS be ready to adopt Final 
Map

Adopt the attached resolution establishing the new 
Supervisorial District boundaries.

Adopt the attached ordinance in concept that 
repeals Santa Cruz County Code Chapter 
2.04 (Supervisorial Districts) and enacts Chapter 
2.05 (Supervisorial Districts) to codify the 
changes in Supervisorial District boundaries 
adopted by the Board,

▪ Identify Map to be titled "County of Santa Cruz 
Supervisorial District Boundaries 2021" and 
resolves and orders boundaries to be modified per 
action

▪ Allows County Clerk and GIS to make minor 
administrative adjustments to assignments to address 
parcels that are currently divided between districts

▪ Disbands ARC21 as duties and obligations are complete 
and thank them for their service to the community

▪ Repeals current SCCC Chapter 2.04 chapter that 

relies on metes and bounds

▪ Replaces with SCCC Chapter 2.05 that references 

"County of Santa Cruz Supervisorial District 

Boundaries 2021" on file with Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors
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Recommendations
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• 1) Accept and file this report;

• 2) Consider preliminary final maps for redistricting, titled Plans A through E, that adjust county 
supervisorial boundaries;

• 3) Consider Community of Interest Forms and public input received since the November 9th 
Public Hearing #3;

• 4) Open Public Hearing #4 and receive testimony from the public;

• 5) Close Public Hearing #4;

• 6) If BOS is ready, adopt a final map reflecting revised Supervisorial District boundaries as a 
result of the redistricting process, and

• 7) Adopt the attached resolution establishing the new Supervisorial District boundaries; and

• 8) Adopt the attached ordinance in concept that repeals Santa Cruz County Code Chapter 2.04 
(Supervisorial Districts) and enacts Chapter 2.05 (Supervisorial Districts) to codify the changes 
in Supervisorial District boundaries adopted by the Board, and direct staff to place the 
ordinance on the next available agenda for second reading and approval.





Legal Requirements

1 – Contiguity 

1 – Equal Population

4 – Identifiable 
Boundaries

2 – Voting Rights Act

2 – Communities of 
Interest (COI)
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Supervisorial districts must be drawn under the following order of priority:

Political Parties - Lines cannot be drawn to favor or discriminate against any political 
party, incumbent, or candidate.

3 – Geographic Integrity

5 – Geographical Compactness

Federal requirements

State requirements (FAIR MAPS Act) – to the extent practicable:



Plan A
Apple 
Hill 
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Zoom in on ARC 21 
Proposal A

Apple Hill

District

Target 

Population

Census 

Population

Proposed 

Population

Diff.

Population Hispanic

% 

Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic

% Non-

Hispanic

Pop Over 

18

% Over 

18

Hispanic 

Over 18

% H 

Over 

18

Second 54,270 54,740 54,249 -491 18,674 34.4 35,575 65.6 43,791 80.7 13,126 24.2

Fourth 54,270 53,878 54,369 491 43,547 80.1 10,822 19.9 39,303 72.3 30,009 55.2

▪ Includes residents of Silver Leaf Drive and 

Green Meadow Drive 

▪ Proposal transfers 491 persons from District 2 to 4
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Plan B 
East 
Harbor 
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Zoom in on ARC 21 
Proposal B

East Harbor 

District

Target 

Population

Census 

Population

Proposed 

Population

Diff.

Population Hispanic

% 

Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic

% Non-

Hispanic

Pop Over 

18

% Over 

18

Hispanic 

Over 18

% H 

Over 18

First 54,270 54,147 54,760 613 12,003 21.9 42,757 78.1 45,208 82.6 8,723 15.9

Third 54,270 56,380 55,767 -613 13,303 23.8 42,464 76.1 48,893 87.7 11,058 19.8

▪ Includes portions of the East Harbor neighborhoods

▪ Proposal transfers 613 persons from District 3 to 1
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Plan C 
Apple 
Hill, 
East 
Harbor, 
Scotts 
Valley 
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Zoom in of Plan C Apple Hill, East Harbor, Scotts 
Valley - Attachment C

District Total 

Population

Target 

Population

Over -

Under

% Over -

Under

Total Voting 

Age

Hispanic 

or Latino

Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino

District 1 52,438 54,270 -1,832 -3.38 43,438 11,729 40,709

District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575

District 3 55,767 54,270 1,497 2.76 48,893 13,303 42,464

District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822

District 5 54,529 54,270 259 0.48 44,830 7,323 47,206



November 16, 2021County Redistricting 

2021

24

Plan D 
Apple Hill, 
East 
Harbor, 
Scotts 
Valley, 
Midtown 
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Zoom in Plan D Apple Hill, East Harbor, 
Scotts Valley, Midtown - Attachment D

District Total 

Population

Target 

Population

Over -

Under

% Over -

Under

Total Voting 

Age

Hispanic 

or Latino

Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino

District 1 54,008 54,270 -262 -0.48 44,736 12,021 41,987

District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 -0.04 43,791 18,674 35,575

District 3 54,059 54,270 -211 -0.39 47,459 13,009 41,050

District 4 54,369 54,270 99 0.18 39,303 43,547 10,822

District 5 54,667 54,270 397 0.73 44,966 7,325 47,342



Plan E 
ARC 21 
Proposal 
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Zoom in of Plan E ARC 21 Proposal 

November 16, 202127

District

Total 

Proposed

Population

Target 

Population

Over -

Under

% Over –

Under/

Census

% Over –

Under/

Proposed

Hispanic 

or Latino

Not Hispanic 

or Latino

District 1 54,760 54,270 490 -0.23 0.9 12,003 42,757

District 2 54,249 54,270 -21 0.87 -0.04 18,674 35,575

District 3 55,767 54,270 1,497 3.89 2.76 13,303 42,464

District 4 54,369 54,270 99 -0.72 0.18 43,547 10,822

District 5 52,207 54,270 -2,063 -3.80 -3.8 7,049 45,158



Additional Redistricting Mapping Proposals received but not 
noticed for final adoption
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Proposed Plan and Map by K. Hallinan

District​

Total

Proposed​

Population​

Target

Population​

Over -

Under​

% Over –

Under/

Census

% Over –

Under/

Proposed

Hispanic

or Latino​

Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino​

District 1​ 53,604 54,270​ -666​ -0.23 -1.23 16,442​ 37,162​

District 2​ 54,427​ 54,270​ 157​ 0.87 0.29 12,577​ 41,850​

District 3​ 54,328​ 54,270​ 58 3.89 0.11 13,775 40,553

District 4​ 55,144 54,270​ 874 -0.72 1.61 45,440 9,704

District 5​ 53,841​ 54,270​ -429​ -3.80 -0.79 6,339​ 47,502​



Additional Redistricting Mapping Proposals received but 
not noticed for final adoption
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Proposed Plan and Map by B. Steinbruner

District​

Total

Proposed​

Populatio

n​

Target

Populatio

n​

Over -

Under​

% Over 

–

Under/

Census

% Over –

Under/

Propose

d

Hispanic

or Latino​

Not 

Hispanic

or Latino​

District 1​ 53,369 54,270​ -901​ -0.23 -1.66 11,890​ 41,479​

District 2​ 52,869​ 54,270​ -

1,401

0.87 -2.58 18,207 34,662

District 3​ 54,013​ 54,270​ -257 3.89 -0.47 12,601 41,412

District 4​ 54,818 54,270​ 548 -0.72 1.01 43,853 10,965

District 5​ 56,283​ 54,270​ 2,013 -3.80 3.71 8,025 48,258



Additional Redistricting Mapping 
Proposals received
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• Proposed Plan and Map by D. 
Timm

District​

Total

Proposed​

Population​

Target

Population​

Over -

Under​

% Over –

Under/

Census

% Over –

Under/

Proposed

Hispanic

or Latino​

Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino​

District 1​ 54,054 54,270​ -216​ -0.23 -0.40 12,040​ 42,014​

District 2​ 54,249​ 54,270​ -21​ 0.87 -0.04 18,674 35,575

District 3​ 54,059​ 54,270​ -211 3.89 -0.39 13,009 41,050

District 4​ 54,369 54,270​ 99 -0.72 0.18 43,547 10,822

District 5​ 54,621​ 54,270​ 351​ -3.80 0.65 7,306 47,315
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Click to add text

Proposed Plan and 

Map by G. Glazer, 

received 11.13.21ext



ARC21 Considered but not recommended

First District

▪ Jewel Box Proposal

Considered neighborhood as a COI 

to be consolidated into a single 

district, yielding a more equal 

representation of the Capitola city 

boundaries among the First and 

Second Districts. 

Would have moved an additional 

1,064 persons from District 2 to 1.

Third District

▪ UCSC Campus Proposal

Proposal to improve substantial equality 

between the Fifth and Third Districts 

and gain a more equal representation of 

the campus population.

Would have moved an additional 2,474 

persons from District 3 to 5.

▪ Ocean St Proposal

Proposal to reconfigure the area around 

the County Building on Ocean Street 

and share among District 3 and 5 the 

impacts, and solutions, to homeless 

encampments permitted in this area.

Would have moved an additional 294 

persons from District 3 to 5.

Fourth District

▪ Beach Street Corridor Proposal

Proposal reflected a COI shared 

among the agricultural support 

industries located in the corridor 

from Beach Street to the Monterey 

Bay, and from the Pajaro River to 

about Sunset Beach Road.

Would have moved 449 persons 

from District 2 to 4.
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