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The Honorable City Council

City of Los Angeles

c/o City Clerk

200 North Spring Street, Room 360
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Honorable Council Members:

On behalf of the Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commisson, transmitted herewith
please find the Commission’s Final Report and Recommendations. The centerpiece of the
Report is the Commission’s Final Map Recommendation, or Recommended Plan, for new
Council Districts in fulfillment of the Commission’s charge under the City Charter.

The Report and Recommended Plan represent over five months of analysis and deliberation
by the Commission. It is also the result of unprecedented public participation by thousands
of Angelenos. Through the process of listening to the hopes and concerns of communities
and neighborhoods across the City, the Commission respectfully believes that is has
designed a Recommended Plan that provides fair and effective representation for all the
people of the City, provides the opportunity for all voters to elect candidates of their choice,
meets the requirements of federal and state law, and is fully compliant with the City Charter.

The Commissioners and staff are grateful for the opportunity to have served our City in this
historic process. We express our appreciation to the people of Los Angeles for having the
wisdom to create a mechanism that encourages public participation in the vital process of
revising and recreating our Council Districts for the next decade.

Very Truly Yours,

Andrew Westall
Executive Director

Cc: Honorable Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa
Honorable City Attorney Carmen Trutanich
Honorable City Controller Wendy Greuel
Gerry F. Miller, Chief Legislative Analyst
Members of the Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission
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REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS
OF THE
LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL
REDISTRICTING COMMISSION

L. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission (hereinafter the
"Commission") was created by the voters of the City of Los Angeles (the "City") through the
adoption of the Los Angeles City Charter ("Charter ") in 1999. The purpose of the
Commission, according to Charter Section 204, is to advise the Los Angeles City Council
("City Council" or "Council") on the drawing of new Council District boundaries. On
February 22, 2012, the Commission culminated over five months of work by adopting a
proposed redistricting plan for consideration by the City Council. This report, including the
Commission's adopted map of new Council District boundaries, is submitted in fulfillment of
the Commission’s responsibilities under the Charter.

In conducting its work, the Commission held its meetings in public in compliance
with the California Ralph M. Brown Act, also known as the Open Meeting Law (Cal. Gov.
Code§ 54950 et seq.). During these meetings, the Commission adopted its work plan,
reviewed the applicable criteria for redistricting, received legal briefings from the Office of
the Los Angeles City Attorney on legal issues pertaining to redistricting, developed data
to be used with specialized software, and received analyses from noted experts in the field
of demographics and population trend analysis, among other tasks.

As part of its expansive public outreach effort, the Commission also held 22
public testimony hearings across the City to receive public comments concerning
redistricting. More than 5,000 people attended the Commission meetings and hearings and
more than 6,551 pieces of written and verbal testimony were received by the Commission's
staff. The Commission's very public and open process, as explained in greater detail in
Appendix H, included extensive and unprecedented community outreach and
participation, and the review by the Commission and/or its staff of numerous redistricting
plans, options, adjustments, and maps submitted by Commissioners, interested
organizations and individuals.

As a result of this process, and after careful consideration of voluminous public
testimony and established legal requirements, the Commission is recommending that the
current Council District boundaries be modified as described in this Report. In so
recommending, the Commission has expressly found that the Recommended Plan provides
fair and effective representation for all the people of the City of Los Angeles, enhances the
opportunity for all voters to elect candidates of their choice, meets all requirements of
federal and state law, and is fully compliant with Charter Section 204.



Additionally, the Recommended Plan accomplishes the following:

Neighborhood Councils are more unified: Of the City's 95 Neighborhood Councils,
the number that are divided between Council districts is reduced from 53 to 29,
while the number of Neighborhood Councils split between three Council districts is
reduced from thirteen to only three. Whereas Encino, Palms, and Lake Balboa are
each currently split between three Council districts, each is united within single
districts under the Recommended Plan. Overall, a total of 24 Neighborhood
Councils that are currently split across multiple districts are united within single
districts.

Preserves communities as established by the L.os Angeles City Council: The
Recommended Plan identifies and preserves whole the following communities as
identified by the City of Los Angeles’ community renaming policy, or grandfathered
in from previous policies and actions of the City Council as explained in Attachment
J: Historic Filipinotown, Koreatown, Little Armenia, Little Bangladesh, Little
Ethiopia, Little Tokyo, Rose Hill, Sherman Oaks, and Thai Town.

The opportunities of all voters to elect candidates of their choice is
enhanced: The number of districts from which Latino communities have an equal
opportunity to elect Latino candidates is maintained throughout the City with five
majority Latino Citizen Voting Age Population districts and one coalition district.
The voting strength of African-Americans has also been maintained in Council
Districts 8, 9, and 10, with one majority Black Citizen Voting Age Population
district and two coalition districts.

Maintains an overall deviation of less than 5 percent: Based on the policy decision
made by the Commission on February 15 to maintain a 5 percent overall deviation
(+/- 2.5 percent) or lower across the City, the Recommended Plan, with an overall
deviation of 4.96 percent, goes further than the current Council District boundaries
enacted in 2002 which tolerated an overall deviation of 10 percent, a reduction of
more that half in keeping with the one person, one vote principle.

Based on the Commission's conclusions, it now recommends that the Council take the

following actions:

1.

Approve and adopt this "Report and Recommendations of the Los Angeles

City Council Redistricting Commission" (the "Report"),

2. Adopt as the City's Decennial Redistricting Plan, the Commission's
Recommended Plan discussed in this Report,

3.

Adopt an ordinance, as approved by the City Attorney, which establishes Council

District boundaries in accordance with this Report.



IL. THE CHARTER REQUIREMENTS AND THE FORMATION OF THE
COMMISSION

Charter Section 204

The Charter directs that every ten years the City Council, based on recommendations
from a Commission, shall redraw Council District lines by an ordinance to be adopted no
later than July 1. Charter Section 204 governing redistricting mandates that new Council
districts "shall each contain, as nearly as practicable, equal portions of the total population
of the City as shown by the Federal Census immediately preceding the formation of
districts." (See Appendix A: Charter Section 204). As will be more fully described
below, Section 204 sets forth certain other criteria, firmly based in established legal
precepts, to be used in the process of redistricting. The Charter also requires that the
Commission "seek public input throughout the redistricting process."

The Commission's Formation

In October, 1999, the City Council adopted an ordinance, pursuant to Section 204, to
create the Commission and establish March 1 as the deadline for the submission of the
Commission's recommendation to the Council. In accordance with Section 204, the
Commission was comprised of twenty-one (21) voting members appointed as follows:
three by Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, two by Council President Eric Garcetti, and one each
by City Attorney Carmen Trutanich, Controller Wendy Greuel, and the remaining 14
members of the City Council. (See Appendix B: "List of Commissioners by Appointing
Authority.")

The first meeting of the Commission was held on September 9, 2011. At that
meeting, the Commission received information regarding rules and procedures, including
the Brown Act and Robert's Rules of Order, and reviewed various legal issues
concerning redistricting. Public comment was invited at the initial meeting and during all
subsequent Commission meetings. At the Commission's second meeting on September 27,
Arturo Vargas was elected Chair, and at the following meeting on October 12, Jacquelyn
“Jackie” Dupont-Walker and Rob Kadota were elected Vice Chairs. The Commission also
established three Ad Hoc committees to work with staff on certain tasks necessary to the
execution of the Commission's work plan: Outreach, Communities of Interest, and Data.

The Commission's Staff

In accordance with the Charter, the Commission appointed an Executive Director
and other staff to assist the Commission in the execution of its charge. At its November 9
meeting, the Commission selected a recognized redistricting expert, Andrew Westall, as
Executive Director. Mr. Westall began his service on November 21. In the ensuing
weeks, Mr. Westall hired Myriam Lopez as the Commission’s Executive Assistant; Rani
Woods as the Outreach Director; an Outreach Staff consisting of Lawrence Joe, Rashad
Rucker-Trapp, Paulina Velasco, and Steven Wood; and Daniella Masterson as the Media
Director. The Commission also hired Nicole Boyle as their Technical Director.



III. THE COMMISSION'S WORK PLAN AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES

A Multi-Phased Approach

From the outset, as a methodological approach to conducting its work, the
Commission and its staff contemplated a multi-phased process involving significant public
participation. The first phase of the Commission's work would be aimed at fifteen
public testimony hearings throughout the City of Los Angeles between December 2011 and
January 2012. The second phase was for the Commission to tour the City of Los Angeles
on January 14 in order to get a better understanding of where current Council Districts
divided communities throughout the City, including: Downtown, Palms, Baldwin Hills,
Leimert Park, Koreatown, Pacoima, Lake View Terrace, Sun Valley, North Hollywood,
Studio City, Valley Village, Sherman Oaks, Encino, Lake Balboa, and Reseda. The third
phase was to work in Ad Hoc Regional Line Drawing Committees to develop an initial
Draft Map for public comment. During the third phase, a fourth phase was completed on
January 18 in which the Commission solicited and received presentations from over 25
organizations and individuals who presented public map submissions. The result of these
four phases of work was the Commission's adoption on January 25 of a Draft Map of
proposed new Council Districts.

The fifth phase of the Commission's work began with the release of the Draft Map.
During February, the Commission conducted seven regional public testimony hearings,
averaging over 400 in attendance, to gain public reaction and identify opportunities to
make improvements toward a final map. After the second round of public testimony
hearings was completed, the sixth phase was begun with each Commissioner given an
opportunity to make suggested adjustments to the Draft Map. On February 15, the
Commission debated and approved possible adjustments, where 42 out of 80 suggested
adjustments were approved. At the direction of the Commission, the Technical Director
released an Adjusted Draft Map for public comment on February 17. The final phase of the
process took place on February 22, where individual Commissioners proposed fourteen
amendments to the Adjusted Draft Map, five of which were approved. At the end of the
meeting, the Commission voted 16-5 on the Final Map Recommendation.

Ad Hoc Commiittees Lay the Groundwork

The Commission decided to organize its early efforts around developing a baseline
understanding of three foundational elements stemming directly from Charter Section 204:
communities of interest, data/technical issues, and public participation. It therefore
established three working Ad Hoc committees to examine issues related to these three
substantive areas. The three Ad Hoc committees were the Outreach, Communities of
Interest, and Data committees.

Working with the Commission's Ad Hoc Committee on Outreach, staff
developed an extensive and ambitious outreach program that centered on holding 22 public
testimony hearings expressly for the purpose of gaining community input on how
new districts should be designed and constituted. The various elements and results of the
Commission's unprecedented outreach program are more fully detailed in Appendix H.
The Commission knew from the beginning that a crucial element of its work would be to
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gain a comprehensive understanding of how Angelenos identify and define their
communities, and how Neighborhood Councils, which came to fruition since the last
redistricting, correlate to resident’s understanding of communities. The Ad Hoc
Committee on Communities of Interest reviewed numerous criteria and indicia of what
constitutes a community and considered various types of geographic and socio-economic
information that would be crucial in helping the Commission making its recommendations.
The Ad Hoc Committee on Data took a similar approach regarding data elements that
should be considered by the Commission and its staff in designing new Council Districts.
The data elements described herein and relied on in designing the Recommended Plan
are the direct result of the Ad Hoc Committees on Communities of Interest and Data
work. The complete list of adopted data elements is attached as Appendix F.



V. REVIEW OF REDISTRICTING CRITERIA AND LEGAL ISSUES
Introduction

As stated above, the Charter requires that new districts be as equal in population
"as practicable."  The Charter also specifies that all districts "shall be drawn in
conformance with requirements of state and federal law and, to the extent feasible, shall
keep neighborhoods and communities intact, utilize natural boundaries or street lines, and
be geographically compact." The Charter-established criteria thus embrace the
foundational elements of redistricting: population equality, legal compliance, physical
compactness, contiguity, and a respect for communities of interest. From the outset of its
work, the Commission has been keenly aware of the application of federal law, particularly
the 14th Amendment, the Voting Rights Act (42 U.S.C. § 1971 et seq.) and related case
law with regard to the manner in which City redistricting must be conducted.

The Commission considered all relevant provisions of law and carefully reviewed
redistricting plans that were submitted in accordance with the public process outlined
previously. This review resulted in a recommendation that the Council adopt the
Commission's Final Map Recommendation which, in the Commission's determination,
provides fair and effective representation for all the people of the City, enhances the
opportunity for all voters to elect candidates of their choice, and otherwise meet all of the
requirements of law. The following sections discuss some of the more relevant aspects of
the legal issues surrounding the principles of population equality, the Voting Rights Act,
and the proscription against the use of race as a predominant factor in redistricting. A more
complete analysis of the legal issues pertaining to redistricting is attached as Appendix C:
"Letter from the City Attorney to the Commission."

Population Equality

The Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment to the United States
Constitution requires that electoral districts afford their residents equality of representation -
the "one person, one vote" principle. However, in addition to weighting votes equally,
equality of representation also means that each person in a given district (whether eligible
to vote or not) must have the same opportunity to be represented by his or her elected
official as each person in every other district. (See, Garza v. County of Los Angeles, 918
F.2d 763 (9th Cir. 1990) (total population -rather than voting age population, eligible
voters, or registered voters- is an appropriate standard to measure equal representation)).
This is achieved by providing that each district contains substantially the same number of
people.

Decennial redistricting is required to equalize population. (Reynolds v. Sims, 377
U.S. at 569 (plan must achieve "substantial equality of population among the various
districts")). Slight deviation is permissible provided, however, that it is necessary in order
to achieve a rational state policy.

Measuring Deviation

The most prevalent yardstick courts use to measure deviation is the total
population deviation. The total population in the jurisdiction is divided by the number of
6



districts in order to identify the "ideal" population number for each district. Expressed as a
percent, this number indexes the difference between the district with the most
population and the district with the least population based on the ideal per-district
population. To determine the total deviation, the absolute value of the highest positive
deviation from the ideal and lowest negative deviation from the ideal are aggregated.

As an example, in the case of the City, the official Census population figure for
the City is 3,792,621, making the ideal population per Council District 252,841 (3,792,621
divided by 15). In the Recommended Plan, Council District 12 has a population of
259,073 (2.46%) and Council District 14 has a population of 246,509 (-2.50%), making
the total population deviation for the City 4.96%. As more fully-described below, this
deviation in the proposed plan is within a range determined by courts to qualify as being
constitutional. Furthermore, based on the policy decision made by the Commission on
February 15 to maintain a 5 percent overall deviation (+/- 2.5 percent) or lower across the
City, the Recommended Plan goes further than the current Council District boundaries
enacted in 2002 which tolerated an overall deviation of 10 percent, a reduction of more
than half in keeping with the one person, one vote principle.

Different Deviation Standards for Congressional Redistricting and Their Application to
Los Angeles City Redistricting

Article I, Section 2 of the United States Constitution requires that congressional
representatives must be "apportioned among the several states ... according to their
numbers." In the landmark decision of Wesberry v. Sanders 376 U.S. 1 (1964), the
United States Supreme Court interpreted this to require that the population of each
congressional district within a state must be "as nearly equal in population as
practicable.” By virtue of the Equal Protection Clause of the 14™ Amendment, the “one
person, one vote" principle is extended to state legislative and municipal districts. The
strict standard applied to the equalization of population in congressional redistricting
contrasts with the more lenient equal population standard that has been applied to other
state legislative plans, including municipal redistricting plans.

In local plans, the requirement of equal representation has been interpreted by
courts to require only substantial equality of population. Traditionally, courts have upheld
redistricting plans with a maximum population deviation of less than 10%, considering
such minor deviations insufficient to establish “a prima facie case of invidious
discrimination under the Fourteenth Amendment.” (Brown v. Thompson, 462 U.S. 835,
842 [quoting Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735, 745 (1973)].) More recently, however,
the courts have clarified that plans with a population deviation under 10% do not enjoy a
“safe harbor” from any and all constitutional challenges. (See Larios v. Cox, 300
F.Supp.2d 1320 (N.D. Ga. 2004), aff’d 504 U.S. 947 (2004) [affirming decision that state
redistricting plan with deviation less than 10% violated equal population principle].)

Accordingly, while local districts need only be substantially equal in population,
local redistricting plans should reflect a good faith effort to draw equipopulous districts
with deviations from population equality supported by legitimate public policy rationales.
(See Reynolds, supra, 377 U.S. at 579 [“So long as the divergences from a strict population
are based on legitimate considerations incident to the effectuation of a rational state policy,
some deviations from the equal-population principle are constitutionally permissible”];
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Larios, supra, 300 F.Supp.2d at 1337-1338 [holding that population deviations must be
supported by legitimate state interests].) Examples of legitimate public policy rationales
that would justify minor population deviations include compliance with the Voting Rights
Act and consideration of traditional redistricting criteria such as communities of interest,
existing boundaries and geographic compactness.

Voting Rights Act

The Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 1971 et seq.) seeks to
provide assurance that all persons have equal voting opportunities. Specifically, it prohibits
states and their political subdivisions from denying or abridging citizens' right to vote
"on account of race or color" (42 U.S.C §§ 1973a, 1973c) or membership in a
"language minority group" (42 U.S.C. § 1973b(f)(2)). Section 2 of the Voting Rights
Act, as amended, is applicable to the City's redistricting process and provides as follows:

"(a) No voting qualification or prerequisite to voting or standard, practice, or procedure
shall be imposed or applied by any State or political subdivision in a manner which
results in a denial or abridgement of the right of any citizen of the United States to
vote on account of race or color, or in contravention of the guarantees set forth in
section 1973b(f)(2) of this title, as provided in subsection (b) of this section.

"(b) A violation of subsection (a) of this section is established if, based on the totality
of the circumstances, it is shown that the political processes leading to nomination or
election in the State or political subdivision are not equally open to participation by
members of a class of less opportunity than other members of the electorate to
participate in the political process and to elect representatives of their choice. The extent
to which members of a protected class have been elected to office in the State or
political subdivision 1is one circumstance which may be considered: Provided,
That nothing in this section establishes a right to have members of a protected
class elected in numbers equal to their proportion in the population."

(42 U.S.C.§ 1973.)

Thus, Section 2 prohibits any practice or procedure that, in the context of
social and historical conditions, impairs the ability of a racial minority to elect
candidates of choice on an equal basis with other voters. In interpreting Section 2,
the United States Supreme Court has held that a plaintiff must satisfy three (3)
preconditions before a court will undertake a detailed analysis of a challenged plan.
(Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S.30 (1986)). A plaintiff must show that the minority
group is sufficiently large and geographically compact to constitute a majority in a
single-member district; that it is politically cohesive; and that, in the absence of special
circumstances, bloc voting by the white majority usually defeats the minority's preferred
candidate. (478 U.S at 50-51.)

If the preconditions are satisfied, a court will conduct a detailed and rigorous
analysis of a challenged plan, factoring in the totality of the circumstances. (42 U.S.
§1973(b); Thornburg v. Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at 36-37.) This analysis looks to
objective factors, including:

1. whether there is any history of official discrimination;



2. whether racially polarized voting exists;

3. whether voting practices exist that enhance opportunity for discrimination;

4. whether there is a denial of access to a candidate slating process;

5. whether members of a minority group bear lingering effects of discrimination in
education, employment and health, which hinder effective participation;

6. whether political campaigns have been characterized by racial appeals;

7. the extent to which members of the protected class have been elected;

8. whether there is a significant lack of responsiveness by elected officials to the
particularized needs of the group; and

9. whether the policy underlying the use of the voting qualification, standard, practice,
or procedure is tenuous. (478 U.S. at 36-37.)

The Supreme Court has further explained how manipulation of district lines can dilute
the voting strength of politically cohesive minority group members, whether by
fragmenting the minority voters among several districts where a bloc-voting majority can
routinely outvote them, or by packing them into one or a small number of districts to
drawing, "cracking" or "packing," where its result, interacting with social and historical
conditions, impairs the ability of a protected class to elect its candidate of choice on an
equal basis with other voters. (See Johnson v. De Grandy, 512 U.S. 997, 1007 (1994)).

Cracking, fracturing, or fragmenting is defined as the dilution of the strength of
minority voters by "dividing the minority group among various districts so that it is a
majority in none[.]" (Voinovich v. Quilter, 507 U.S. 146, 153-154 (1993) [quoting
Thornburg v. Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at 46 n.11].) Packing is defined as the dilution of
minority voters' strength by concentrating it "into districts where they constitute an
excessive majority." (Voinovich, supra.)

Finally, it must be stressed that Section 2 does not require the creation of the
maximum possible number of majority-minority districts. (Johnson v. DeGrandy, supra,
512 U.S. at 1017; 42 U.S.C. § 1973(b)). There exists no right to have members of a
protected class elected in numbers equal to their proportion in the population. Rather,
Section 2 prohibits adoption of a redistricting plan that, viewed in the totality of
circumstances, would deny minority voters equal measure of political and electoral
opportunity. (512 U.S. at 1013-1014.)

Shaw v. Reno

Since 1990, the United States Supreme Court has clarified that the use of race as a
predominant factor is prohibitive absent special circumstances. The Court held that a
violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment to the United States
Constitution may exist where a legislature's boundary drawing, though "race neutral on its
face," nonetheless can be understood only as an effort to "separate voters into different
districts on the basis of race," and where the separation lacks sufficient justification. (Shaw
v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630, 649 (1993).) Other cases have built upon Shaw in demonstrating
the Court's willingness to invalidate redistricting plans as race gerrymandering where race
is shown to be a predominant factor, and where no compelling justification for doing
so 1s offered.



V. REVIEW OF THE COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDED PLAN

The Recommended Plan Satisfies the Equal Population Principle as Embodied in the
United States Constitution

The total population of the City, according to the 2010 Census, is 3,792,621.
Divided among the 15 Council districts, the ideal population for each district becomes
252,841. In the Recommended Plan, Council District 12 has a population of 259,073
(+2.46%) and Council District 14 has a population of 246,509 (-2.50%), making the total
population deviation for the City 4.96%. Based on the policy decision made by the
Commission on February 15 to maintain a 5 percent overall deviation (+/- 2.5 percent) or
lower across the City, the Recommended Plan goes further than the current Council District
boundaries enacted in 2002 which tolerated an overall deviation of 10 percent, a reduction
of more than half in keeping with the one person, one vote principle. The Final Map
Recommendation has made good faith efforts to draw equipopulous districts with slight
deviations based on the public policy rationales of: keeping at least two-thirds of the
Neighborhood Councils whole, including minimizing splits between Council Districts to
the extent possible; maintaining and respect communities and neighborhoods that had been
identified by the City of Los Angeles’ community renaming policy, or grandfathered in
from previous policies and actions of the City Council; and compliance with federal, state,
and municipal law.

Communities are More Intact and Unified

The Recommended Plan is an important improvement on the existing Council
boundaries by significantly reducing the number of Los Angeles Neighborhood Councils
that are divided between multiple Council districts. The Commission's adopted database
identifies 95 currently certified Neighborhood Councils across the City. Of these 95
Neighborhood Councils, 53 are currently divided across multiple Council districts: 40
split between two districts, and 13 split between three districts. The Final Map
Recommendation reduces the number of split Neighborhood Councils from 53 to 29. The
number of Neighborhood Councils split between two districts is reduced from 40 to 26,
and the number of Neighborhood Councils divided between three districts is reduced from
thirteen to three. Three communities that are currently split among three districts -
Encino, Palms, and Lake Balboa -are completely united within single districts under the
Recommended Plan.

Through its actions on February 15 and February 22, the Commission also made the
de facto policy decision to maintain and respect communities and neighborhoods that had
been identified by the City of Los Angeles’ community renaming policy, or grandfathered
in from previous policies and actions of the City Council: Historic Filipinotown,
Koreatown, Little Armenia, Little Bangladesh, Little Ethiopia, Little Tokyo, Rose Hill,
Sherman Oaks, and Thai Town. [see Appendix J]

Neighborhood Councils Compels Respect for a New Community of Interest

The formation and certification of 95 Neighborhood Councils since the adoption of
the Los Angeles City Charter in 1999 created a new opportunity and challenge for the
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Commission. During the 2001-02 Commission’s work, less than 30 Neighborhood
Councils were formed and were not considered a Community of Interest at the time of
recommending new Council District boundaries. In 2011-12, that notion has changed
dramatically. Throughout the process, the Commission received presentations from the
Department of Neighborhood Empowerment and held discussions regarding the
certification process of Neighborhood Councils. It must be noted that Neighborhood
Councils vary widely in population, geographic boundaries, and demographics. As a result,
a “one size fits all” approach to evaluating their weight and defining communities of
interest could not apply to the Commission’s Recommended Plan.

During the first fifteen public testimony hearings, the Commission received
numerous public comments asking for Neighborhood Councils to be kept whole while
drawing Council Districts. During that time, members of the public also submitted public
map submissions attempting to keep all Neighborhood Councils whole in a single plan
without complete success and without consideration of other redistricting factors. While
Neighborhood Councils are now an identifiable Community of Interest throughout the City,
the Commission realized the impracticability of keeping every Neighborhood Council
whole in the City. With that in mind, the Commission adopted a policy decision on
February 15 to keep at least two-thirds of the Neighborhood Councils whole and to
minimize splits between Council Districts to the extent possible.

Of these 95 Neighborhood Councils, 53 are currently divided across multiple
Council districts: 40 split between two districts, and 13 split between three districts. The
Final Map Recommendation reduces the number of split Neighborhood Councils from 53
to 29. The number of Neighborhood Councils split between two districts is reduced from
40 to 26, and the number of Neighborhood Councils divided between three districts is
reduced from thirteen to three. Three communities that are currently split among three
districts - Encino, Palms, and Lake Balboa -are completely united within single districts
under the Recommended Plan.

The Recommended Plan Respects the Voting Rights Act Without Resorting to the Use of
Race as a Predominant Factor

The Recommended Plan respects the increasing diversity of the City in a manner
that is legally compliant.

The number of districts from which Latino communities have an equal opportunity
to elect Latino candidates is maintained throughout the City with the same five majority
Latino Citizen Voting Age Population districts and one coalition district. Of the five
districts with both a Latino Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) above 50% and Latino
registration above 35% (Districts 1, 6, 7, 9, and 14), all Districts, with the exception of
District 9, see a slight reduction in both Latino CVAP and registration in order to
accommodate the guiding policy decision of keeping at least two-thirds of the
Neighborhood Councils whole, and minimizing the number of splits between Council
Districts.

The CVAP and registration reductions for District 6 and District 7 reflect the
opportunity to keep two areas of the City whole in a particular Council District, Lake
Balboa in District 6 and the Foothill communities of Sunland, Tujunga, Shadow Hills, and
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Lake View Terrace in District 7. While these reductions were a result of keeping
Neighborhood Councils whole in this portion of the City, District 6 maintains a majority
Latino citizen voting age population (52.2%) and registration (50.1%), while District 7 also
maintains a majority Latino CVAP (54.4%) and just under a majority registration (49.4%).
Thus, the Commission is confident that by respecting existing communities in the
Northeast San Fernando Valley (e.g., Panorama City, Pacoima, Lake View Terrace, and the
Foothill communities are unified in single districts), with a resulting reallocation of Latino
voters and citizen voting-age residents between District 7, District 6, and District 2, the San
Fernando Valley portion of the Recommended Plan successfully complies with the Voting
Rights Act.

The Commission also strove to be mindful of the requirements of the Voting
Rights Act with respect to Districts 1, 9, 13, and 14 in the south, east, and central parts of
the City. Recommended Districts 1 and 14 continue to afford the Latino community an
equal opportunity to elect candidates of their choice, as CVAP in each district remains
above 50% and registration in each district remains above 50%. By keeping
Neighborhood Councils whole in District 9, with the exception of the landmarks of the
Convention Center, Staples Center, L.A. Live, the University of Southern California
(“USC”), and adjacent properties, in addition to using the natural boundary of the I-110
Freeway south of USC, the population in District 9 led to a slight increase in Latino citizen
voting age residents (50.5%) and registration (45.2%).

Council District 13 is the fifth existing district in which the Latino community
has an equal opportunity to elect a candidate of its choice. Both CVAP and registration
are maintained in District 13 under the Recommended Plan, as CV AP slightly decreases
from 37.5% to 33.6% and Latino registration slightly decreases from 40.4% to 36.2%. The
amazing cultural and ethnic diversity of District 13 presented a particular challenge to the
Commission to balance the strictures of the Voting Rights Act with the interest in
respecting the intactness of communities. The Commission is proud to recommend a plan
that maintains both Latino VAP and registration in District 13 while keeping intact
communities such as Little Armenia, Historic Filipinotown, and Thai Town and
preserving the district's politically progressive character.

The voting strength of African-Americans has also been maintained in the same
Districts, Council Districts 8, 9, and 10, with one majority Black Citizen Voting Age
Population district and two coalition districts. Both African-American citizen voting age
population and registration increase for Districts 9 and 10 under the Recommended Plan,
while District 8§ maintains majority African-American CVAP (59.2%) and registration
numbers (63.8%).

It must be stressed that the Commission accomplished all of the foregoing
without using race as a predominant factor in its process. The entirety of the record
attendant to the Commission's process shows that various community-of-interest criteria
and indicia were relied upon by the Commission in its deliberations. Among the race-
neutral principles guiding the Commission's deliberations were the attempt to create
districts that are compact and contiguous and that oblige the direction of the Charter to
respect the intactness of communities and neighborhoods, and in particular
Neighborhood Councils and communities identified through the City’s legislative process,
as much as possible. It should also be stressed that the Commission do not seek to
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“create” majority-minority Council Districts, but instead chose to not radically alter the
current configuration of Council Districts to reduce such districts or create different ones.
In this respect, the Recommended Plan simply reflects the ongoing demographics changes
in the City. By limiting the demographic element of race to testing possible district
designs to ensure no dilution of minority voting strength, the Commission has
successfully balanced the strictures of the Voting Rights Act, the Equal Protection
Clause, and the City Charter.
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VL

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE CITY COUNCIL AND THE
2021-22 COMMISSION

Additional Map Recommendations

Split four Census Blocks (2010 TIGER/Line, vintage 2010): 2113102000;
2113201001; 2113202000 and 211320200 to keep the businesses between
Alexandria Avenue and New Hampshire Avenue on the north side of Third Street in
the community known as Little Bangladesh whole in District 10

Split four Census Blocks: 2168003000; 2168003001; 2168001000 and 2168002001
and move Census Block 2168002000 to keep the businesses between Pico
Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard on the west side of Fairfax Avenue in the
community known as Little Ethiopia whole in District 10

Split sixteen Census Blocks: 1924202003; 1924202004; 1924202007; 2115001000;
2115001010; 1925101004; 1925101003; 2115002000; 2115002011; 2117031000;
2117031003; 2117041000; 2131001000; 2126202003; 2126202000 and
2126102000 to keep the businesses between Olympic Boulevard and Rosewood
Avenue on the west and east sides of Western Avenue in the community known as
Koreatown whole in District 10

Split ten Census Blocks: 1862011003; 1834021002; 1834021001; 1834021000;
1834021005; 1834021007; 1834011001; 1834011000; 1834011004 and
1834011005 to keep the businesses between West Avenue 49 and Eagle Rock
Boulevard on the north side of York Boulevard in the community known as
Highland Park whole in District 1

Split one Census Block: 9800201003 to keep the section of Verdugo Mountain Park
within the Sun Valley Neighborhood Council whole in District 2

Administrative Recommendations

e Inthe 2021-22 FY Budget, provide for the following personnel resolutions and
authorities for Commission personnel under the City Clerk’s office: Executive
Director (1), Commission Executive Assistant (1), Outreach Director (1), Technical
Director (1), Media Director (1), Outreach Specialists (4-6). Furthermore, pay for
the above listed position should be commiserate with similar City personnel
classifications and/or reflective of adjustments in inflation between 2011 and 2021.

Permanently amend Section 2.21 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code to ensure
that the first meeting of the Commission takes place no later than August 31, and
the deadline for the proposal to be forwarded to the City Council moved to April
15, as opposed to the current deadline of March 1.

The City Council should instruct the CLA to convene the first Commission meeting
on a Saturday where time is scheduled for more interactive introductions among the
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members.

The City Council should designate the Council Chambers as the regular location for
Commission meetings so Commissioners and residents of the City can plan for
arrangements for attendance and parking.

Once a budget is adopted by the Commission, there should be policies established
so the procurement of office space, capital equipment, telephone service, internet
service, and supplies can be acquired in a timely manner.

Upgrade the technical capabilities of the John Ferraro Council Chambers and the
Van Nuys City Hall Council Chambers to allow for direct plugin of a laptop to the
Councilmember computer screens and Channel 35 live feed. This would allow for
interactive mapping during the Commission meetings.

Provide a policy waiver for basic meals for members of the Commission when the
Commission meets in the late afternoon/evenings requiring Commissioners to arrive
immediately after the workday.

Recommendations for the 2021-22 Commission

All staff should be in place to begin a robust outreach program by November 1,
2021

Public Testimony hearings should not begin before January 1, 2022.

Ensure that all comments, written testimony, COI statements, email, etc. are
transmitted directly to the Commission versus requiring Commissioners to visit the
Commission office to review the submitted testimony

Don't waste time with regional work done in small, less than quorum groups. It is
useless to draw maps for a piece of the City without seeing how it affects
neighboring districts.

Allow more time in preparation of the map. The rush heightened the tension and
reduced time for cool deliberation.

Make sure that an undercount study can be completed in time for inclusion in the
Commission’s deliberations.

Allow two weeks for the staff to complete the Final Report and Recommendations
after the vote on the Final Map Recommendation

Additional Outreach Recommendations Included in Appendix H
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VIL DISCUSSION OF MAJOR ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE COMMISSION
Koreatown

Perhaps the most vexing regional issue that the Commission dealt with had to do
with the treatment of the Koreatown community and how its current fragmentation among
three Council districts, and depending on the definition four districts, could be reduced.
While several different boundaries defining Koreatown were reviewed by the Commission,
including the Olympic Division LAPD boundaries and the Koreatown boundaries as
identified by the L.A. Times L.A. Communities project, the two boundaries given the most
emphasis and weight were the Wilshire Center-Koreatown Neighborhood Council
boundaries and the Koreatown boundaries as defined through the City of Los Angeles’
community renaming policy.

The demographics of these two designations are different. Wilshire Center-
Koreatown Neighborhood Council boundaries contain a population of 95,324 residents
(52.4% Latino; 35.4% Asian), the largest Neighborhood Council in the City of Los Angeles
by more than 10,000 people. Under the current Council District boundaries, the Wilshire
Center-Koreatown Neighborhood Council is split between three Council Districts, District
4 (35,087 or 36.8%), District 10 (35,361 or 37.1%), and District 13 (24,876 or 26.1%).

Koreatown, as defined through the community renaming policy in 2010, has a
smaller population of 53,155 residents (46.9% Latino; 40.0% Asian). The community
renaming process for Koreatown, beginning in February 2009 and ending in August 2010,
was the subject of much discussion and community input from the Korean-American,
Latino, Bangladeshi, and Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council communities. Under the
current Council District boundaries, the Koreatown community is split between two
Council Districts, District 4 (25,479 or 47.9%) and District 10 (28,692 or 54.0%). An
analysis of ethnic population densities places the majority of Korean-American residents
mostly in the City’s Koreatown community definition versus the broader Neighborhood
Council definition.

Most of the public testimony in the pre-draft map public hearings asked for
Koreatown, the Wilshire Center-Koreatown Neighborhood Council, or the Olympic
Division LAPD boundaries to be kept whole in one Council District. The public map
submissions for this part of town was mixed, with three submissions supporting putting the
community whole in CD 10 (one keeping the Wilshire Center-Koreatown Neighborhood
Council whole), five submissions supporting putting the community whole in CD 13 (two
keeping the Wilshire Center-Koreatown Neighborhood Council whole), and four
submissions split the Koreatown community between CD 10 and CD 13. After the initial
draft map was released, the testimony clearly focused around two issues; keeping the
Wilshire Center-Koreatown Neighborhood Council whole in District 13, as supported by
the majority of public comment during this time (primarily supported by the Korean-
American community) or maintaining the initial draft map split of the Neighborhood
Council at Third Street which included most of the Koreatown community boundaries as
identified by the City of Los Angeles in District 10 (primarily supported by the Latino and
Bangladeshi communities).

While Commissioners Kim and Ahn advocated that the Neighborhood Council
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boundaries should be kept whole in District 13, Commissioners Ellison and Dupont-Walker
advocated that the Koreatown community boundaries be kept whole in Council District 10,
where the plurality of the Neighborhood Council and Koreatown community population
currently reside. As stated previously, the Commission adopted a policy decision on
February 15 to keep at least two-thirds of the Neighborhood Councils whole and to
minimize splits between Council Districts to the extent possible. Through its actions on
February 15 and February 22, the Commission also made the de facto policy decision to
maintain and respect communities and neighborhoods that had been identified by the City
of Los Angeles’ community renaming policy, or grandfathered in from previous policies
and actions of the City Council.

The final decision by the Commission was to keep the Koreatown community
boundaries (as defined by the City community renaming process) whole in District 10,
maintaining 70.1% (66,777) of the Wilshire Center-Koreatown Neighborhood Council
boundaries in District 10, while the remaining 29.9% (28,546) of the population within the
Neighborhood Council boundaries would be maintained in District 13, reducing the
number of splits in the Neighborhood Council. As the largest Neighborhood Council in the
City of Los Angeles, members of the Commission may not have found it practical or
feasible to maintain the entire Neighborhood Council boundaries under one Council
District without creating major disruptions to other communities and Council Districts
throughout the City. In conformance with Section 204(d) of the Los Angeles City Charter,
this decision ensures that for the first time in over forty years, the Koreatown community as
defined by the City will be kept whole in one Council District, even though the Wilshire
Center-Koreatown Neighborhood Council will not.

South Los Angeles

Another area of major discussion by the Commission was the redrawing of Council District
boundaries south of I-10 Freeway and west of the [-405 Freeway/City of Culver
City/County of Los Angeles boundaries. This area of the City, currently represented by
three African-American Councilmembers, received a lot of attention by the Commission
due to many neighborhoods being split under the current Council District boundaries (e.g.
Baldwin Hills/Crenshaw, Leimert Park, Crenshaw Manor, Vermont Square, Vermont-
Slauson, Adams-Normandie, University Park, Vermont Vista, Broadway-Manchester, and
Green Meadows). A lot of time and discussion was also given to the desire of the
Councilmembers from District 8 and District 9 who advocated for their districts to stay
exactly the same, or change as little as possible, a difficult task.

While the public testimony was mixed in this part of the City during the first round of
Public Testimony hearings, with most supporting the status quo, the majority of support
during the second round of regional hearings and after the release of the Adjusted Draft
Map asked for Baldwin Hills/Crenshaw and Leimert Park to be kept whole in one Council
District, either District 8 or District 10. Public map submissions were equally mixed, with
four submissions supporting placing the Empowerment Congress West Area Neighborhood
Development Council whole in District 10, one submission supported putting the
Neighborhood Council whole in District 8, and seven submissions supported splitting the
communities of Baldwin Hills and Leimert Park between District 8 and District 10, with
the majority of population in District 10.
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As stated previously, the Commission adopted a policy decision on February 15 to keep at
least two-thirds of the Neighborhood Councils whole and to minimize splits between
Council Districts to the extent possible. With this action, the Commission respected the
boundaries of Neighborhood Councils when drawing Districts 8, 9, 10, and 15, minimizing
Neighborhood Council boundary splits throughout the four Districts south of the I-10
Freeway, only splitting Empowerment Congress Southeast, Empowerment Congress North
(USC landmark), Westchester-Playa Del Rey (I-405 Freeway), and Downtown Los
Angeles (Convention Center/Staples Center/L.A. Live landmark). As part of the final
decision of the Commission, the Final Map Recommendation keeps the Baldwin
Hills/Crenshaw and Leimert Park communities whole, along with the Empowerment
Congress West Area Neighborhood Development Council, in District 10 in conformance
with this guiding policy and Section 204(d) of the Los Angeles City Charter. This decision
ensures that for the first time in over forty years, the Baldwin Hills/Crenshaw and Leimert
Park communities will be kept whole in one Council District. It also ensures that the
communities of Crenshaw Manor, Vermont Square, and Vermont-Slauson are also kept
whole within a particular Council District.

Downtown Los Angeles

Another vexing regional issue for the Commission was the area of Downtown Los Angeles.
Downtown Los Angeles has been split between District 1, District 9, and District 14 for
twenty years, and during the 2001-02 Commission process, no decision could be made
about how to fix the divided neighborhoods within Downtown Los Angeles.

One of the largest pressure points on the Commission was to equalize the population for
Districts 1, 13, and 14, inevitably growing the size of each District south and west from the
eastern boundary of the City of Los Angeles. These Districts needed to grow by 66,204
residents in order to achieve an ideal District population. With an average deviation of
negative 8.7% among the three Districts, disruption of existing communities in 1, 13, and
14 needed to be minimized, while still meeting the goals of the Commission adopted policy
decision to keep at least two-thirds of the Neighborhood Councils whole and to minimize
splits between Council Districts to the extent possible. An additional consideration that was
weighed heavily was how to absorb the shifts from Districts 1, 13, and 14 to Districts 4, 8,
9, and 10, while meeting these policy goals and ensuring compliance with applicable
federal, state, and municipal law.

During the public testimony of the pre-draft map public hearings, testimony was once again
mixed with residents of District 9 asking to keep the status quo, residents of District 14
asking to keep the District as part of Downtown or include more of the neighborhoods, and
other residents of Downtown Los Angeles asking for particular neighborhoods to be kept
whole (e.g. Skid Row, Artist District, etc.), for the Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood
Council to be kept whole in one Council District, or for the area bounded by the 101 State
Highway on the north, the Los Angeles River on the east, the I-10 Freeway on the south,
and I-110 Freeway on the west to be kept whole in one District. Public map submissions
were equally mixed, with six submissions supporting placing the Downtown Los Angeles
community whole in District 14, two submissions supporting putting the community whole
in District 9, and three submissions supporting splitting the downtown Los Angeles
community between District 9 and District 14.
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In the initial Draft Map, the Commission placed most of area within the Downtown Los
Angeles community whole in District 14, with exception of splitting the Fashion District
and South Park between District 9 and District 14. In order to balance population for the
reasons stated above, the South Central Neighborhood Council and the Central Alameda
Neighborhood Council were also split between District 9 and District 14.

During the public testimony of the pre-final map public hearings, testimony was again
again similar to those described in the first round. At the February 15 meeting of the
Commission, two adjustments were made to the Draft Map to remove the Downtown Los
Angeles Neighborhood Council from District 1 and to use the southern boundary of the
Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council (Washington Boulevard) as the boundary
between District 9 and District 14, with the exception of the of the Convention
Center/Staples Center/L.A. Live landmarks in CD 9.

The final decision by the Commission, reflecting the above adjustments with the
exception of keeping the Vista Hermosa Park/Ed Roybal Learning Center landmarks in CD
1, is in conformance with Section 204(d) of the Los Angeles City Charter and in keeping
with the policy decision to keep at least two-thirds of the Neighborhood Councils whole
and to minimize splits between Council Districts to the extent possible. This decision
ensures that for the first time in twenty years, 98.2% of the Downtown Los Angeles
Neighborhood Council, and all of the residents residing in between the three freeways and
the Los Angeles River, will be kept whole in one Council District. This action also reunites
the South Central Neighborhood Council and the Central Alameda Neighborhood Council
and makes them whole in District 9.

Westchester and the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX)

During the pre-draft map public hearings, the Westchester community was not vocal in
their concerns with the redistricting process. Few members of the community participated
in the process due to the fact that District 11, which currently encompasses all of the
Westchester-Playa Del Rey Neighborhood Council, in general uses the natural boundaries
of Mulholland Drive to the north, the 1-405 Freeway to the east, the City of El Segundo to
the south, and the Pacific Ocean to the west. When the initial Draft Map was released on
January 25, Westchester awoke.

Under the initial Draft Map, the Westchester community was split between District 11 and
District 8, with the bulk of the population located in District 8 west of Lincoln Boulevard
and north of Westchester Parkway. Both the community of Westchester and the
Councilmembers from District 8 and District 11 were vocal about the splitting of the
community and removing the bulk of the residents from the District in which the Los
Angeles International Airport (LAX) was maintained, District 11. Over 700 people
attended a pre-final map hearing on February 2 to express their anger and concerns over
splitting the Westchester community and dividing the residents from the airport. Although
the public testimony was virtually non-existent in the first round of hearings, and public
map submissions were mixed with four submissions supporting using the natural
boundaries of District 11 and four submissions supporting putting the Westchester-Playa
Del Rey Neighborhood Council in District 8, the community was very vocal with regard to
maintaining the natural boundaries of District 11 as had been the case since 2002.
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During the Commission meeting on February 15, the Commission made the policy decision
to use the Natural Boundaries of District 11; Mulholland Drive, 1-405 Freeway, City
boundary, and the Pacific Ocean; and if necessary split the Mar Vista Community Council
at the 1-405 Freeway. With the release of the Adjusted Draft Map on February 17, the
revised District 11 followed the policy decision of the Commission by keeping all of the
Neighborhood Councils whole within the District, with the exception of splitting the
Westchester-Playa Del Rey Neighborhood Council at the [-405 Freeway.

The final decision by the Commission, reflecting the above adjustment, is in conformance
with Section 204(d) of the Los Angeles City Charter and in keeping with the policy
decision to keep at least two-thirds of the Neighborhood Councils whole and to minimize
splits between Council Districts to the extent possible.

The Foothill communities of the Northeast San Fernando Valley

A final difficult regional issue of the Commission was where to place the Foothill
communities of Sunland, Tujunga, Shadow Hills, and Lake View Terrace. Under the
current Council District boundaries, this region of the City had been in District 2 for the
last ten years as a result of the creation of District 6 in 2002, in order to meet the
requirements of the federal Voting Rights Act due to a historical pattern of racially
polarized voting in the previous ten years.

During the pre-draft map public hearings, residents of the Foothill communities expressed
their desire to remain whole in District 2 or District 7, and wanted to include the entire
community of Lake View Terrace which had been split under the current boundaries. When
the initial Draft Map was released on January 25, the Commission split the Foothill
communities along the [-210 Freeway in order to keep Lake View Terrace, Sunland and
Tujunga whole in District 7, as well as keep Shadow Hills and Sun Valley whole in District
6. This split along the natural boundary of the I-210 Freeway was unacceptable to most of
the residents within the Foothill communities, and mistakenly did not recognize the split to
Lake View Terrace.

As a result, the public testimony during the pre-final map public hearings centered around
keeping all four of these communities whole within one Council District. Most of the
testimony did not state a preference as to which District, just that the community be kept
intact due to rural nature of this part of the City, truly an anomaly within the urban and
suburban expanses of the City of Los Angeles.

With adjustments to be made at the February 15 Commission meeting, five Commissioners
proposed adjustments to make the Foothill communities whole in District 7, the most out of
any area in the City. The final decision by the Commission, reflecting the above
adjustment, is in conformance with Section 204(d) of the Los Angeles City Charter and in
keeping with the policy decision to keep at least two-thirds of the Neighborhood Councils
whole and to minimize splits between Council Districts to the extent possible. The current
configuration of District 7 keeps the Foothill Trails Neighborhood Council and the
Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council whole and together within one Council District.
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Appendix A: Charter Section 204 and Administrative Code Sec. 2.21

Sec. 204. Election of City Council Members; Redistricting.

(a) Redistricting by Ordinance. Commencing in 2002, the Council shall by ordinance
redraw district lines to be used for all elections of Council members, including their recall, and
for filling any vacancy in the office of member of the Council, after the effective date of the
redistricting ordinance. Districts so formed shall each contain, as nearly as practicable, equal
portions of the total population of the City as shown by the Federal Census immediately
preceding the formation of districts.

(b) Redistricting Commission. There shall be a Redistricting Commission to advise the
Council on drawing of Council district lines. The Commission members shall be appointed in the
following manner: one by each Council member except that the Council President shall appoint
two members, three by the Mayor, one by the City Attorney, and one by the Controller. No City
officer or employee shall be eligible to serve on the Commission. The Redistricting Commission
shall appoint a director and other personnel, consistent with budgetary approval, which positions
shall be exempt from the civil service provisions of the Charter.

(¢) Redistricting Process. The Redistricting Commission shall be appointed no later than
the date by which the Census Bureau is to release decennial census data. A new Commission
shall be appointed to advise the Council prior to each subsequent redistricting. The Commission
shall begin the redistricting process at any time after the necessary data are obtained from the
most recent Federal Census, but no later than January 1, 2002, and each subsequent tenth
anniversary of that date. The Commission shall seek public input throughout the redistricting
process. The Commission shall present its proposal for redistricting to the Council no later than
a date prescribed by ordinance.

The Council shall adopt a redistricting ordinance no later than July 1, 2002, and each
subsequent tenth anniversary of that date. Nothing in this section shall prohibit the Council from
redistricting with greater frequency provided that districts so formed each contain, as nearly as
practicable, equal portions of the total population of the City as shown by the Federal Census
immediately preceding the formation of districts or based upon other population reports or
estimates determined by the Council to be substantially reliable.

(d) Criteria for Redistricting. All districts shall be drawn in conformance with
requirements of state and federal law and, to the extent feasible, shall keep neighborhoods and
communities intact, utilize natural boundaries or street lines, and be geographically compact.

(e) Effect of Redistricting on Incumbents. No change in the boundary or location of any
district by redistricting shall operate to abolish or terminate the term of office of any member of
the Council prior to expiration of the term of office for which the member was elected.



(f)  Annexation or Consolidation. Any territory annexed to or consolidated with the City
shall, prior to or concurrently with completion of the proceedings therefor, be added to an
adjacent district or districts by the Council by ordinance, which addition shall be effective upon
completion of the annexation or consolidation proceedings notwithstanding any other provision

of the Charter to the contrary.

(g) Terms. The terms of office for those members of the Council elected from odd-
numbered districts shall commence during each fourth anniversary of the year 1997 and for the
members elected from even-numbered districts shall commence during each fourth anniversary

of the year 1999.



ARTICLE 4
COUNCIL DISTRICTS

Sec. 2.21. Redistricting - Deadline for Presentation of Plans to Council (Charter 8§ 204,
802).

(a) The Redistricting Commission established by Charter Section 204(b) and appointed for
each decennial redistricting shall present its proposal to the City Council for redistricting the City
Council on or before March 29, 2002, and, thereafter, every ten years after March 1, 2002.

(b) The Redistricting Commission established by Charter Section 802(b) and appointed for
each decennial redistricting shall present its proposal to the City Council for redistricting the
Board of Education on or before March 29, 2002, and, thereafter, every ten years after March 1,
2002.

(¢) Ifthe Council decides to consider redistricting the Council or the Board of Education
districts, or both, sooner than the next decennial Census, it shall appoint a Redistricting
Commission or Commissions for that purpose and shall adopt an ordinance establishing a date by
which the relevant Redistricting Commission will be required to submit its redistricting proposal.

SECTION HISTORY
Based on Charter, Sec. 6(2)(a).

Amended by: Ord. No. 154,252, Eff. 9-11-80; Title and Section, Ord. No. 158,965, Eff. 6-30-84;
Ord. No. 172,894, Eff. 12-13-99, Oper. 7-1-00; In Entirety, Ord. No. 174,456, Eff. 4-7-02.
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Appendix B: List of Commissioners by Appointing Official

Arturo Vargas
CHAIR

Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker

VICE CHAIR

Rob Kadota
VICE CHAIR

Robert Ahn

Bobbie Jean Anderson

Jose Cornejo

Julie Downey

Christopher Ellison

David Ford
Jerry Gaines
Helen B. Kim
Amber Martinez
Grover McKean
Craig Miller
David Roberti
David Roberts
Ken Sampson
Antonio Sanchez
Mona Soo Hoo
David Trujillo
Michael Trujillo

Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa

Councilmember Eric Garcetti, District 13

Councilmember Bill Rosendahl, District 11

Councilmember Eric Garcetti, District 13
Councilmember Bernard C. Parks, District 8
Councilmember Tony Cardenas, District 6

City Attorney Carmen Trutanich

Council President Herb J. Wesson, District 10
Councilmember Dennis Zine, District 3

Former Councilmember Janice Hahn, District 15
City Controller Wendy Greuel

Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa

Councilmember Tom LaBonge, District 4
Councilmember Paul Krekorian, District 2
Councilmember Paul Koretz, District 5
Councilmember Jan Perry, District 9
Councilmember Mitchell Englander, District 12
Councilmember Jose Huizar, District 14

Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa

Councilmember Ed P. Reyes, District 1

Councilmember Richard Alarcon, District 7
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City Hall East {213) 978-8100 Tet
200 N. Main Street (213) 978-8312 Fax
Room 800 CTrutanich@lacity.org

Los Angeles, CA $0012 www lacity.org/atty

CARMEN A. TRUTANICH
City Attorney

February 27, 2012

City Council Redistricting Commission
of the City of Los Angeles

Room 275, City Hall

200 N. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Commissioners:

This memorandum discusses the legal criteria applicable to the work of the Los
Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission (the Commission) and expresses our
views regarding the proposed City Council district map adopted as your Commission’s
recommendation to the City Council.

City Charter

The Los Angeles City Charter requires the City Council to redraw the lines for the
City’s fifteen Council Districts at least once every ten years. The Charter creates the
City Council Redistricting Commission to advise the Council on the redrawing of Council
District lines. The Charter requires the Redistricting Commission to obtain public input,
prepare a redistricting proposal and present it to the City Council. The Charter provides
that the City Council has the ultimate authority to adopt a redistricting pian, and must do
so by ordinance. (See City Charter § 204.)

The Charter requires that Council Districts “contain, as nearly as practicable,
equal portions of the total population of the City.” (Charter § 204(a).) The Charter also
specifies that Council Districts “shall be drawn in conformance with requirements of
state and federal law and, to the extent feasible, shall keep neighborhoods and
communities intact, utilize natural boundaries or street fines, and be geographically
compact.” (Charter § 204(d).) The Charter thus frames several key legal criteria and
standards applicable to redistricting: the Equal Population Principle; consideration of
Traditional Redistricting Criteria such as communities of interest, existing boundaries
and geographical compactness; and compliance with the federal Equal Protection
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Clause and Voting Rights Act. We discuss each of these foundational elements of
redistricting below.

Eqgual Population Principle

The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution requires that electoral districts afford their residents equality of
representation. This is embodied in the “one person, one vote” equal population
principle. In keeping with this principie, the United States Supreme Court has held that
redistricting plans for local legislative districts must achieve “substantial equality of
population among the various districts.” (Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579 (1964).)
The City Charter similarly provides that Council districts must be drawn with equal
populations “as nearly as practicable.” (Charter § 204(a).) State law also is in accord.
(See Cal. Elections Code § 21620 [requiring city council districts “to be as nearly equal
in population as may be"}.)

The Supreme Court has held that local redistricting plans satisfy the equal
population principle so long as there is “substantial equality” of population across the
districts. (Reynolds, supra, 377 U.S. at 579.) That is, exact population equality is not a
constitutional requirement for city council districts. Traditionally, courts have upheld
redistricting plans with a maximum population deviation of less than 10%, considering
such minor deviations insufficient to establish “a prima facie case of invidious
discrimination under the Fourteenth Amendment.” (Brown v. Thompson, 462 U.S. 835,
842 [quoting Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735, 745 (1973)].) More recently,
however, the courts have clarified that plans with a population deviation under 10% do
not enjoy a “safe harbor” from any and all constitutional challenges. (See Larios v. Cox,
300 F.Supp.2d 1320 (N.D. Ga. 2004), aff'd 504 U.S. 947 (2004) [affirming decision that
state redistricting plan with deviation less than 10% violated equal population principle].)

Accordingly, while local districts need only be substantially equal in population,
local redistricting plans should reflect a good faith effort to draw equipopulous districts
with deviations from population equality supported by legitimate public policy rationales.
(See Reynolds, supra, 377 U.S. at 579 [*So long as the divergences from a strict
population are based on legitimate considerations incident to the effectuation of a
rational state policy, some deviations from the equal-population principle are
constitutionally permissible”]; Larios, supra, 300 F.Supp.2d at 1337-1338 [holding that
population deviations must be supported by legitimate state interests].) Examples of
legitimate public policy rationales that would justify minor population deviations include
compliance with the Voting Rights Act and consideration of traditional redistricting
criteria such as communities of interest, existing boundaries and geographic
compactness (see below).
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Courts will measure a redistricting plan’s population deviation for purposes of
complying with the equal population principle based on the total population of the City.
Based on the 2010 census figures, the total population of the City is 3,792,621, and
therefore the ideal population of each Council District is 252,841. A court wouid then
determine the percent deviation from the ideal population for each district, expressed as
a positive percentage for districts with total population greater than the ideal and a
negative percentage for districts with total population less than the ideal. The overall
population deviation is determined based on the difference between the districts with
the greatest positive and greatest negative percent deviations.

Traditional Redistricting Criteria

Federal, state and city law have established several traditional redistricting
criteria which should be considered by a redistricting body to the extent feasible when
drawing district lines. (See City Charter § 204(d) [districts shall “to the extent feasible”
keep “neighborhoods and communities intact, utilize natural boundaries or street lines,
and be geographically compact”]; Cal. Elections Code § 21620 [city council “may give
consideration to the following factors: (1) topography; (2) geography; (3) cohesiveness,
contiguity, integrity, and compactness of territory; and (4) community of interest of the
districts.”].) The Supreme Court has held that focusing on traditional redistricting criteria
is important to ensure that race is not the sole or predominant redistricting factor in
violation of the Equal Protection Clause (Mifler v. Johnson, supra, 515 U.S. at 916
[holding that race must not subordinate traditional redistricting principles “including but
not limited to compactness, contiguity, and respect for political subdivisions or
communities defined by actual shared interest”].)

Traditional redistricting criteria may be summarized as including, but not limited
to, the following:

Contiguity — all parts of a district should connect
Compactness — districts should be geographically compact

Existing Boundaries — districting bodies should consider boundaries such as
geographic, street and political boundaries

Communities of Interest — districts should preserve communities of people
sharing common interests

Redistricting bodies must consider ali of these factors to the extent feasible when
drawing district lines.

The concept of preserving communities of interest involves drawing district lines
in @ manner that preserves communities that share common interests in a singie district
and/or minimizes their division to the extent feasible. Examples of common interests
that may identify a community of interest include shared income levels, educational
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backgrounds, housing patterns (e.g., urban, rural, suburban, industrial), cultural and
language characteristics, ethnicity, religion, employment and economic patters including
transportation and work opportunities, health and envircnmental conditions, crime-
related factors, schools and other common issues. (See Bush v. Vera, supra, 517 U.S.
at 964; Miller, supra, 515 U.S. at 919-920.) The California Constitutional provision
applicable to congressional and state legislative redistricting defines a *community of
interest” as “a contiguous population which shares common social and economic
interests that should be included within a single district for purposes of its effective and
fair representation.” (Cal. Const., Art. 21, § 2(d)(4).) Examples of shared common
interests listed in the state constitutional provision include similar living standards,
transportation facilities and work opportunities. (/d.)

Federal Voting Rights Act

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 (the VRA) seeks to provide assurance that all
persons have equal voting opportunities. Section 2 of the VRA applies to the City'’s
redistricting process and provides that no “standard, practice or procedure shall be
imposed or applied ... in a manner which results in a denial or abridgement of the right
of any citizen of the United States to vote on account of race or color” or language
minority status. (42 U.S.C. §§ 1973(a), 1973b(f}(2).) Redistricting plans must be
analyzed under Section 2 to ensure that minority voters are not deprived of an equal
opportunity to elect representatives of their choice in violation of the VRA." A violation
of Section 2 is established if “based on the totality of circumstances, it is shown that the
political processes leading to nomination or election ... are not equally open to
participation by members of a class of citizens protected by [the VRA] in that its
members have less opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate in
the political process and to elect representatives of their choice.” (42 U.S.C. § 1973(b).)

The VRA protects against vote dilution of covered minority constituencies. Vote
dilution can occur when a redistricting plan minimizes or cancels the power of minority
groups to elect representatives of their choice. Examples of vote dilution inciude
“fracturing” and “packing.” “Fracturing” can occur when a minority group is large
enough to form the majority in a single, compact district but the redistricting plan
disperses the minority group’s voters into several different districts such that it is not a
majority in any district. (See Voinovich v. Quilter, 507 U.S. 146, 153 (1993).) “Packing”
can occur when a redistricting plan concentrates minority voters into a single or smali
number of districts thereby minimizing their influence in other districts. (See Voinovich,
supra, 507 U.S, at 153))

In Thomburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986), the Supreme Court established a
multi-part test to determine whether a redistricting plan violates Section 2 of the VRA.

' The City is not a covered jurisdiction under Section 5 of the federal Voting Rights Act and therefore is
not required to seek Department of Justice preclearance of its redistricting plan. (See 42 U.S.C. §
1973c.)
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The first part of the test requires a plaintiff to satisfy three preconditions, known as the
“Gingles preconditions:”

1. The minority group must be sufficiently large and geographically compact
to constitute a majority in a single-member district

2. The minority group must be politically cohesive

3. The majority votes sufficiently as a bloc to enable it usually to defeat the

minority’s preferred candidate

(Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at 50-51; Growe v. Emison, 507 U.S. 25, 37-42 [applying
Gingles test to single-member districts].)

With regard to the first Gingles precondition, the courts have held that a minority
group is sufficiently large only if its citizen voting age population (“CVAP”) in the
proposed district is greater than 50 percent. (Romero v. City of Pomona, 883 F.2d
1418, 1426 (9th Cir. 1989) [holding that CVAP, rather than total population, is the
appropriate measure of population under the Gingles test]; see aiso LULAC v. Perry,
548 U.S. 399, 429 [observing that citizen voting age population “fits the language of § 2
because only eligible voters affect a group’s opportunity to elect candidates™.) Although
the Supreme Court has held that a minority group cannot establish Section 2 liability if it
is large enough to influence elections but not large enough to form a majority of a
district (Bartlett v. Strickland, 129 S.Ct. 1231, 1246 (2009)), the Court also has stated
that redistricting bodies are not prohibited from drawing such districts provided that race
is not the predominant factor. (/d. at 1248.)

The second Gingles precondition requires evidence that “a significant number of
minority group members usually vote for the same candidates” or otherwise share
common political preferences. (Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at 56.) The third Gingles
precondition requires evidence showing that majority voters vote sufficiently as a bloc
usually to defeat the minority group’s preferred candidate. (Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at
53-74.) Both of these factors require an examination of past election data and other
evidence to show political cohesiveness and racially polarized voting in the area.

if ali three Gingles preconditions are satisfied, a court will then move to the
second part of the Gingles test to examine the totality of the circumstances to determine
whether minority voters have been denied an equal opportunity to elect representatives
of their choice. This analysis looks to objective factors, including the following:

1. The extent of any history of official discrimination that affected the right of
minority group members to register, vote or otherwise participate in the
democratic process;

The extent to which voting in elections is racially polarized,;

The extent to which the jurisdiction has used voting practices or
procedures that may enhance the opportunity for discrimination;

wnN
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4, Whether minority group members have been denied access to candidate
slating processes;

5. The extent to which minority group members bear the effects of
discrimination in areas such as education, employment and health, which
hinder their ability to participate effectively in the political process;

6. Whether political campaigns have been characterized by racial appeals;

7. The extent to which minority group members have been elected to public
office; -

8. Whether there is a significant lack of responsiveness on the part of elected

officials to the particularized needs of the minority group; and
9. Whether the policy underlying the use of the voting qualification, standard,
practice or procedure is tenuous.

(See Gingles, supra, 478 U.S. at 36-37.) Also relevant as part of the totality of
circumstances portion of the analysis is the proportionality between the minority group’s
population in the jurisdiction and the number of districts in which the group forms an
effective majority. (See Johnson v. DeGrandy, 512 U.S. 997, 1000 (1994).)

Notably, Section 2 of the VRA does not require the creation of the maximum
possible number of majority-minority districts. (See Johnson v. DeGrandy, supra, 512
U.S. at 1017 [there is no requirement that members of a protected class be elected in
numbers equal to their proportion of the population].) Rather, Section 2 prohibits
adoption of a redistricting plan that, viewed in the totality of circumstances, would deny
minority voters equal measure of political and electoral opportunity. (/d. at 1013-1014.)

Egual Protection Clause and Consideration of Ra_c:é

The Supreme Court has held that the Equal Protection Clause generally prohibits
the use of race as the sole or predominant factor in drawing district lines. (See Miller v.
Johnson, 515 U.S. 900, 920 (1995); Shaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630 (1993).) Ifrace is
determined to be the sole or predominant factor in redistricting, the courts will apply
“strict scrutiny” and invalidate the plan uniess it is narrowly tailored to serve a
compelling governmental interest.

The Supreme Court alsc has held, however, that the Equal Protection Clause
does not prohibit all consideration of race in redistricting. The Court has acknowledged
that redistricting bodies “almost always [will] be aware of racial demographics.” (Miller,
supra, 515 U.S. at 916; see Shaw v. Reno, supra, 509 U.S. at 646 [redistricting body is
“aware of race when it draws district lines, just as it is aware of age, economic status,
religious and political persuasion, and a variety of other demographic factors.”].}
Accordingly, the Supreme Court has held that race may be a factor in redistricting, and
that strict scrutiny will not apply unless race is the sole or predominant factor. (See
Bush v. Vera, 517 U.S. 852, 958-959 (1996) [“[s]trict scrutiny does not apply merely
because redistricting is performed with consciousness of race.”].) Thus, while
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redistricting bodies may consider race in a mix with other factors, it may not subordinate
traditional redistricting principles to racial considerations. (See Miller, supra, 515 U.S. at
916.)

Courts have examined several different factors in determining whether race was
the sole or predominant factor behind a redistricting plan. The shape of the districts is
one such factor. (See Miller, supra, 515 U.S. at 913, see Shaw v. Reno, supra, 509
U.S. at 647 ["reapportionment is one area in which appearances do matter”].) Courts
will also look to testimony and other evidence reflecting legislative motives. (See Miller,
supra, 515 U.S. at 919; Bush, supra, 517 U.S. at 962.) Courts will also deem relevant
the extent to which a redistricting body based its plan on traditional, race-neutral criteria
such as preserving communities of interest, observing existing boundaries and
geographic compactness.

Conclusion

We have reviewed the Commission’s proposed map under the legal criteria
described above. Our review is based on the information available to us, the
justifications presented in the record of the Commission’s proceedings as well as those
that have been provided by the Commission in its report accompanying the proposed
map. Based on these considerations, and in light of the inherent discretion the
Commission has with regard to making policy recommendations pertaining to
redistricting, we believe that the Commission’s proposed map is legally defensible under
the applicable redistricting law and criteria detailed above. Under applicable law, the
analysis of any redistricting proposal is fact specific and, therefore, can be impacted by
information not adduced at the time of its adoption. Of course, other options, including
amended versions of the proposed map, also may be legally viable. We will be
prepared to advise the City Council as it undertakes its review and deliberation of the
Commission’s proposed map.

Very truly yours,
CARMEN A. TRUTANICH, City Attorney

o TS, e

PEDRO B. ECHEVERRIA
Chief Assistant City Attorney

PBE:HUT:ac

cc.  Gerry Miller, Chief Legislative Analyst

M\Government Counsel\Redistricting\Letter to City Redistricting Commission 2.27.12..doc
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District 01

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

District 01 LACCRC Final Map Current District 01 Difference
District 01
Total Population 246,531 233,203 13,328
Deviation -6,310 -19,638 13,328
%Deviation -2.5% -7.8% 5.3%
Latino 177,012 169,564 7,448
%Latino 71.8% 72.7% -0.9%
White 19,949 14,565 5,384
%White 8.1% 6.2% 1.8%
Black 6,406 6,998 -592
%Black 2.6% 3.0% -0.4%
Asian 40,975 40,088 887
%Asian 16.6% 17.2% -0.6%
Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010
District 01 LACCRC Final Map Current District 01 Difference
District 01
Total CVAP 101,997 91,082 10,915
Latino CVAP 53,237 48,568 4,669
% Latino CVAP 52.2% 53.3% -1.1%
White CVAP 16,502 11,963 4,538
% White CVAP 16.2% 13.1% 3.0%
Black CVAP 4,975 5,526 -551
% Black CVAP 4.9% 6.1% -1.2%
Asian CVAP 26,235 24,110 2,125
% Asian CVAP 25.7% 26.5% -0.7%

District 01 LACCRC Final Map Current District 01 Difference
District 01
Total VAP 184,395 174,481 9,914
% VAP 74.8% 74.8% 0.0%
Latino VAP 124,710 119,389 5,321
%Latino VAP 67.6% 68.4% -0.8%
White VAP 17,766 13,124 4,642
%White VAP 9.6% 7.5% 2.1%
Black VAP 5,197 5,737 -540
%Black VAP 2.8% 3.3% -0.5%
Asian VAP 35,127 34,745 382
%Asian VAP 19.0% 19.9% -0.9%




District 01

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 01

LACCRC Final Map
District 01

Current District 01

Difference

Asian Surname
Registration

10,168

8,987

1,181

%Asian
Surname
Registration

13.7%

14.2%

-0.5%

Chinese
Surname
Registration

3,810

3,383

427

%Chinese
Surname
Registration

5.1%

5.4%

-0.2%

Filipino
Surname
Registration

1,773

1,130

643

%Filipino
Surname
Registration

2.4%

1.8%

0.6%

Indian Surname
Registration

174

172

%Indian
Surname
Registration

0.2%

0.3%

0.0%

Japanese
Surname
Registration

357

218

139

%Japanese
Surname
Registration

0.5%

0.3%

0.1%

Korean
Surname
Registration

2,639

2,795

-156

%Korean
Surname
Registration

3.6%

4.4%

-0.9%

District 01 LACCRC Final Map Current District 01 Difference
District 01
Total Registration 74,163 63,110 11,053
Spanish Surname
BN S 40,138 35,831 4,307
Registration
%Spanish Surname
SN ST 54.1% 56.8% 2.7%
Registration
African-American
l e 4,495 4,857 -362
Registration
%African-American
eAtTican-Americ 6.1% 7.7% 1.6%
Registration
Asian Surname
an surnar 10,168 8,987 1,181
Registration
%Asian Surname
eAstan surnar 13.7% 14.2% -0.5%
Registration
Jewish Surname
. . 709 428 281
Registration
%Jewish Surname
o-eWIsh surnar 1.0% 0.7% 0.3%
Registration
A .
rmenian S_urnarne 94 55 39
Registration
%Armenian
Surname 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Registration
No Ethnic|
© =t 18,788 12,746 6,042
Registration
%No Ethnic
° ' 25.3% 20.2% 5.1%

Registration

Vietnamese
Surname
Registration

1,415

1,289

126

%Vietnamese
Surname

Registration

1.9%

2.0%

-0.1%







District 02

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 02 LACCRC Final Map Current District 02 Difference District 02 LACCRC Final Map | Current District 02 Difference
District 02 District 02
Total Population 257,291 265,357 -8,066 Total VAP 201,354 211,779 -10,425
Deviation 4,450 12,516 -8,066 % VAP 78.3% 79.8% -1.5%
%Deviation 1.8% 5.0% -3.2% Latino VAP 81,318 63,159 18,159
Latino 115,818 88,917 26,901 %Latino VAP 40.4% 29.8% 10.6%
%Latino 45.0% 33.5% 11.5% White VAP 91,514 118,890 -27,376
White 106,739 139,654 -32,915 %White VAP 45.4% 56.1% -10.7%
%White 41.5% 52.6% -11.1% Black VAP 9,323 8,408 915
Black 11,351 10,543 808 %Black VAP 4.6% 4.0% 0.7%
%Black 4.4% 4.0% 0.4% Asian VAP 16,386 18,326 -1,940
Asian 19,679 22,303 -2,624 %Asian VAP 8.1% 8.7% -0.5%
%Asian 7.6% 8.4% -0.8%
Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010
District 02 LACCRC Final Map Current District 02 Difference
District 02
Total CVAP 148,807 168,258 -19,451
Latino CVAP 42,228 36,038 6,191
% Latino CVAP 28.4% 21.4% 7.0%
White CVAP 82,106 107,020 -24,914
% White CVAP 55.2% 63.6% -8.4%
Black CVAP 8,941 8,195 747
% Black CVAP 6.0% 4.9% 1.1%
Asian CVAP 13,322 14,595 -1,274
% Asian CVAP 9.0% 8.7% 0.3%




LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 02
District 02 LACCRC Final Map Current District 02 Difference District 02 LACCRC Final Map | Current District 02 Difference
District 02 District 02
. . Asian Surname
Total Registration 111,376 129,409 -18,033 . X 4,882 5,650 -768
Registration
. %Asian
Spanish Surname
) ) 28,357 24,223 4,134 Surname 4.4% 4.4% 0.0%
Registration i )
Registration
%Spanish Surname Chinese
R ik X 25.5% 18.7% 6.7% Surname 859 1,069 -210
Registration i )
Registration
X X %Chinese
African-American
) ) 6,911 6,464 447 Surname 0.8% 0.8% -0.1%
Registration i )
Registration
Filipino
%African-American
eATTICaTAMEIC 6.2% 5.0% 1.2% Surname 1,776 1,768 8
Registration i )
Registration
X %Filipino
Asian Surname
) ) 4,882 5,650 -768 Surname 1.6% 1.4% 0.2%
Registration i )
Registration
%Asian Surname Indian Surname
eAstan Surnal 4.4% 4.4% 0.0% 1an surnar 617 692 75
Registration Registration
X %Indian
Jewish Surname
. 6,518 7,698 -1,180 Surname 0.6% 0.5% 0.0%
Registration i )
Registration
Japanese
%Jewish Surname
o-CWISh SHrar 5.9% 5.9% -0.1% Surname 514 615 -101
Registration i )
Registration
) %Japanese
Armenian Surname
k ) 6,580 9,230 -2,650 Surname 0.5% 0.5% 0.0%
Registration i )
Registration
%Armenian Korean
Surname 5.9% 7.1% -1.2% Surname 716 1,151 -435
Registration Registration
5 %Korean
No Ethnic
) i 70,697 92,580 -21,883 Surname 0.6% 0.9% -0.2%
Registration i )
Registration
%No Ethnic Vietnamese
° R X 63.5% 71.5% -8.1% Surname 400 355 45
Registration i )
Registration
%Vietnamese
Surname 0.4% 0.3% 0.1%

Registration







District 03

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 03 LACCRC Final Map | Current District 03 Difference
District 03
Total VAP 199,798 212,827 -13,029
% VAP 77.1% 77.4% -0.2%
Latino VAP 66,594 64,590 2,004
%Latino VAP 33.3% 30.3% 3.0%
White VAP 94,272 107,465 -13,193
%White VAP 47.2% 50.5% -3.3%
Black VAP 8,842 8,617 225
%Black VAP 4.4% 4.0% 0.4%
Asian VAP 27,442 29,351 -1,909
%Asian VAP 13.7% 13.8% -0.1%

District 03 LACCRC Final Map Current District 03 Difference
District 03
Total Population 259,045 275,047 -16,002
Deviation 6,204 22,206 -16,002
%Deviation 2.5% 8.8% -6.3%
Latino 96,755 93,336 3,419
%Latino 37.4% 33.9% 3.4%
White 111,978 128,786 -16,808
%White 43.2% 46.8% -3.6%
Black 11,966 11,728 238
%Black 4.6% 4.3% 0.4%
Asian 34,640 37,215 -2,575
%Asian 13.4% 13.5% -0.2%
Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010
District 03 LACCRC Final Map Current District 03 Difference
District 03
Total CVAP 151,053 165,552 -14,499
Latino CVAP 33,787 33,655 133
% Latino CVAP 22.4% 20.3% 2.0%
White CVAP 86,749 99,691 -12,942
% White CVAP 57.4% 60.2% -2.8%
Black CVAP 8,406 8,314 92
% Black CVAP 5.6% 5.0% 0.5%
Asian CVAP 20,302 21,914 -1,613
% Asian CVAP 13.4% 13.2% 0.2%




District 03

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 03

LACCRC Final Map
District 03

Current District 03

Difference

Asian Surname
Registration

8,296

9,320

-1,024

%Asian
Surname
Registration

7.1%

7.1%

0.0%

Chinese
Surname
Registration

1,397

1,825

-428

%Chinese
Surname
Registration

1.2%

1.4%

-0.2%

Filipino
Surname
Registration

2,004

2,141

-137

%Filipino
Surname
Registration

1.7%

1.6%

0.1%

Indian Surname
Registration

1,715

1,814

-99

%Indian
Surname
Registration

1.5%

1.4%

0.1%

Japanese
Surname
Registration

584

694

-110

%Japanese
Surname
Registration

0.5%

0.5%

0.0%

Korean
Surname
Registration

753

931

-178

%Korean
Surname
Registration

0.6%

0.7%

-0.1%

District 03 LACCRC Final Map Current District 03 Difference
District 03
Total Registration 116,413 131,092 -14,679
Spanish S|
AL LE UL 22,179 22,923 744
Registration
%Spanish Surname
. . 19.1% 17.5% 1.6%
Registration
African-Ameri
rican .men?an 6,635 6,624 1
Registration
%African-American
X X 5.7% 5.1% 0.6%
Registration
Asian S
sian surame 8,296 9,320 1,024
Registration
%Asian Surname
) ) 7.1% 7.1% 0.0%
Registration
Jewish S
SWISh Stfname 9,315 11,109 1,794
Registration
%Jewish Surname
i X 8.0% 8.5% -0.5%
Registration
A ian S
rmenian .urname 2512 2,828 316
Registration
%Armenian
Surname 2.2% 2.2% 0.0%
Registration
No Ethni
© EHnic 77,676 90,568 12,892
Registration
%No Ethnic
66.7% 69.1% -2.4%

Registration

Vietnamese
Surname
Registration

1,843

1,915

-72

%\Vietnamese
Surname
Registration

1.6%

1.5%

0.1%







District 04

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

District 04 LACCRC Final Map Current Difference
District 04 District 04
Total VAP 214,386 211,121 3,265
% VAP 85.6% 85.8% -0.2%
Latino VAP 29,731 45,651 -15,920
%Latino VAP 13.9% 21.6% -7.8%
White VAP 135,652 106,914 28,738
%White VAP 63.3% 50.6% 12.6%
Black VAP 11,280 12,018 -738
%Black VAP 5.3% 5.7% -0.4%
Asian VAP 34,571 43,219 -8,648
%Asian VAP 16.1% 20.5% -4.3%

District 04| LACCRC Final Current Difference
Map District 04 | District 04
Total Population 250,511 246,051 4,460
Deviation 2,330 -6,790 4,460
%Deviation -0.9% -2.7% 1.8%
Latino 37,771 59,602 -21,831
%Latino 15.1% 24.2% -9.1%
White 154,144 117,739 36,405
%White 61.5% 47.9% 13.7%
Black 13,291 13,761 -470
%Black 5.3% 5.6% -0.3%
Asian 41,388 50,976 -9,588
%Asian 16.5% 20.7% -4.2%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 04| LACCRC Final Current Difference
Map District 04 | District 04

Total CVAP 181,139 162,749 18,390
Latino CVAP 20,639 26,135 -5,495
% Latino CVAP 11.4% 16.1% -4.7%

White CVAP 123,882 96,800 27,082
% White CVAP 68.4% 59.5% 8.9%
Black CVAP 10,863 11,368 -505

% Black CVAP 6.0% 7.0% -1.0%

Asian CVAP 23,191 25,945 -2,754

% Asian CVAP 12.8% 15.9% -3.1%

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012




District 04

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 04

LACCRC Final Map
District 04

Current
District 04

Difference

Asian Surname
Registration

10,789

11,086

-297

%Asian Surname
Registration

7.3%

8.8%

-1.5%

Chinese
Surname
Registration

2,405

2,159

246

%Chinese
Surname
Registration

1.6%

1.7%

-0.1%

Filipino Surname
Registration

1,724

2,047

-323

%Filipino
Surname
Registration

1.2%

1.6%

-0.5%

Indian Surname
Registration

934

932

%Indian
Surname
Registration

0.6%

0.7%

-0.1%

Japanese
Surname
Registration

1,040

962

78

%Japanese
Surname
Registration

0.7%

0.8%

-0.1%

Korean Surname
Registration

4,289

4,617

-328

%Korean
Surname
Registration

2.9%

3.7%

-0.8%

District 04| LACCRC Final Current Difference
Map District 04 | District 04
Total Registration 148,474 126,187 22,287
Spanish Surname
GO 13,871 17,469 3,598
Registration
%Spanish S.urna.me 9.3% 13.8% 45%
Registration
African-American
. . 9,489 9,791 -302
Registration
%African-American
> e 6.4% 7.8% -1.4%
Registration
Asian Surname
tan surmar 10,789 11,086 297
Registration
%Asian S.urna.me 7.3% 8.8% 1.5%
Registration
Jewish Surname
) X 12,434 6,706 5,728
Registration
%Jewish Surname
> > 8.4% 5.3% 3.1%
Registration
Armenian Surname
1an surhar 3,371 3,048 323
Registration
%Armenian Surname 2.3% 2.4% 0.1%
Registration = i o
No Ethnic
o 113,456 87,171 26,285
Registration
%No Ethnic
> 76.4% 69.1% 7.3%

Registration

Vietnamese
Surname
Registration

397

369

28

%Vietnamese
Surname
Registration

0.3%

0.3%

0.0%

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012







District 05

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 05 LACCRC Final Map Current Difference
District 05 District 05
Total Population 251,856 268,877 -17,021
Deviation -985 16,036 -17,021
%Deviation -0.4% 6.3% -6.7%
Latino 32,581 23,830 8,751
%Latino 12.9% 8.9% 4.1%
White 164,268 193,821 -29,553
%White 65.2% 72.1% -6.9%
Black 11,586 9,403 2,183
%Black! 4.6% 3.5% 1.1%
Asian 39,346 37,909 1,437
%Asian 15.6% 14.1% 1.5%

District 05 LACCRC Final Current Difference
Map District 05 | District 05

Total VAP 213,510 227,713 -14,203
% VAP 84.8% 84.7% 0.1%
Latino VAP 25,664 19,559 6,105
%Latino VAP 12.0% 8.6% 3.4%

White VAP 139,818 163,844 -24,026
%White VAP 65.5% 72.0% -6.5%
Black VAP 9,715 7,940 1,775
%Black VAP 4.6% 3.5% 1.1%
Asian VAP 34,998 33,239 1,759
%Asian VAP 16.4% 14.6% 1.8%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 05 LACCRC Final Map Current Difference
District 05 District 05

Total CVAP 183,671 200,953 -17,281
Latino CVAP 18,644 16,104 2,541
% Latino CVAP 10.2% 8.0% 2.1%

White CVAP 127,987 150,644 -22,657
% White CVAP 69.7% 75.0% -5.3%
Black CVAP 8,999 7,355 1,644
% Black CVAP 4.9% 3.7% 1.2%
Asian CVAP 25,419 24,243 1,176
% Asian CVAP 13.8% 12.1% 1.8%




District 05

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 05 LACCRC Final Map Current Difference
District 05 District 05
Total Registration 150,406 168,711 -18,305
Spanish Surname
) ) 11,294 9,627 1,667
Registration
%Spanish Surname
eopanish surnar 7.5% 5.7% 1.8%
Registration
African-American
ican-Americ 7,686 6,175 1,511
Registration
%African-Ameri
bAfrican .merlc.an 5.1% 3.7% 1.5%
Registration
Asian Surname
. ) 11,679 11,561 118
Registration
%Asian Surname
> e 7.8% 6.9% 0.9%
Registration
Jewish Surname
S 21,865 26,144 -4,279
Registration
%Jewish Surname
) ) 14.5% 15.5% -1.0%
Registration
Armenian Surname
. . 1,680 2,093 -413
Registration
%Armenian Surname
> e 1.1% 1.2% -0.1%
Registration
No Ethnic Registration 117,334 138,833 -21,499
%No Ethni
orio EENIC 78.0% 82.3% -4.3%

Registration

District 05 LACCRC Final Current Difference
Map District 05 | District 05
Asian Surname Registration 11,679 11,561 118
%Asian Surname Registration 7.8% 6.9% 0.9%
Chinese Surname Registration 4,238 4,323 -85
%Chinese Surname Registration 2.8% 2.6% 0.3%
Filipino Surname Registration 1,387 1,371 16
%Filipino Surname Registration 0.9% 0.8% 0.1%
Indian Surname Registration 2,246 2,088 158
%Indian Surname Registration 1.5% 1.2% 0.3%
Japanese Surname Registration 1,175 1,200 -25
%Japanese Surname
. . 0.8% 0.7% 0.1%
Registration
Korean Surname Registration 1,657 1,636 21
%Korean Surname Registration 1.1% 1.0% 0.1%
Vietnamese Surname
i . 976 943 33
Registration
%Vietnamese Surname
. . 0.6% 0.6% 0.1%
Registration







District 06

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

District 06 LACCRC Final Map| Current Difference
District 06 District 06

Total VAP 187,114 177,180 9,934

% VAP 72.3% 72.8% -0.6%

Latino VAP 123,666 118,415 5,251

%Latino VAP 66.1% 66.8% -0.7%

White VAP 33,542 32,404 1,138

%White VAP 17.9% 18.3% -0.4%
Black VAP 7,030 6,374 656
%Black VAP 3.8% 3.6% 0.2%

Asian VAP 20,794 18,011 2,783
%Asian VAP 11.1% 10.2% 0.9%

District 06 LACCRC Final Current Difference
Map District 06 | District 06
Total Population 258,926 243,233 15,693
Deviation 6,085 9,608 15,693
%Deviation 2.4% -3.8% 6.2%
Latino 182,303 172,736 9,567
%Latino 70.4% 71.0% -0.6%
White 39,180 37,792 1,388
%White 15.1% 15.5% -0.4%
Black 9,090 8,192 898
%Black 3.5% 3.4% 0.1%
Asian 25,359 21,728 3,631
%Asian 9.8% 8.9% 0.9%
Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010
District 06 LACCRC Final Current Difference
Map District 06 | District 06
Total CVAP 112,059 109,666 2,393
Latino CVAP 58,472 59,642 -1,170
% Latino CVAP 52.2% 54.4% -2.2%
White CVAP 30,678 29,486 1,192
% White CVAP 27.4% 26.9% 0.5%
Black CVAP 6,589 5,949 640
% Black CVAP 5.9% 5.4% 0.5%
Asian CVAP 14,921 13,208 1,713
% Asian CVAP 13.3% 12.0% 1.3%




District 06

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 06 LACCRC Final Current Difference
Map District 06 | District 06
Total Registration 78,894 77,490 1,404
Spanish Surname
. . 39,517 40,904 -1,387
Registration
%Spanish Surname
eopanish Surnar 50.1% 52.8% 2.7%
Registration
African-American
camrAmEric 5,333 4,685 648
Registration
%African-Ameri
bAfrican .merlc.:an 6.8% 6.0% 0.7%
Registration
Asian Surname Registration 5,114 4,639 475
%Asian Surname
> e 6.5% 6.0% 0.5%
Registration
Jewish Surname
. . 1,390 1,246 144
Registration
%Jewish S
o-EWIST SUTMame 1.8% 1.6% 0.2%
Registration
Armenian Surname
k ) 2,184 2,460 -276
Registration
%Armenian Surname
> e 2.8% 3.2% -0.4%
Registration
No Ethnic Registration 28,344 26,690 1,654
%No Ethnic Registration 35.9% 34.4% 1.5%

District 06 LACCRC Final Map| Current Difference
District 06 District 06
Asian Surname Registration 5,114 4,639 475
%Asian Surname
. . 6.5% 6.0% 0.5%
Registration
Chinese Surname
. . 549 496 53
Registration
%Chinese Surname
e-niNese Stmna! 0.7% 0.6% 0.1%
Registration
Filipino Surname
k . 2,657 2,392 265
Registration
%Filipino Surname
i X 3.4% 3.1% 0.3%
Registration
Indian Surname Registration 449 403 46
%Indian Surname
enaian Surnar 0.6% 0.5% 0.0%
Registration
Japanese Surname
i X 381 364 17
Registration
%Japanese Surname
. . 0.5% 0.5% 0.0%
Registration
Korean Surname
k ) 487 490 -3
Registration
%Korean Surname
° urnar 0.6% 0.6% 0.0%
Registration
Vietnamese Surname
k . 591 494 97
Registration
%Vietnamese Surname
0.7% 0.6% 0.1%

Registration







District 07

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 07 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 07
District 07
Total VAP 187,637 176,791 10,846
% VAP 72.4% 69.8% 2.7%
Latino VAP 120,423 134,262 -13,839
%Latino VAP 64.2% 75.9% -11.8%
White VAP 44,222 18,970 25,252
%White VAP 23.6% 10.7% 12.8%
Black VAP 7,367 7,924 -557
%Black VAP 3.9% 4.5% -0.6%
Asian VAP 13,664 14,024 -360
%Asian VAP 7.3% 7.9% -0.7%

District 07 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 07
District 07
Total Population| 259,008 253,314 5,694
Deviation 6,167 473 5,694
%Deviation 2.4% 0.2% 2.3%
Latino| 178,451 201,407 -22,956
%Latino 68.9% 79.5% -10.6%
White| 51,434 21,767 29,667
%White 19.9% 8.6% 11.3%
Black 9,712 10,458 -746
%Black 3.7% 4.1% -0.4%
Asian 16,715 17,313 -598
%Asian 6.5% 6.8% -0.4%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 07 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 07
District 07
Total CVAP| 132,292 110,107 22,185
Latino CVAP 72,014 72,360 -346
% Latino CVAP 54.4% 65.7% -11.3%
White CVAP 40,706 18,059 22,647
% White CVAP 30.8% 16.4% 14.4%
Black CVAP 7,202 7,687 -486
% Black CVAP 5.4% 7.0% -1.5%
Asian CVAP 10,748 10,764 -15
% Asian CVAP 8.1% 9.8% -1.7%




District 07

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 07 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 07
District 07
Total Registration 98,333 78,684 19,649
Spanish Surname
k X 48,622 48,246 376
Registration
%Spanish Surname
. . 49.4% 61.3% -11.9%
Registration
African-American
X X 6,887 7,375 -488
Registration
%African-American
eATTICaT-AMETIC 7.0% 9.4% 2.4%
Registration
Asian Surname Registration 4,498 4,172 326
%Asian Surname
i . 4.6% 5.3% -0.7%
Registration
Jewish Surname
ik ) 973 621 352
Registration
%Jewish Surname
o-WISh Surnar 1.0% 0.8% 0.2%
Registration
Armenian Surname
. . 3,415 375 3,040
Registration
%Armenian Surname
k . 3.5% 0.5% 3.0%
Registration
No Ethnic Registration 37,846 18,451 19,395
%No Ethnic Registration 38.5% 23.4% 15.0%

Registration

District 07 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 07
District 07
Asian Surname Registration 4,498 4,172 326
%Asian S.urna.me 4.6% 5.3% 07%
Registration
Chinese Surname
. X 498 403 95
Registration
%Chinese Surname
0 e 0.5% 0.5% 0.0%
Registration
Filipino Surname
P! .u . 2,081 2,282 -201
Registration
%Filipino S
6Filipino .urna.me 2.1% 2.9% -0.8%
Registration
Indian Surname Registration 417 383 34
%Indian Surname
> e 0.4% 0.5% -0.1%
Registration
Japanese Surname
p ournar 393 327 66
Registration
%) S
kJapanese .urna.me 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
Registration
Korean Surname
. . 838 401 437
Registration
%Korean Surname
. . 0.9% 0.5% 0.3%
Registration
Vietnamese Surname
' urnar 271 376 -105
Registration
%Vietnamese Surname 0.3% 0.5% 0.2%







District 08

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 08 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 08
District 08
Total VAP| 178,107 188,349 -10,242
% VAP 72.2% 73.4% -1.2%
Latino VAP 93,913 84,650 9,263
%Latino VAP 52.7% 44.9% 7.8%
White VAP| 4,963 9,913 -4,950
%White VAP 2.8% 5.3% -2.5%
Black VAP 71,469 82,472 -11,003
%Black VAP 40.1% 43.8% -3.7%
Asian VAP| 4,686 7,915 -3,229
%Asian VAP 2.6% 4.2% -1.6%

District 08 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 08
District 08
Total Population| 246,597 256,660 -10,063
Deviation -6,244 3,819 -10,063
%Deviation -2.5% 1.5% -4.0%
Latino| 138,458 126,125 12,333
%Latino 56.1% 49.1% 7.0%
White|] 5,790 10,747 -4,957
%White 2.3% 4.2% -1.8%
Black 93,132 106,981 -13,849
%Black 37.8% 41.7% -3.9%
Asian 5,022 8,221 -3,199
%Asian 2.0% 3.2% -1.2%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 08 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 08
District 08
Total CVAP| 119,264 135,325 -16,061
Latino CVAP 39,112 36,845 2,266
% Latino CVAP 32.8% 27.2% 5.6%
White CVAP 4,453 9,120 -4,668
% White CVAP 3.7% 6.7% -3.0%
Black CVAP 70,641 81,546 -10,904
% Black CVAP 59.2% 60.3% -1.0%
Asian CVAP 2,608 5,089 -2,481
% Asian CVAP 2.2% 3.8% -1.6%




District 08

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 08 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 08
District 08
Total Registration 106,492 117,491 -10,999
Spanish Surname
S 28,725 25,944 2,781
Registration
%Spanish Surname
i . 27.0% 22.1% 4.9%
Registration
African-American
. k 67,907 78,518 -10,611
Registration
%African-American
eAtrican-Americ 63.8% 66.8% 3.1%
Registration
Asian Surname Registration 2,079 2,695 -616
%Asian Surname
. . 2.0% 2.3% -0.3%
Registration
Jewish Surname
. X 497 760 -263
Registration
%Jewish Surname
e-EWISh SHirnar 0.5% 0.6% -0.2%
Registration
Armenian Surname
. . 22 47 -25
Registration
%Armenian Surname
. . 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Registration
No Ethnic Registration 6,194 8,125 -1,931
%No Ethnic Registration 5.8% 6.9% -1.1%

District 08 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 08
District 08
Asian Surname
tan surmar 2,079 2,695 616
Registration
%Asian S
eASIaN SUMAME) 5 4o, 2.3% -0.3%
Registration
Chinese Surname
k . 384 697 -313
Registration
%Chinese Surname
> e 0.4% 0.6% -0.2%
Registration
Filipino Surname
R 826 740 86
Registration
%Filipino S.urna.me 0.8% 0.6% 0.1%
Registration
Indian Surname
K . 339 427 -88
Registration
%Indian Surname
i . 0.3% 0.4% 0.0%
Registration
Japanese Surname
P .u ) 137 249 -112
Registration
%Japanese S.urna.me 0.1% 0.2% 01%
Registration
Korean Surname
A X 297 449 -152
Registration
%Korean Surname
0 > 0.3% 0.4% -0.1%
Registration
Vietnamese Surname
: urnar 9% 133 37
Registration
%Vietnamese Surname 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%

Registration







LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 09
Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2. Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.
District 09 LACCRC Current Difference District 09 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 09 Final Map | District 09
District 09 District 09
Total Population 249,728 261,470 -11,742 Total VAP 167,978 181,100 -13,122
Deviation -3,113 8,629 -11,742 % VAP 67.3% 69.3% -2.0%
%Deviation -1.2% 3.4% -4.6% Latino VAP| 122,253 128,556 -6,303
Latino|] 191,053 197,334 -6,281 %Latino VAP 72.8% 71.0% 1.8%
%Latino 76.5% 75.5% 1.0% White VAP 7,560 8,735 -1,175
White 8,142 9,423 -1,281 %White VAP 4.5% 4.8% -0.3%
%White 3.3% 3.6% -0.3% Black VAP 30,897 32,806 -1,909
Black 42,476 42,650 -174 %Black VAP 18.4% 18.1% 0.3%
%Black 17.0% 16.3% 0.7% Asian VAP 5,802 9,216 -3,414
Asian 5,975 9,666 -3,691 %Asian VAP 3.5% 5.1% -1.6%
%Asian 2.4% 3.7% -1.3%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 09 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 09
District 09
Total CVAP 86,754 94,581 -7,826
Latino CVAP 43,802 45,801 -1,999
% Latino CVAP 50.5% 48.4% 2.1%
White CVAP 7,062 7,975 -912
% White CVAP 8.1% 8.4% -0.3%
Black CVAP 30,784 32,562 -1,778
% Black CVAP 35.5% 34.4% 1.1%
Asian CVAP| 3,804 6,716 22,911
% Asian CVAP 4.4% 7.1% -2.7%




District 09 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration
District 09 LACCRC Current Difference District 09 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 09 Final Map | District 09
District 09 District 09
) . Asian Surname
Total Registration 68,633 74,120 -5,487 i ) 1,817 3,838 -2,021
Registration
Spanish Surname %Asian Surname
. X 31,055 32,566 -1,511 . . 2.6% 5.2% -2.5%
Registration Registration
%Spanish Surname Chinese Surname
. . 45.2% 43.9% 1.3% i X 454 920 -466
Registration Registration
African-American %Chinese Surname
. X 29,563 29,446 117 : . X 0.7% 1.2% -0.6%
Registration Registration
%African-American Filipino Surname
eAtrican-Americ 43.1% 39.7% 3.3% L 671 830 159
Registration Registration
Asian Surname %Filipino Surname
. X 1,817 3,838 -2,021 . . 1.0% 1.1% -0.1%
Registration Registration
%Asian Surname Indian Surname
. X 2.6% 5.2% -2.5% . X 236 227 9
Registration Registration
Jewish Surname %Indian Surname
. X 330 370 -40 ° . X 0.3% 0.3% 0.0%
Registration Registration
%Jewish Surname Japanese Surname
o-eWISh SHrar 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% e urnar 92 329 237
Registration Registration
Armenian Surname %Japanese Surname
. X 16 45 -29 . . 0.1% 0.4% -0.3%
Registration Registration
%Armenian Surname Korean Surname
. X 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% ) X 285 1,429 -1,144
Registration Registration
%Korean Surname
No Ethnic Registration 4,683 6,996 -2,313 ; . X 0.4% 1.9% -1.5%
Registration
) X . Vietnamese Surname
%No Ethnic Registration 6.8% 9.4% -2.6% i ) 79 103 -24
Registration
%Viet S
6Vietnamese .urna.me 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Registration







District 10 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2. Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.
District 10 LACCRC Current Difference District 10 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map| District 10 Final Map | District 10
District 10 District 10
Total Population| 249,305 240,450 8,855 Total VAP| 192,651 186,183 6,468
Deviation| -3,536 -12,391 8,855 % VAP 77.3% 77.4% -0.2%
%Deviation -1.4% -4.9% 3.5% Latino VAP 82,030 81,437 593
Latino| 117,415 116,413 1,002 %Latino VAP 42.6% 43.7% -1.2%
%latino| 47.1% 48.4% -1.3% White VAP 15,470 21,732 -6,262
White| 17,361 24,168 -6,807 %White VAP 8.0% 11.7% -3.6%
%White 7.0% 10.1% -3.1% Black VAP 55,687 46,767 8,920
Black| 68,836 58,183 10,653 %Black VAP 28.9% 25.1% 3.8%
%Black| 27.6% 24.2% 3.4% Asian VAP 36,090 32,823 3,267
Asian| 41,200 37,171 4,029 %Asian VAP 18.7% 17.6% 1.1%
%Asian| 16.5% 15.5% 1.1%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 10 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map| District 10
District 10
Total CVAP| 125,681 123,084 2,597
Latino CVAP| 34,658 34,681 -23
% Latino CVAP 27.6% 28.2% -0.6%
White CVAP| 13,959 19,560 -5,601
% White CVAP| 11.1% 15.9% -4.8%
Black CVAP| 54,206 45,350 8,856
% Black CVAP| 43.1% 36.8% 6.3%
Asian CVAP| 20,465 21,045 581
% Asian CVAP| 16.3% 17.1% -0.8%




District 10 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration
District 10 LACCRC Current Difference District 10 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map| District 10 Final Map | District 10
District 10 District 10
Total Registration| 101,780 99,197 2,583 Asian Surname Registration 9,406 9,875 -469
Spanish Surname 5 5 .
. ) 23,401 23,819 -418 %Asian Surname Registration 9.2% 10.0% -0.7%
Registration
%Spanish Surname Chinese Surname
) ) 23.0% 24.0% -1.0% k ) 1,139 1,350 -211
Registration Registration
African-American %Chinese Surname
X X 51,539 42,820 8,719 : . X 1.1% 1.4% -0.2%
Registration Registration
%African-American Filipino Surname
eAtrican-American) g, oo, 43.2% 7.5% e 1,480 1,307 173
Registration Registration
Asian Surname %Filipino Surname
k ) 9,406 9,875 -469 k . 1.5% 1.3% 0.1%
Registration Registration
%Asian Surname . . .
k . 9.2% 10.0% -0.7% Indian Surname Registration 555 644 -89
Registration
Jewish Surname %Indian Surname
ik . 1,176 1,634 -458 ° . X 0.5% 0.6% -0.1%
Registration Registration
%Jewish Surname Japanese Surname
elewish surmatr 1.2% 1.6% -0.5% e ournar 998 1,047 49
Registration Registration
Armenian Surname %Japanese Surname
k X 112 108 4 k . 1.0% 1.1% -0.1%
Registration Registration
%Armenian Surname . .
) ) 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% Korean Surname Registration 5,033 5,247 -214
Registration
%Korean Surname
No Ethnic Registration| 16,602 21,822 -5,220 ; . X 4.9% 5.3% -0.3%
Registration
) 5 ) Vietnamese Surname
%No Ethnic Registration 16.3% 22.0% -5.7% i ) 201 280 -79
Registration
%Viet S
6Vietnamese .urna.me 0.2% 0.3% 01%
Registration







District 11

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 11 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 11
District 11
Total VAP| 215,969 222,569 -6,600
% VAP 84.0% 84.1% -0.1%
Latino VAP| 36,470 38,602 -2,132
%Latino VAP 16.9% 17.3% -0.5%
White VAP| 134,211 135,052 -841
%White VAP 62.1% 60.7% 1.5%
Black VAP 9,869 12,263 -2,394
%Black VAP 4.6% 5.5% -0.9%
Asian VAP 31,767 32,762 -995
%Asian VAP 14.7% 14.7% 0.0%

District 11 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 11
District 11
Total Population| 257,182 261,061 -3,879
Deviation 4,341 8,220 -3,879
%Deviation 1.7% 3.3% -1.5%
Latino| 48,364 78,536 -30,172
%Latino 18.8% 30.1% -11.3%
White| 154,775 116,680 38,095
%White 60.2% 44.7% 15.5%
Black| 12,233 12,484 -251
%Black 4.8% 4.8% 0.0%
Asian| 37,209 49,230 -12,021
%Asian 14.5% 18.9% -4.4%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 11 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 11
District 11
Total CVAP| 185,934 191,118 -5,184
Latino CVAP| 24,825 26,050 -1,225
% Latino CVAP 13.4% 13.6% -0.3%
White CVAP| 125,374 126,187 -812
% White CVAP 67.4% 66.0% 1.4%
Black CVAP 9,141 11,504 -2,363
% Black CVAP 4.9% 6.0% -1.1%
Asian CVAP| 23,608 24,244 -635
% Asian CVAP 12.7% 12.7% 0.0%




District 11

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 11 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 11
District 11
Total Registration| 156,364 159,823 -3,459
Spanish Surname
. X 16,341 17,043 -702
Registration
%Spanish Surname
. . 10.5% 10.7% -0.2%
Registration
African-American
. X 7,363 9,410 -2,047
Registration
%African-American
eAtrican-Americ 4.7% 5.9% 1.2%
Registration
Asian Surname
. X 11,646 11,825 -179
Registration
%Asian Surname
. . 7.4% 7.4% 0.0%
Registration
Jewish Surname
. X 12,724 12,635 89
Registration
%Jewish Surname
o-eWISh SHrnar 8.1% 7.9% 0.2%
Registration
Armenian Surname
. . 769 773 -4
Registration
%Armenian Surname
. . 0.5% 0.5% 0.0%
Registration
No Ethnic Registration| 118,454 118,972 -518
%No Ethnic Registration 75.8% 74.4% 1.3%

District 11 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 11
District 11
Asian Surname
tan surmar 11,646 11,825 179
Registration
%Asian S
oASIAN SUMAME - 1o/ 7.4% 0.0%
Registration
Chinese Surname
) X 3,474 3,485 -11
Registration
%Chinese Surname
> e 2.2% 2.2% 0.0%
Registration
Filipino Surname
Hipt .u . 1,499 1,547 -48
Registration
%Filipino S
6Filipino -urna.me 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%
Registration
Indian Surname
i . 1,497 1,584 -87
Registration
%Indian Surname
i . 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%
Registration
Japanese Surname
P .u , 3,050 3,046 4
Registration
%) S
tJapanese -urna.me 2.0% 1.9% 0.0%
Registration
Korean Surname
k X 1,452 1,461 -9
Registration
%Korean Surname
0 > 0.9% 0.9% 0.0%
Registration
Vietnamese Surname
' urnar 674 702 28
Registration
%Viet S
6Vietnamese -urna.me 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
Registration







District 12

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 12 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 12
District 12
Total VAP| 204,490 205,700 -1,210
% VAP 78.9% 78.8% 0.1%
Latino VAP 49,126 54,911 -5,785
%Latino VAP 24.0% 26.7% -2.7%
White VAP| 104,020 99,153 4,867
%White VAP 50.9% 48.2% 2.7%
Black VAP 8,731 9,507 -776
%Black VAP 4.3% 4.6% -0.4%
Asian VAP 39,620 39,086 534
%Asian VAP 19.4% 19.0% 0.4%

District 12 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 12
District 12
Total Population| 259,073 261,061 -1,988
Deviation 6,232 8,220 -1,988
%Deviation 2.5% 3.3% -0.8%
Latino| 69,807 78,536 -8,729
%Latino 26.9% 30.1% -3.1%
White| 123,538 116,680 6,858
%White 47.7% 44.7% 3.0%
Black 11,512 12,484 -972
%Black 4.4% 4.8% -0.3%
Asian 50,115 49,230 885
%Asian 19.3% 18.9% 0.5%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 12 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 12
District 12
Total CVAP| 173,489 170,594 2,895
Latino CVAP| 34,602 37,210 -2,607
% Latino CVAP 19.9% 21.8% -1.9%
White CVAP| 98,371 92,808 5,563
% White CVAP 56.7% 54.4% 2.3%
Black CVAP 8,410 9,052 -642
% Black CVAP 4.8% 5.3% -0.5%
Asian CVAP| 29,721 29,132 590
% Asian CVAP 17.1% 17.1% 0.1%




District 12 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration
District 12 LACCRC Current Difference District 12 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 12 Final Map | District 12
District 12 District 12
Total Registration| 142,834 137,964 4,870 Asian Surname Registration 13,801 13,229 572
Spanish Surname X X .
§ X 24,665 25,770 -1,105 %Asian Surname Registration 9.7% 9.6% 0.1%
Registration
%Spanish Surname . X .
k X 17.3% 18.7% -1.4% Chinese Surname Registration 2,962 2,620 342
Registration
African-American %Chinese Surname
X X 7,242 7,721 -479 ° ik . 2.1% 1.9% 0.2%
Registration Registration
%African-American
oAl ) I. 5.1% 5.6% -0.5% Filipino Surname Registration 2,816 2,806 10
Registration
Asian Surname i . .
i X 13,801 13,229 572 %Filipino Surname Registration 2.0% 2.0% -0.1%
Registration
%Asian Surname . . X
) ) 9.7% 9.6% 0.1% Indian Surname Registration 2,521 2,502 19
Registration
Jewish Surname ) ) .
k X 8,760 7,752 1,008 %Indian Surname Registration 1.8% 1.8% 0.0%
Registration
%Jewish Surname X )
. X 6.1% 5.6% 0.5% Japanese Surname Registration 1,142 1,091 51
Registration
Armenian Surname %Japanese Surname
) ) 4,454 4,425 29 A X 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
Registration Registration
%Armenian Surname X .
) ) 3.1% 3.2% -0.1% Korean Surname Registration 3,148 3,024 124
Registration
No Ethnic Registration 96,329 90,414 5,915 %Korean Surname Registration 2.2% 2.2% 0.0%
Vietnamese Surname
%No Ethnic Registration| ~ 67.4% 65.5% 1.9% ' ournar 1,212 1,186 26
Registration
%Vietnamese S.urna.me 0.8% 0.9% 0.0%
Registration







District 13

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 13 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 13
District 13
Total VAP| 199,570 180,489 19,081
% VAP 80.9% 79.7% 1.3%
Latino VAP 96,606 95,157 1,449
%Latino VAP 48.4% 52.7% -4.3%
White VAP 52,305 41,980 10,325
%White VAP 26.2% 23.3% 2.9%
Black VAP 7,989 6,574 1,415
%Black VAP 4.0% 3.6% 0.4%
Asian VAP| 39,978 34,469 5,509
%Asian VAP 20.0% 19.1% 0.9%

District 13 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 13
District 13
Total Population| 246,566 226,542 20,024
Deviation -6,275 -26,299 20,024
%Deviation -2.5% -10.4% 7.9%
Latino| 131,263 130,451 812
%Latino 53.2% 57.6% -4.3%
White 56,634 45,697 10,937
%White 23.0% 20.2% 2.8%
Black 8,996 7,445 1,551
%Black 3.6% 3.3% 0.4%
Asian| 46,267 39,972 6,295
%Asian 18.8% 17.6% 1.1%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 13 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 13
District 13
Total CVAP| 123,103 109,628 13,474
Latino CVAP 41,379 41,074 305
% Latino CVAP 33.6% 37.5% -3.9%
White CVAP 45,216 36,108 9,108
% White CVAP 36.7% 32.9% 3.8%
Black CVAP 7,619 6,322 1,297
% Black CVAP 6.2% 5.8% 0.4%
Asian CVAP| 27,189 24,681 2,508
% Asian CVAP 22.1% 22.5% -0.4%




District 13

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 13 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 13
District 13
Total Registration 93,768 83,478 10,290
Spanish Surname
. X 33,925 33,763 162
Registration
%Spanish Surname
. . 36.2% 40.4% -4.3%
Registration
African-American
. X 6,748 5,587 1,161
Registration
%African-American
eATIcan-Americ 7.2% 6.7% 0.5%
Registration
Asian Surname
S 9,703 8,633 1,070
Registration
%Asian Surname
. X 10.3% 10.3% 0.0%
Registration
Jewish Surname
ik X 1,966 1,535 431
Registration
%Jewish Surname
o-eWISh Surnar 2.1% 1.8% 0.3%
Registration
Armenian Surname
. . 2,367 2,104 263
Registration
%Armenian Surname
. X 2.5% 2.5% 0.0%
Registration
No Ethnic Registration 42,961 35,148 7,813
%No Ethnic Registration 45.8% 42.1% 3.7%

District 13 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 13
District 13
Asian Surname Registration 9,703 8,633 1,070
%Asian Si
> S'SZg_:tr;at_n;: 10.3% 10.3% 0.0%
i i
Chinese Surname
. . 1,652 1,537 115
Registration
%Chinese Surname
° e 1.8% 1.8% -0.1%
Registration
Filipino S
HIPINOSUMAME] 3 5y 3,864 97
Registration
%Filipino Si
6Filipino .urna.me 4.2% 4.6% -0.4%
Registration
Indian Surname
k . 503 395 108
Registration
%Indian Surname
> e 0.5% 0.5% 0.1%
Registration
Japanese Surname
. X 677 553 124
Registration
%) S
bJapanese .urna.me 0.7% 0.7% 0.1%
Registration
Korean Surname
. . 2,470 1,793 677
Registration
%Korean Surname
. e 2.6% 2.1% 0.5%
Registration
Vietnamese Surname
. X 440 491 -51
Registration
%\Viet S
6Vietnamese Surname 0.5% 0.6% 01%

Registration







District 14

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 14 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 14
District 14
Total VAP| 191,465 175,893 15,572
% VAP 77.7% 75.6% 2.0%
Latino VAP| 116,742 116,757 -15
%Latino VAP 61.0% 66.4% -5.4%
White VAP| 28,870 25,969 2,901
%White VAP 15.1% 14.8% 0.3%
Black VAP| 14,089 8,121 5,968
%Black VAP 7.4% 4.6% 2.7%
Asian VAP| 29,578 23,301 6,277
%Asian VAP 15.4% 13.2% 2.2%

District 14 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 14
District 14
Total Population| 246,509 232,574 13,935
Deviation -6,332 -20,267 13,935
%Deviation -2.5% -8.0% 5.5%
Latino| 164,010 165,047 -1,037
%Latino 66.5% 71.0% -4.4%
White 31,168 28,792 2,376
%White 12.6% 12.4% 0.3%
Black 15,285 9,117 6,168
%Black! 6.2% 3.9% 2.3%
Asian| 33,377 27,331 6,046
%Asian 13.5% 11.8% 1.8%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 14 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 14
District 14
Total CVAP| 132,422 121,212 11,210
Latino CVAP 67,874 69,450 -1,576
% Latino CVAP 51.3% 57.3% -6.0%
White CVAP 26,853 24,440 2,413
% White CVAP 20.3% 20.2% 0.1%
Black CVAP 13,848 7,937 5,911
% Black CVAP 10.5% 6.5% 3.9%
Asian CVAP| 22,157 17,992 4,165
% Asian CVAP 16.7% 14.8% 1.9%




District 14

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 14 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 14
District 14
Total Registration 95,229 93,103 2,126
Spanish Surname
o 52,039 54,788 2,749
Registration
%Spanish Surname
i X 54.6% 58.8% -4.2%
Registration
African-American
X . 7,448 3,928 3,520
Registration
%African-American
eAtTican-Americ 7.8% 4.2% 3.6%
Registration
Asian Surname
o 9,755 8,085 1,670
Registration
%Asian Surname
k . 10.2% 8.7% 1.6%
Registration
Jewish Surname
k . 937 947 -10
Registration
%Jewish Surname
o-EWISh Strnar 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%
Registration
Armenian Surname
) X 352 337 15
Registration
%Armenian Surname
. . 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
Registration
No Ethnic Registration 24,641 25,378 -737
%No Ethnic Registration 25.9% 27.3% -1.4%

District 14 LACCRC Current Difference
Final Map | District 14
District 14
Asian Surname Registration 9,755 8,085 1,670
%Asian Surname Registration 10.2% 8.7% 1.6%
Chinese Surname
. ) 2,818 2,370 448
Registration
%Chinese Surname
> e 3.0% 2.5% 0.4%
Registration
Filipino Surname Registration 2,685 3,090 -405
%Filipino S-urna.me 2.8% 3.3% 05%
Registration
Indian Surname Registration 343 274 69
%Indian Surname
: e 0.4% 0.3% 0.1%
Registration
Japanese Surname
: urnar 978 823 155
Registration
%Japanese S.urna.me 1.0% 0.9% 0.1%
Registration
Korean Surname Registration 2,306 945 1,361
%Korean Surname
° e 2.4% 1.0% 1.4%
Registration
Vietnamese Surname
: .u ) 625 583 42
Registration
%Vietnamese Surname 0.7% 0.6% 0.0%

Registration







District 15

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District 15 LACCRC Final|  Current Difference
Map District | District 15
15
Total VAP 179,672 185,921 -6,249
% VAP 70.6% 70.4% 0.2%
Latino VAP 102,947 107,098 -4,151
%Latino VAP 57.3% 57.6% -0.3%
White VAP 36,127 36,167 -40
%White VAP 20.1% 19.5% 0.7%
Black VAP 23,200 25,157 -1,957
%Black VAP 12.9% 13.5% -0.6%
Asian VAP 14,281 14,297 -16
%Asian VAP 7.9% 7.7% 0.3%

District 15 LACCRC Final|  Current Difference
Map District | District 15
15

Total Population 254,493 264,069 -9,576
Deviation 1,652 11,228 -9,576
%Deviation 0.7% 4.4% -3.8%
Latino 157,761 164,329 -6,568
%Latino 62.0% 62.2% -0.2%

White 41,808 41,867 -59

%White 16.4% 15.9% 0.6%
Black 33,489 36,300 -2,811
%Black 13.2% 13.7% -0.6%

Asian 16,990 17,009 -19

%Asian 6.7% 6.4% 0.2%

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 15 LACCRC Final|  Current Difference
Map District| District 15
15
Total CVAP 129,670 133,425 -3,756
Latino CVAP 57,775 59,438 -1,663
% Latino CVAP 44.6% 44.5% 0.0%
White CVAP 34,921 34,959 -38
% White CVAP 26.9% 26.2% 0.7%
Black CVAP 23,033 24,990 -1,957
% Black CVAP 17.8% 18.7% -1.0%
Asian CVAP 11,261 11,274 -13
% Asian CVAP 8.7% 8.4% 0.2%




District 15

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 15 LACCRC Final|  Current Difference
Map District | District 15
15
Total Registration 100,072 103,372 -3,300
Spanish Surname
S 38,083 39,296 -1,213
Registration
%Spanish Surname
k . 38.1% 38.0% 0.0%
Registration
African-American
X X 22,250 24,095 -1,845
Registration
%African-American
eATTICaTAMEIC 22.2% 23.3% 1.1%
Registration
Asian Surname
. . 5,255 5,293 -38
Registration
%Asian Surname
k . 5.3% 5.1% 0.1%
Registration
Jewish S
ewis .urna.me 244 753 9
Registration
%Jewish Surname
o-CWISh SHrar 0.7% 0.7% 0.0%
Registration
Armenian Surname
k X 101 101 0
Registration
%Armenian Surname
ik X 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Registration
No Ethnic Registration 33,071 33,182 -111
%No Ethnic Registration 33.0% 32.1% 0.9%

District 15 LACCRC Final|  Current Difference
Map District | District 15
15
Asian Surname
1an surnar 5,255 5,293 38
Registration
%Asian Si
eAsian surname 5.3% 5.1% 0.1%
Registration
Chinese Surname
k ) 791 793 -2
Registration
%Chinese Surname
0 e 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
Registration
Filipino Surname
HiP! .u . 1,663 1,688 -25
Registration
%Filipino S
6Filipino .urna_me 1.7% 1.6% 0.0%
Registration
Indian Surname
. . 324 333 -9
Registration
%Indian Surname
. X 0.3% 0.3% 0.0%
Registration
Japanese Surname
. X 1,429 1,429 0
Registration
%) S
bJapanese .urna'me 1.4% 1.4% 0.0%
Registration
Korean Surname
. . 739 740 -1
Registration
%Korean Surname
. e 0.7% 0.7% 0.0%
Registration
Vietnamese Surname
' urnar 309 310 1
Registration
%Viet S
6Vietnamese Surname 0.3% 0.3% 0.0%

Registration




LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012
Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

District Total Deviation %Deviation Latino %Latino White %White Black %Black Asian %Asian
Population
01 246,531 -6,310 -2.5% 177,012 71.8% 19,949 8.1% 6,406 2.6% 40,975 16.6%
02 257,291 4,450 1.8% 115,818 45.0% 106,739 41.5% 11,351 4.4% 19,679 7.6%
03 259,045 6,204 2.5% 96,755 37.4% 111,978 43.2% 11,966 4.6% 34,640 13.4%
04 250,511 -2,330 -0.9% 37,771 15.1% 154,144 61.5% 13,291 5.3% 41,388 16.5%
05 251,856 -985 -0.4% 32,581 12.9% 164,268 65.2% 11,586 4.6% 39,346 15.6%
06 258,926 6,085 2.4% 182,303 70.4% 39,180 15.1% 9,090 3.5% 25,359 9.8%
07 259,008 6,167 2.4% 178,451 68.9% 51,434 19.9% 9,712 3.7% 16,715 6.5%
08 246,597 -6,244 -2.5% 138,458 56.1% 5,790 2.3% 93,132 37.8% 5,022 2.0%
09 249,728 -3,113 -1.2% 191,053 76.5% 8,142 3.3% 42,476 17.0% 5,975 2.4%
10 249,305 -3,536 -1.4% 117,415 47.1% 17,361 7.0% 68,836 27.6% 41,200 16.5%
11 257,182 4,341 1.7% 48,364 18.8% 154,775 60.2% 12,233 4.8% 37,209 14.5%
12 259,073 6,232 2.5% 69,807 26.9% 123,538 47.7% 11,512 4.4% 50,115 19.3%
13 246,566 -6,275 -2.5% 131,263 53.2% 56,634 23.0% 8,996 3.6% 46,267 18.8%
14 246,509 -6,332 -2.5% 164,010 66.5% 31,168 12.6% 15,285 6.2% 33,377 13.5%
15 254,493 1,652 0.7% 157,761 62.0% 41,808 16.4% 33,489 13.2% 16,990 6.7%

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

District Total VAP % VAP Latino VAP %Latino VAP White VAP %White VAP Black VAP %Black VAP Asian VAP %Asian VAP
01 184,395 74.8% 124,710 67.6% 17,766 9.6% 5,197 2.8% 35,127 19.0%
02 201,354 78.3% 81,318 40.4% 91,514 45.4% 9,323 4.6% 16,386 8.1%
03 199,798 77.1% 66,594 33.3% 94,272 47.2% 8,842 4.4% 27,442 13.7%
04 214,386 85.6% 29,731 13.9% 135,652 63.3% 11,280 5.3% 34,571 16.1%
05 213,510 84.8% 25,664 12.0% 139,818 65.5% 9,715 4.6% 34,998 16.4%
06 187,114 72.3% 123,666 66.1% 33,542 17.9% 7,030 3.8% 20,794 11.1%
07 187,637 72.4% 120,423 64.2% 44,222 23.6% 7,367 3.9% 13,664 7.3%
08 178,107 72.2% 93,913 52.7% 4,963 2.8% 71,469 40.1% 4,686 2.6%
09 167,978 67.3% 122,253 72.8% 7,560 4.5% 30,897 18.4% 5,802 3.5%
10 192,651 77.3% 82,030 42.6% 15,470 8.0% 55,687 28.9% 36,090 18.7%
11 215,969 84.0% 36,470 16.9% 134,211 62.1% 9,869 4.6% 31,767 14.7%
12 204,490 78.9% 49,126 24.0% 104,020 50.9% 8,731 4.3% 39,620 19.4%
13 199,570 80.9% 96,606 48.4% 52,305 26.2% 7,989 4.0% 39,978 20.0%
14 191,465 77.7% 116,742 61.0% 28,870 15.1% 14,089 7.4% 29,578 15.4%

15 179,672 70.6% 102,947 57.3% 36,127 20.1% 23,200 12.9% 14,281 7.9%




Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District Total CVAP | Latino CVAP | % Latino CVAP | White CVAP | % White CVAP| Black CVAP |% Black CVAP| Asian CVAP | % Asian CVAP

01 101,997 53,237 52.2% 16,502 16.2% 4,975 4.9% 26,235 25.7%

02 148,807 42,228 28.4% 82,106 55.2% 8,941 6.0% 13,322 9.0%

03 151,053 33,787 22.4% 86,749 57.4% 8,406 5.6% 20,302 13.4%

04 181,139 20,639 11.4% 123,882 68.4% 10,863 6.0% 23,191 12.8%

05 183,671 18,644 10.2% 127,987 69.7% 8,999 4.9% 25,419 13.8%

06 112,059 58,472 52.2% 30,678 27.4% 6,589 5.9% 14,921 13.3%

07 132,292 72,014 54.4% 40,706 30.8% 7,202 5.4% 10,748 8.1%

08 119,264 39,112 32.8% 4,453 3.7% 70,641 59.2% 2,608 2.2%

09 86,754 43,802 50.5% 7,062 8.1% 30,784 35.5% 3,804 4.4%

10 125,681 34,658 27.6% 13,959 11.1% 54,206 43.1% 20,465 16.3%

11 185,934 24,825 13.4% 125,374 67.4% 9,141 4.9% 23,608 12.7%

12 173,489 34,602 19.9% 98,371 56.7% 8,410 4.8% 29,721 17.1%

13 123,103 41,379 33.6% 45,216 36.7% 7,619 6.2% 27,189 22.1%

14 132,422 67,874 51.3% 26,853 20.3% 13,848 10.5% 22,157 16.7%

15 129,670 57,775 44.6% 34,921 26.9% 23,033 17.8% 11,261 8.7%

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District Total Spanish %Spanish African- %African- Asian Surname %Asian Jewish %Jewish Armenian %Armenian
Registration Surname Surname American American Registration Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname

Registration Registration Registration Registration Registration | Registration Registration Registration | Registration

01 74,163 40,138 54.1% 4,495 6.1% 10,168 13.7% 709 1.0% 94 0.1%

02 111,376 28,357 25.5% 6,911 6.2% 4,882 4.4% 6,518 5.9% 6,580 5.9%

03 116,413 22,179 19.1% 6,635 5.7% 8,296 7.1% 9,315 8.0% 2,512 2.2%

04 148,474 13,871 9.3% 9,489 6.4% 10,789 7.3% 12,434 8.4% 3,371 2.3%

05 150,406 11,294 7.5% 7,686 5.1% 11,679 7.8% 21,865 14.5% 1,680 1.1%

06 78,894 39,517 50.1% 5,333 6.8% 5,114 6.5% 1,390 1.8% 2,184 2.8%

07 98,333 48,622 49.4% 6,887 7.0% 4,498 4.6% 973 1.0% 3,415 3.5%

08 106,492 28,725 27.0% 67,907 63.8% 2,079 2.0% 497 0.5% 22 0.0%

09 68,633 31,055 45.2% 29,563 43.1% 1,817 2.6% 330 0.5% 16 0.0%

10 101,780 23,401 23.0% 51,539 50.6% 9,406 9.2% 1,176 1.2% 112 0.1%

11 156,364 16,341 10.5% 7,363 4.7% 11,646 7.4% 12,724 8.1% 769 0.5%

12 142,834 24,665 17.3% 7,242 5.1% 13,801 9.7% 8,760 6.1% 4,454 3.1%

13 93,768 33,925 36.2% 6,748 7.2% 9,703 10.3% 1,966 2.1% 2,367 2.5%

14 95,229 52,039 54.6% 7,448 7.8% 9,755 10.2% 937 1.0% 352 0.4%

15 100,072 38,083 38.1% 22,250 22.2% 5,255 5.3% 744 0.7% 101 0.1%




Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District Statistics - Feb. 22, 2012

District Asian %Asian Chinese %Chinese Filipino %Filipino Indian %Indian
Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname

Registration | Registration Registration Registration Registration Registration Registration Registration
01 10,168 13.7% 3,810 5.1% 1,773 2.4% 174 0.2%
02 4,882 4.4% 859 0.8% 1,776 1.6% 617 0.6%
03 8,296 7.1% 1,397 1.2% 2,004 1.7% 1,715 1.5%
04 10,789 7.3% 2,405 1.6% 1,724 1.2% 934 0.6%
05 11,679 7.8% 4,238 2.8% 1,387 0.9% 2,246 1.5%
06 5,114 6.5% 549 0.7% 2,657 3.4% 449 0.6%
07 4,498 4.6% 498 0.5% 2,081 2.1% 417 0.4%
08 2,079 2.0% 384 0.4% 826 0.8% 339 0.3%
09 1,817 2.6% 454 0.7% 671 1.0% 236 0.3%
10 9,406 9.2% 1,139 1.1% 1,480 1.5% 555 0.5%
11 11,646 7.4% 3,474 2.2% 1,499 1.0% 1,497 1.0%
12 13,801 9.7% 2,962 21% 2,816 2.0% 2,521 1.8%
13 9,703 10.3% 1,652 1.8% 3,961 4.2% 503 0.5%
14 9,755 10.2% 2,818 3.0% 2,685 2.8% 343 0.4%
15 5,255 5.3% 791 0.8% 1,663 1.7% 324 0.3%
Table 6: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration Continued
District Japanese %Japanese Korean %Korean Vietnamese %\Vietnamese

Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname

Registration | Registration Registration Registration Registration Registration
01 357 0.5% 2,639 3.6% 1,415 1.9%
02 514 0.5% 716 0.6% 400 0.4%
03 584 0.5% 753 0.6% 1,843 1.6%
04 1,040 0.7% 4,289 2.9% 397 0.3%
05 1,175 0.8% 1,657 1.1% 976 0.6%
06 381 0.5% 487 0.6% 591 0.7%
07 393 0.4% 838 0.9% 271 0.3%
08 137 0.1% 297 0.3% 96 0.1%
09 92 0.1% 285 0.4% 79 0.1%
10 998 1.0% 5,033 4.9% 201 0.2%
11 3,050 2.0% 1,452 0.9% 674 0.4%
12 1,142 0.8% 3,148 2.2% 1,212 0.8%
13 677 0.7% 2,470 2.6% 440 0.5%
14 978 1.0% 2,306 2.4% 625 0.7%
15 1,429 1.4% 739 0.7% 309 0.3%




Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts vs Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

District Total Total Deviation Deviation %Deviation | %Deviation Y%L atino %Latino %White %White %Black %Black %Asian %Asian
Population Population | (Final Map)| (Current) (Final Map) (Current) | (Final Map) | (Current) | (Final Map) | (Current) | (Final Map) | (Current) | (Final Map) [(Current)
(Final Map) (Current)
01 246,531 233,203 -6,310 -19,638 -2.5% -7.8% 71.8% 72.7% 8.1% 6.2% 2.6% 3.0% 16.6% 17.2%
02 257,291 265,357 4,450 12,516 1.8% 5.0% 45.0% 33.5% 41.5% 52.6% 4.4% 4.0% 7.6% 8.4%
03 259,045 275,047 6,204 22,206 2.5% 8.8% 37.4% 33.9% 43.2% 46.8% 4.6% 4.3% 13.4% 13.5%
04 250,511 246,051 -2,330 -6,790 -0.9% -2.7% 15.1% 24.2% 61.5% 47.9% 5.3% 5.6% 16.5% 20.7%
05 251,856 268,877 -985 16,036 -0.4% 6.3% 12.9% 8.9% 65.2% 721% 4.6% 3.5% 15.6% 14.1%
06 258,926 243,233 6,085 -9,608 2.4% -3.8% 70.4% 71.0% 15.1% 15.5% 3.5% 3.4% 9.8% 8.9%
07 259,008 253,314 6,167 473 2.4% 0.2% 68.9% 79.5% 19.9% 8.6% 3.7% 4.1% 6.5% 6.8%
08 246,597 256,660 -6,244 3,819 -2.5% 1.5% 56.1% 49.1% 2.3% 4.2% 37.8% 41.7% 2.0% 3.2%
09 249,728 261,470 -3,113 8,629 -1.2% 3.4% 76.5% 75.5% 3.3% 3.6% 17.0% 16.3% 2.4% 3.7%
10 249,305 240,450 -3,536 -12,391 -1.4% -4.9% 47.1% 48.4% 7.0% 10.1% 27.6% 24.2% 16.5% 15.5%
11 257,182 264,713 4,341 11,872 1.7% 4.7% 18.8% 19.3% 60.2% 58.7% 4.8% 5.7% 14.5% 14.4%
12 259,073 261,061 6,232 8,220 2.5% 3.3% 26.9% 30.1% 47.7% 44.7% 4.4% 4.8% 19.3% 18.9%
13 246,566 226,542 -6,275 -26,299 -2.5% -10.4% 53.2% 57.6% 23.0% 20.2% 3.6% 3.3% 18.8% 17.6%
14 246,509 232,574 -6,332 -20,267 -2.5% -8.0% 66.5% 71.0% 12.6% 12.4% 6.2% 3.9% 13.5% 11.8%
15 254,493 264,069 1,652 11,228 0.7% 4.4% 62.0% 62.2% 16.4% 15.9% 13.2% 13.7% 6.7% 6.4%
Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.
District Total VAP Total VAP % VAP % VAP %Latino VAP | %Latino |%White VAP| %White |%Black VAP| %Black |%Asian VAP|%Asian VAP
(Final Map) (Current) (Final Map)| (Current) (Final Map) VAP (Final Map) VAP (Final Map) VAP (Final Map) | (Current)
(Current) (Current) (Current)
01 184,395 174,481 74.8% 74.8% 67.6% 68.4% 9.6% 7.5% 2.8% 3.3% 19.0% 19.9%
02 201,354 211,779 78.3% 79.8% 40.4% 29.8% 45.4% 56.1% 4.6% 4.0% 8.1% 8.7%
03 199,798 212,827 771% 77.4% 33.3% 30.3% 47.2% 50.5% 4.4% 4.0% 13.7% 13.8%
04 214,386 211,121 85.6% 85.8% 13.9% 21.6% 63.3% 50.6% 5.3% 5.7% 16.1% 20.5%
05 213,510 227,713 84.8% 84.7% 12.0% 8.6% 65.5% 72.0% 4.6% 3.5% 16.4% 14.6%
06 187,114 177,180 72.3% 72.8% 66.1% 66.8% 17.9% 18.3% 3.8% 3.6% 11.1% 10.2%
07 187,637 176,791 72.4% 69.8% 64.2% 75.9% 23.6% 10.7% 3.9% 4.5% 7.3% 7.9%
08 178,107 188,349 72.2% 73.4% 52.7% 44.9% 2.8% 5.3% 40.1% 43.8% 2.6% 4.2%
09 167,978 181,100 67.3% 69.3% 72.8% 71.0% 4.5% 4.8% 18.4% 18.1% 3.5% 5.1%
10 192,651 186,183 77.3% 77.4% 42.6% 43.7% 8.0% 11.7% 28.9% 25.1% 18.7% 17.6%
11 215,969 222,569 84.0% 84.1% 16.9% 17.3% 62.1% 60.7% 4.6% 5.5% 14.7% 14.7%
12 204,490 205,700 78.9% 78.8% 24.0% 26.7% 50.9% 48.2% 4.3% 4.6% 19.4% 19.0%
13 199,570 180,489 80.9% 79.7% 48.4% 52.7% 26.2% 23.3% 4.0% 3.6% 20.0% 19.1%
14 191,465 175,893 77.7% 75.6% 61.0% 66.4% 15.1% 14.8% 7.4% 4.6% 15.4% 13.2%
15 179,672 185,921 70.6% 70.4% 57.3% 57.6% 20.1% 19.5% 12.9% 13.5% 7.9% 7.7%




Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts vs Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

District Total CVAP Total CVAP % Latino % Latino % White % White % Black % Black % Asian % Asian
(Final Map) (Current) CVAP CVAP CVAP (Final CVAP CVAP (Final CVAP CVAP (Final CVAP
(Final Map) (Current) Map) (Current) Map) (Current) Map) (Current)
01 101,997 91,082 52.2% 53.3% 16.2% 13.1% 4.9% 6.1% 25.7% 26.5%
02 148,807 168,258 28.4% 21.4% 55.2% 63.6% 6.0% 4.9% 9.0% 8.7%
03 151,053 165,552 22.4% 20.3% 57.4% 60.2% 5.6% 5.0% 13.4% 13.2%
04 181,139 162,749 11.4% 16.1% 68.4% 59.5% 6.0% 7.0% 12.8% 15.9%
05 183,671 200,953 10.2% 8.0% 69.7% 75.0% 4.9% 3.7% 13.8% 12.1%
06 112,059 109,666 52.2% 54.4% 27.4% 26.9% 5.9% 5.4% 13.3% 12.0%
07 132,292 110,107 54.4% 65.7% 30.8% 16.4% 5.4% 7.0% 8.1% 9.8%
08 119,264 135,325 32.8% 27.2% 3.7% 6.7% 59.2% 60.3% 2.2% 3.8%
09 86,754 94,581 50.5% 48.4% 8.1% 8.4% 35.5% 34.4% 4.4% 7.1%
10 125,681 123,084 27.6% 28.2% 11.1% 15.9% 43.1% 36.8% 16.3% 17.1%
11 185,934 191,118 13.4% 13.6% 67.4% 66.0% 4.9% 6.0% 12.7% 12.7%
12 173,489 170,594 19.9% 21.8% 56.7% 54.4% 4.8% 5.3% 17.1% 17.1%
13 123,103 109,628 33.6% 37.5% 36.7% 32.9% 6.2% 5.8% 221% 22.5%
14 132,422 121,212 51.3% 57.3% 20.3% 20.2% 10.5% 6.5% 16.7% 14.8%
15 129,670 133,425 44.6% 44.5% 26.9% 26.2% 17.8% 18.7% 8.7% 8.4%
Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration
District Total Total %Spanish %Spanish %African- %African- %Asian %Asian %Jewish %Jewish | %Armenian | %Armenian
Registration Registration Surname Surname American American Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname
(Final Map) (Current) Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration
(Final Map) (Current) (Final Map) | (Current) | (Final Map) | (Current) | (Final Map) | (Current) | (Final Map) | (Current)
01 74,163 63,110 54.1% 56.8% 6.1% 7.7% 13.7% 14.2% 1.0% 0.7% 0.1% 0.1%
02 111,376 129,409 25.5% 18.7% 6.2% 5.0% 4.4% 4.4% 5.9% 5.9% 5.9% 7.1%
03 116,413 131,092 19.1% 17.5% 5.7% 5.1% 7.1% 7.1% 8.0% 8.5% 2.2% 2.2%
04 148,474 126,187 9.3% 13.8% 6.4% 7.8% 7.3% 8.8% 8.4% 5.3% 2.3% 2.4%
05 150,406 168,711 7.5% 5.7% 5.1% 3.7% 7.8% 6.9% 14.5% 15.5% 1.1% 1.2%
06 78,894 77,490 50.1% 52.8% 6.8% 6.0% 6.5% 6.0% 1.8% 1.6% 2.8% 3.2%
07 98,333 78,684 49.4% 61.3% 7.0% 9.4% 4.6% 5.3% 1.0% 0.8% 3.5% 0.5%
08 106,492 117,491 27.0% 221% 63.8% 66.8% 2.0% 2.3% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%
09 68,633 74,120 45.2% 43.9% 43.1% 39.7% 2.6% 5.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1%
10 101,780 99,197 23.0% 24.0% 50.6% 43.2% 9.2% 10.0% 1.2% 1.6% 0.1% 0.1%
11 156,364 159,823 10.5% 10.7% 4.7% 5.9% 7.4% 7.4% 8.1% 7.9% 0.5% 0.5%
12 142,834 137,964 17.3% 18.7% 5.1% 5.6% 9.7% 9.6% 6.1% 5.6% 3.1% 3.2%
13 93,768 83,478 36.2% 40.4% 7.2% 6.7% 10.3% 10.3% 2.1% 1.8% 2.5% 2.5%
14 95,229 93,103 54.6% 58.8% 7.8% 4.2% 10.2% 8.7% 1.0% 1.0% 0.4% 0.4%
15 100,072 103,372 38.1% 38.0% 22.2% 23.3% 5.3% 5.1% 0.7% 0.7% 0.1% 0.1%




Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration
District %Asian %Asian %Chinese %Chinese %Filipino %Filipino %Indian %Indian
Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname
Registration Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration
(Final Map) (Current) (Final Map) (Current) (Final Map) (Current) (Final Map) | (Current)
01 13.7% 14.2% 5.1% 5.4% 2.4% 1.8% 0.2% 0.3%
02 4.4% 4.4% 0.8% 0.8% 1.6% 1.4% 0.6% 0.5%
03 7.1% 7.1% 1.2% 1.4% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4%
04 7.3% 8.8% 1.6% 1.7% 1.2% 1.6% 0.6% 0.7%
05 7.8% 6.9% 2.8% 2.6% 0.9% 0.8% 1.5% 1.2%
06 6.5% 6.0% 0.7% 0.6% 3.4% 3.1% 0.6% 0.5%
07 4.6% 5.3% 0.5% 0.5% 2.1% 2.9% 0.4% 0.5%
08 2.0% 2.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%
09 2.6% 5.2% 0.7% 1.2% 1.0% 1.1% 0.3% 0.3%
10 9.2% 10.0% 1.1% 1.4% 1.5% 1.3% 0.5% 0.6%
11 7.4% 7.4% 2.2% 2.2% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
12 9.7% 9.6% 2.1% 1.9% 2.0% 2.0% 1.8% 1.8%
13 10.3% 10.3% 1.8% 1.8% 4.2% 4.6% 0.5% 0.5%
14 10.2% 8.7% 3.0% 2.5% 2.8% 3.3% 0.4% 0.3%
15 5.3% 5.1% 0.8% 0.8% 1.7% 1.6% 0.3% 0.3%
Table 6: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration Continued
District %Japanese %Japanese %Korean %Korean |%Vietnamese| %Vietnamese
Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname
Registration Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration | Registration
(Final Map) (Current) (Final Map) (Current) (Final Map) (Current)
01 357 0.3% 3.6% 4.4% 1.9% 2.0%
02 514 0.5% 0.6% 0.9% 0.4% 0.3%
03 584 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 1.6% 1.5%
04 1,040 0.8% 2.9% 3.7% 0.3% 0.3%
05 1,175 0.7% 1.1% 1.0% 0.6% 0.6%
06 381 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6%
07 393 0.4% 0.9% 0.5% 0.3% 0.5%
08 137 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1%
09 92 0.4% 0.4% 1.9% 0.1% 0.1%
10 998 1.1% 4.9% 5.3% 0.2% 0.3%
11 3,050 1.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.4% 0.4%
12 1,142 0.8% 2.2% 2.2% 0.8% 0.9%
13 677 0.7% 2.6% 2.1% 0.5% 0.6%
14 978 0.9% 2.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.6%
15 1,429 1.4% 0.7% 0.7% 0.3% 0.3%

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts vs Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012












LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 01
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by | NC Population in District |% of NC Population in the| Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s
ARROYO SECO NC 1 15,785 70.7 14
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 2 166 0.4 09, 14
EAGLE ROCK NC 1 1,878 6.1 14
GLASSELL PARK NC 1 8,419 36.6 14
GREATER CYPRESS PARK NC 0 12,825 100.0 n/a
GREATER ECHO PARK ELYSIAN NC 1 14,025 30.7 13
HISTORIC CULTURAL NC 1 13,347 67.7 14
HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NC 1 42,111 75.6 14
LA-32 NC 1 3,611 8.0 14
LINCOLN HEIGHTS NC 1 29,454 94.5 14
MACARTHUR PARK NC 0 29,052 100.0 n/a
PICO UNION NC 0 39,977 100.0 n/a
WESTLAKE NORTH NC 1 14,303 56.5 13
WESTLAKE SOUTH NC 0 21,842 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood

councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 02
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s
GREATER VALLEY GLEN COUNCIL 0 47,309 100.0 n/a
MID-TOWN NORTH HOLLYWOOD NC 0 68,275 99.6 n/a
NC VALLEY VILLAGE 0 23,080 100.0 n/a
NOHO WEST NC 0 20,907 100.0 n/a
NORTH HOLLYWOOD NORTHEAST NC 1 23,284 69.1 06
STUDIO CITY NC 1 33,850 99.4 04
SUN VALLEY AREA NC 1 22,242 46.4 06
VAN NUYS NC 2 15,192 19.3 04, 06

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 03
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

CANOGA PARK NC 0 51,643 99.9 n/a
RESEDA NC 1 54,606 79.9 12
TARZANA NC 0 35,682 100.0 n/a
WINNETKA NC 0 46,919 100.0 n/a
WOODLAND HILLS-WARNER CENTER NC 0 70,111 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 04
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s
BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST NC 1 14,397 53.1 05
CENTRAL HOLLYWOOD NC 1 4,549 27.2 13
GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NC 1 32,277 95.6 13
GREATER TOLUCA LAKE NC 0 11,706 100.0 n/a
GREATER WILSHIRE NC 1 43,400 89.4 05
HOLLYWOOD HILLS WEST NC 1 30,090 76.9 13
HOLLYWOOD UNITED NC 1 12,337 63.6 13
MID CITY WEST CC 1 23,513 40.6 05
SHERMAN OAKS NC 0 63,839 100.0 n/a
SILVER LAKE NC 1 4,299 13.2 13
STUDIO CITY NC 1 199 0.6 02
VAN NUYS NC 2 6,862 8.7 02, 06

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood

councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 05
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST NC 1 12,705 46.9 04
ENCINO NC 0 43,981 99.6 n/a
GREATER WILSHIRE NC 1 5,150 10.6 04
MID CITY WEST CC 1 34,335 59.4 04
P.I.C.O0. NC 1 3,289 15.2 10
PALMS NC 0 27,275 100.0 n/a
SOUTH ROBERTSON NC 0 40,967 100.0 n/a
WESTSIDE NC 0 31,155 100.0 n/a
WESTWOOD NC 0 51,503 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood

councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 06

Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by | NC Population in District |% of NC Population in the| Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

ARLETA NC 0 35,332 100.0 n/a

LAKE BALBOA NC 0 42,183 99.9 n/a

NORTH HILLS EAST 1 20,812 52.7 07

NORTH HOLLYWOOD NORTHEAST NC 1 10,396 30.9 02

PANORAMA CITY NC 0 67,394 100.0 n/a

SUN VALLEY AREA NC 1 25,617 53.4 02

VAN NUYS NC 2 56,770 72.0 02, 04

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






District 07

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by | NC Population in District |% of NC Population in the| Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s
FOOTHILL TRAILS DISTRICT NC 0 20,962 98.8 n/a
MISSION HILLS NC 0 22,762 99.9 n/a
NORTH HILLS EAST 1 18,650 47.3 06
PACOIMA NC 0 74,752 100.0 n/a
SUNLAND-TUJUNGA NC 0 43,253 100.0 n/a
SYLMAR NC 0 78,846 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 08
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS CENTRAL AREA

0 42,854 100.0 n/a
NDC
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS NORTH AREA ND( 1 60,056 80.3 09
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST

2 12,759 17.2 09, 15
AREA NDC
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHWEST

0 28,233 100.0 n/a
AREA NDC
NC WESTCHESTER/PLAYA DEL REY 1 5,484 9.7 11
PARK MESA HEIGHTS NC 0 35,918 100.0 n/a
VOICES OF 90037 0 45,935 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 09
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

CENTRAL ALAMEDA NC 0 30,570 100.0 n/a
COMMUNITY AND NEIGHBORS FOR NINTH

0 44,227 100.0 n/a
DISTRICT NC
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 2 547 1.4 01, 14
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS NORTH AREA

1 14,739 19.7 08
NDC
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST

2 61,297 82.5 08, 15
AREA NDC
SOUTH CENTRAL NC 0 43,120 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 10
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS WEST AREA NDC 0 36,838 100.0 n/a
MID CITY NC 0 28,861 100.0 n/a
OLYMPIC PARK NC 0 18,805 100.0 n/a
P.I.C.0.NC 1 18,296 84.8 05
UNITED NEIGHBORHOODS OF THE HISTORIC

0 52,594 100.0 n/a
ARLINGTON
WEST ADAMS NC 0 27,007 100.0 n/a
WILSHIRE CENTER - KOREATOWN NC 1 66,777 70.1 13

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 11
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

DEL REY NC 0 31,023 100.0 n/a

MAR VISTA CC 0 50,187 100.0 n/a

NC WESTCHESTER/PLAYA DEL REY 1 50,945 90.3 08
VENICE NC 0 36,875 100.0 n/a

WEST LOS ANGELES NC 0 30,629 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 12
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

CHATSWORTH NC 0 33,463 100.0 n/a
GRANADA HILLS NORTH NC 0 25,245 100.0 n/a
GRANADA HILLS SOUTH NC 0 28,442 100.0 n/a
NORTH HILLS WEST NC 0 20,964 100.0 n/a
NORTHRIDGE EAST 0 25,350 100.0 n/a
NORTHRIDGE SOUTH NC 0 30,918 100.0 n/a
NORTHRIDGE WEST 0 21,006 100.0 n/a
PORTER RANCH NC 0 21,027 100.0 n/a
RESEDA NC 1 13,712 20.1 03
WEST HILLS NC 0 38,686 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 13
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s

ATWATER VILLAGE NC 0 14,094 100.0 n/a
CENTRAL HOLLYWOOD NC 1 12,203 72.8 04
EAST HOLLYWOOD NC 0 46,425 100.0 n/a
ELYSIAN VALLEY RIVERSIDE NC 0 6,889 100.0 n/a
GREATER ECHO PARK ELYSIAN NC 1 31,375 68.7 01
GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NC 1 1,477 4.4 04
HOLLYWOOD HILLS WEST NC 1 8,973 229 04
HOLLYWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NC 0 29,213 100.0 n/a
HOLLYWOOD UNITED NC 1 7,046 36.4 04
RAMPART VILLAGE NC 0 24,107 100.0 n/a
SILVER LAKE NC 1 28,265 86.8 04
WESTLAKE NORTH NC 1 10,992 435 01
WILSHIRE CENTER - KOREATOWN NC 1 28,546 29.9 10

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 14
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by NC Population in District | % of NC Population in the Other City Council
Final Map Districts District District/s
ARROYO SECO NC 1 6,534 29.3 01
BOYLE HEIGHTS NC 0 84,001 100.0 n/a
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 2 37,732 98.1 01, 09
EAGLE ROCK NC 1 28,858 93.9 01
GLASSELL PARK NC 1 14,553 63.4 01
HISTORIC CULTURAL NC 1 6,365 323 01
HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NC 1 13,596 24.4 01
LA-32 NC 1 41,529 92.0 01
LINCOLN HEIGHTS NC 1 1,698 5.5 01

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 15
Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by | NC Population in District |% of NC Population in the| Other City Council

Final Map Districts District District/s
CENTRAL SAN PEDRO NC 0 29,628 100.0 n/a
COASTAL SAN PEDRO NC 0 26,959 100.0 n/a
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST

2 207 0.3 08, 08

AREA NDC
HARBOR CITY NC 0 22,497 100.0 n/a
HARBOR GATEWAY NORTH NC 0 34,052 100.0 n/a
HARBOR GATEWAY SOUTH NC 0 22,496 100.0 n/a
NORTHWEST SAN PEDRO NC 0 21,055 100.0 n/a
WATTS NC 0 39,522 100.0 n/a
WILMINGTON NC 0 54,200 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of neighborhood council populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two neighborhood
councils & splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report. Unsplit neighborhood councils with less than 100% of their population in a
district are indicative of NCs that are split by census blocks.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 1: Neighborhood Council Splits Summary

Total Neighborhood Councils that are Split 29
Total Neighborhood Councils that are Not Split 66
Neighborhood Councils Split Once (2 dsitricts) 26
Neighborhood Councils Split Twice (3 districts) 3
Neighborhood Councils Split 3 Times (4 districts) 0

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Neighborhood Council Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

District 01 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map Districts in District the District District/s
ARROYO SECO NC 1 15,785 70.7 14
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 2 166 0.4 09, 14
EAGLE ROCK NC 1 1,878 6.1 14
GLASSELL PARK NC 1 8,419 36.6 14
GREATER CYPRESS PARK NC 0 12,825 100.0 n/a
GREATER ECHO PARK ELYSIAN NC 1 14,025 30.7 13
HISTORIC CULTURAL NC 1 13,347 67.7 14
HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NC 1 42,111 75.6 14
LA-32NC 1 3,611 8.0 14
LINCOLN HEIGHTS NC 1 29,454 94.5 14
MACARTHUR PARK NC 0 29,052 100.0 n/a
PICO UNION NC 0 39,977 100.0 n/a
WESTLAKE NORTH NC 1 14,303 56.5 13
WESTLAKE SOUTH NC 0 21,842 100.0 n/a
District 02 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
GREATER VALLEY GLEN COUNCIL 0 47,309 100.0 n/a
MID-TOWN NORTH HOLLYWOOD NC 0 68,275 99.6 n/a

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Neighborhood Council Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

NC VALLEY VILLAGE 0 23,080 100.0 n/a
NOHO WEST NC 0 20,907 100.0 n/a
NORTH HOLLYWOOD NORTHEAST NC 1 23,284 69.1 06
STUDIO CITY NC 1 33,850 99.4 04
SUN VALLEY AREA NC 1 22,242 46.4 06
VAN NUYS NC 2 15,192 19.3 04, 06
District 03 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
CANOGA PARK NC 0 51,643 99.9 n/a
RESEDA NC 1 54,606 79.9 12
TARZANA NC 0 35,682 100.0 nla
WINNETKA NC 0 46,919 100.0 n/a
WOODLAND HILLS-WARNER CENTER NC 0 70,111 100.0 n/a
District 04 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST NC 1 14,397 53.1 05
CENTRAL HOLLYWOOD NC 1 4,549 27.2 13
GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NC 1 32,277 95.6 13
GREATER TOLUCA LAKE NC 0 11,706 100.0 n/a
GREATER WILSHIRE NC 1 43,400 89.4 05

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Neighborhood Council Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

HOLLYWOOD HILLS WEST NC 1 30,090 76.9 13
HOLLYWOOD UNITED NC 1 12,337 63.6 13
MID CITY WEST CC 1 23,513 40.6 05
SHERMAN OAKS NC 0 63,839 100.0 n/a
SILVER LAKE NC 1 4,299 13.2 13
STUDIO CITY NC 1 199 0.6 02
VAN NUYS NC 2 6,862 8.7 02, 06
District 05 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST NC 1 12,705 46.9 04
ENCINO NC 0 43,981 99.6 n/a
GREATER WILSHIRE NC 1 5,150 10.6 04
MID CITY WEST CC 1 34,335 59.4 04
P.1.C.O. NC 1 3,289 15.2 10
PALMS NC 0 27,275 100.0 n/a
SOUTH ROBERTSON NC 0 40,967 100.0 n/a
WESTSIDE NC 0 31,155 100.0 n/a
WESTWOOD NC 0 51,503 100.0 n/a
District 06 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Neighborhood Council Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

ARLETA NC 0 35,332 100.0 n/a
LAKE BALBOA NC 0 42,183 99.9 n/a
NORTH HILLS EAST 1 20,812 52.7 07
NORTH HOLLYWOOD NORTHEAST NC 1 10,396 30.9 02
PANORAMA CITY NC 0 67,394 100.0 n/a
SUN VALLEY AREA NC 1 25,617 53.4 02
VAN NUYS NC 2 56,770 72.0 02, 04
District 07 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
FOOTHILL TRAILS DISTRICT NC 0 20,962 98.8 n/a
MISSION HILLS NC 0 22,762 99.9 n/a
NORTH HILLS EAST 1 18,650 47.3 06
PACOIMA NC 0 74,752 100.0 n/a
SUNLAND-TUJUNGA NC 0 43,253 100.0 n/a
SYLMAR NC 0 78,846 100.0 n/a
District 08 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
E\'\RAEPAO\[(]VSSMENT CONGRESS CENTRAL 0 42,854 100.0 n/a
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS NORTH AREA N 1 60,056 80.3 09
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST 2 12,759 17.2 09, 15

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.

AREA NDC




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Neighborhood Council Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHWEST

AREA NDC 0 28,233 100.0 n/a
NC WESTCHESTER/PLAYA DEL REY 1 5,484 9.7 11
PARK MESA HEIGHTS NC 0 35,918 100.0 n/a
VOICES OF 90037 0 45,935 100.0 nla
District 09 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final | NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
CENTRAL ALAMEDA NC 0 30,570 100.0 nla
COMMUNITY AND NEIGHBORS FOR NINTH
DISTRICT NC 0 44,227 100.0 n/a
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 2 547 14 01, 14
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS NORTH AREA 1 14,739 19.7 08
NDC
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST
AREA NDC 2 61,297 82.5 08, 15
SOUTH CENTRAL NC 0 43,120 100.0 n/a
District 10 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS WEST AREA N[} 0 36,838 100.0 n/a
MID CITY NC 0 28,861 100.0 n/a
OLYMPIC PARK NC 0 18,805 100.0 n/a
P.I.C.O.NC 1 18,296 84.8 05
UNITED NEIGHBORHOODS OF THE
HISTORIC ARLINGTON 0 52,594 100.0 nfa
WEST ADAMS NC 0 27,007 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Neighborhood Council Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

WILSHIRE CENTER - KOREATOWN NC 1 66,777 70.1 13
District 11 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
DEL REY NC 0 31,023 100.0 n/a
MAR VISTA CC 0 50,187 100.0 n/a
NC WESTCHESTER/PLAYA DEL REY 1 50,945 90.3 08
VENICE NC 0 36,875 100.0 n/a
WEST LOS ANGELES NC 0 30,629 100.0 n/a
District 12 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
CHATSWORTH NC 0 33,463 100.0 n/a
GRANADA HILLS NORTH NC 0 25,245 100.0 n/a
GRANADA HILLS SOUTH NC 0 28,442 100.0 n/a
NORTH HILLS WEST NC 0 20,964 100.0 n/a
NORTHRIDGE EAST 0 25,350 100.0 n/a
NORTHRIDGE SOUTH NC 0 30,918 100.0 n/a
NORTHRIDGE WEST 0 21,006 100.0 n/a
PORTER RANCH NC 0 21,027 100.0 n/a
RESEDA NC 1 13,712 20.1 03
WEST HILLS NC 0 38,686 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Neighborhood Council Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

District 13 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
ATWATER VILLAGE NC 0 14,094 100.0 n/a
CENTRAL HOLLYWOOD NC 1 12,203 72.8 04
EAST HOLLYWOOD NC 0 46,425 100.0 n/a
ELYSIAN VALLEY RIVERSIDE NC 0 6,889 100.0 n/a
GREATER ECHO PARK ELYSIAN NC 1 31,375 68.7 01
GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NC 1 1,477 4.4 04
HOLLYWOOD HILLS WEST NC 1 8,973 22.9 04
HOLLYWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NC 0 29,213 100.0 n/a
HOLLYWOOD UNITED NC 1 7,046 36.4 04
RAMPART VILLAGE NC 0 24,107 100.0 n/a
SILVER LAKE NC 1 28,265 86.8 04
WESTLAKE NORTH NC 1 10,992 43.5 01
WILSHIRE CENTER - KOREATOWN NC 1 28,546 29.9 10
District 14 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
ARROYO SECO NC 1 6,534 29.3 01
BOYLE HEIGHTS NC 0 84,001 100.0 n/a
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 2 37,732 98.1 01, 09

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Neighborhood Council Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

EAGLE ROCK NC 1 28,858 93.9 01
GLASSELL PARK NC 1 14,553 63.4 01
HISTORIC CULTURAL NC 1 6,365 32.3 01
HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NC 1 13,596 24.4 01
LA-32 NC 1 41,529 92.0 01
LINCOLN HEIGHTS NC 1 1,698 5.5 01
District 15 |Neighborhood Councils # of times NC split by Final |NC Population| % of NC Population in | Other City Council
Map in District the District District/s
CENTRAL SAN PEDRO NC 0 29,628 100.0 n/a
COASTAL SAN PEDRO NC 0 26,959 100.0 n/a
E\I\R/IEPAO\I(]VE(I:?MENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST 2 207 03 08, 08
HARBOR CITY NC 0 22,497 100.0 n/a
HARBOR GATEWAY NORTH NC 0 34,052 100.0 n/a
HARBOR GATEWAY SOUTH NC 0 22,496 100.0 n/a
NORTHWEST SAN PEDRO NC 0 21,055 100.0 n/a
WATTS NC 0 39,522 100.0 n/a
WILMINGTON NC 0 54,200 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Neighborhood Council Splits by Neighborhood Council

Neighborhood Council LACCRC Final Map # of times NC NC Population in % of NC Other City
Recommendation - split by Final Map District Population in Council
February, 22nd, 2012 the District District/s
ARLETA NC 06 0 35,332 100.0 n/a
ARROYO SECO NC 01 1 15,785 70.7 14
ARROYO SECO NC 14 1 6,534 29.3 01
ATWATER VILLAGE NC 13 0 14,094 100.0 n/a
BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST NC 04 1 14,397 53.1 05
BEL AIR-BEVERLY CREST NC 05 1 12,705 46.9 04
BOYLE HEIGHTS NC 14 0 84,001 100.0 n/a
CANOGA PARK NC 03 0 51,643 99.9 n/a
CENTRAL ALAMEDA NC 09 0 30,570 100.0 n/a
CENTRAL HOLLYWOOD NC 04 1 4,549 27.2 13
CENTRAL HOLLYWOOD NC 13 1 12,203 72.8 04
CENTRAL SAN PEDRO NC 15 0 29,628 100.0 n/a
CHATSWORTH NC 12 0 33,463 100.0 n/a
COASTAL SAN PEDRO NC 15 0 26,959 100.0 n/a
COMMUNITY AND NEIGHBORS FOR NINTH DISTRI 09 0 44,227 100.0 n/a
DEL REY NC 11 0 31,023 100.0 n/a
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 01 2 166 0.4 09, 14
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 09 2 547 14 01, 14
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES 14 2 37,732 98.1 01, 09

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Neighborhood Council Splits by Neighborhood Council

Neighborhood Council LACCRC Final Map # of times NC NC Population in % of NC Other City
Recommendation - split by Final Map District Population in Council
February, 22nd, 2012 the District District/s
EAGLE ROCK NC 01 1 1,878 6.1 14
EAGLE ROCK NC 14 1 28,858 93.9 01
EAST HOLLYWOOD NC 13 0 46,425 100.0 n/a
ELYSIAN VALLEY RIVERSIDE NC 13 0 6,889 100.0 n/a
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS CENTRAL AREA NDC 08 0 42,854 100.0 n/a
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS NORTH AREA NDC 08 1 60,056 80.3 09
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS NORTH AREA NDC 09 1 14,739 19.7 08
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST AREA NDC 08 2 12,759 17.2 09, 15
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST AREA NDC 09 2 61,297 82.5 08, 15
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHEAST AREA NDC 15 2 207 0.3 08, 08
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS SOUTHWEST AREA NDC 08 0 28,233 100.0 n/a
EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS WEST AREA NDC 10 0 36,838 100.0 n/a
ENCINO NC 05 0 43,981 99.6 n/a
FOOTHILL TRAILS DISTRICT NC 07 0 20,962 98.8 n/a
GLASSELL PARK NC 01 1 8,419 36.6 14
GLASSELL PARK NC 14 1 14,553 63.4 01
GRANADA HILLS NORTH NC 12 0 25,245 100.0 n/a
GRANADA HILLS SOUTH NC 12 0 28,442 100.0 n/a
GREATER CYPRESS PARK NC 01 0 12,825 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Neighborhood Council Splits by Neighborhood Council

Neighborhood Council LACCRC Final Map # of times NC NC Population in % of NC Other City
Recommendation - split by Final Map District Population in Council
February, 22nd, 2012 the District District/s
GREATER ECHO PARK ELYSIAN NC 01 1 14,025 30.7 13
GREATER ECHO PARK ELYSIAN NC 13 1 31,375 68.7 01
GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NC 04 1 32,277 95.6 13
GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NC 13 1 1,477 4.4 04
GREATER TOLUCA LAKE NC 04 0 11,706 100.0 n/a
GREATER VALLEY GLEN COUNCIL 02 0 47,309 100.0 n/a
GREATER WILSHIRE NC 04 1 43,400 89.4 05
GREATER WILSHIRE NC 05 1 5,150 10.6 04
HARBOR CITY NC 15 0 22,497 100.0 n/a
HARBOR GATEWAY NORTH NC 15 0 34,052 100.0 n/a
HARBOR GATEWAY SOUTH NC 15 0 22,496 100.0 n/a
HISTORIC CULTURAL NC 01 1 13,347 67.7 14
HISTORIC CULTURAL NC 14 1 6,365 32.3 01
HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NC 01 1 42,111 75.6 14
HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NC 14 1 13,596 24.4 01
HOLLYWOOD HILLS WEST NC 04 1 30,090 76.9 13
HOLLYWOOD HILLS WEST NC 13 1 8,973 22.9 04
HOLLYWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NC 13 0 29,213 100.0 n/a
HOLLYWOOD UNITED NC 04 1 12,337 63.6 13

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Neighborhood Council Splits by Neighborhood Council

Neighborhood Council LACCRC Final Map # of times NC NC Population in % of NC Other City
Recommendation - split by Final Map District Population in Council
February, 22nd, 2012 the District District/s
HOLLYWOOD UNITED NC 13 1 7,046 36.4 04
LA-32 NC 01 1 3,611 8.0 14
LA-32 NC 14 1 41,529 92.0 01
LAKE BALBOA NC 06 0 42,183 99.9 n/a
LINCOLN HEIGHTS NC 01 1 29,454 94.5 14
LINCOLN HEIGHTS NC 14 1 1,698 5.5 01
MACARTHUR PARK NC 01 0 29,052 100.0 n/a
MAR VISTA CC 11 0 50,187 100.0 n/a
MID CITY NC 10 0 28,861 100.0 n/a
MID CITY WEST CC 04 1 23,513 40.6 05
MID CITY WEST CC 05 1 34,335 59.4 04
MID-TOWN NORTH HOLLYWOOD NC 02 0 68,275 99.6 n/a
MISSION HILLS NC 07 0 22,762 99.9 n/a
NC VALLEY VILLAGE 02 0 23,080 100.0 n/a
NC WESTCHESTER/PLAYA DEL REY 08 1 5,484 9.7 11
NC WESTCHESTER/PLAYA DEL REY 11 1 50,945 90.3 08
NOHO WEST NC 02 0 20,907 100.0 n/a
NORTH HILLS EAST 06 1 20,812 52.7 07
NORTH HILLS EAST 07 1 18,650 47.3 06

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Neighborhood Council Splits by Neighborhood Council

Neighborhood Council LACCRC Final Map # of times NC NC Population in % of NC Other City
Recommendation - split by Final Map District Population in Council
February, 22nd, 2012 the District District/s
NORTH HILLS WEST NC 12 0 20,964 100.0 n/a
NORTH HOLLYWOOD NORTHEAST NC 02 1 23,284 69.1 06
NORTH HOLLYWOOD NORTHEAST NC 06 1 10,396 30.9 02
NORTHRIDGE EAST 12 0 25,350 100.0 n/a
NORTHRIDGE SOUTH NC 12 0 30,918 100.0 n/a
NORTHRIDGE WEST 12 0 21,006 100.0 n/a
NORTHWEST SAN PEDRO NC 15 0 21,055 100.0 n/a
OLYMPIC PARK NC 10 0 18,805 100.0 n/a
P.I.C.O. NC 05 1 3,289 15.2 10
P.I.C.O. NC 10 1 18,296 84.8 05
PACOIMA NC 07 0 74,752 100.0 n/a
PALMS NC 05 0 27,275 100.0 n/a
PANORAMA CITY NC 06 0 67,394 100.0 n/a
PARK MESA HEIGHTS NC 08 0 35,918 100.0 n/a
PICO UNION NC 01 0] 39,977 100.0 n/a
PORTER RANCH NC 12 0 21,027 100.0 n/a
RAMPART VILLAGE NC 13 0 24,107 100.0 n/a
RESEDA NC 03 1 54,606 79.9 12
RESEDA NC 12 1 13,712 20.1 03

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Neighborhood Council Splits by Neighborhood Council

Neighborhood Council LACCRC Final Map # of times NC NC Population in % of NC Other City
Recommendation - split by Final Map District Population in Council
February, 22nd, 2012 the District District/s
SHERMAN OAKS NC 04 0 63,839 100.0 n/a
SILVER LAKE NC 04 1 4,299 13.2 13
SILVER LAKE NC 13 1 28,265 86.8 04
SOUTH CENTRAL NC 09 0 43,120 100.0 n/a
SOUTH ROBERTSON NC 05 0 40,967 100.0 n/a
STUDIO CITY NC 02 1 33,850 99.4 04
STUDIO CITY NC 04 1 199 0.6 02
SUN VALLEY AREA NC 02 1 22,242 46.4 06
SUN VALLEY AREA NC 06 1 25,617 53.4 02
SUNLAND-TUJUNGA NC 07 0 43,253 100.0 n/a
SYLMAR NC 07 0 78,846 100.0 n/a
TARZANA NC 03 0 35,682 100.0 n/a
UNITED NEIGHBORHOODS OF THE HISTORIC ARLINGTON NC 10 0 52,594 100.0 n/a
VAN NUYS NC 02 2 15,192 19.3 04, 06
VAN NUYS NC 04 2 6,862 8.7 02, 06
VAN NUYS NC 06 2 56,770 72.0 02,04
VENICE NC 11 0 36,875 100.0 n/a
VOICES OF 90037 08 0 45,935 100.0 n/a
WATTS NC 15 0 39,522 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Neighborhood Council Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Neighborhood Council Splits by Neighborhood Council

Neighborhood Council LACCRC Final Map # of times NC NC Population in % of NC Other City
Recommendation - split by Final Map District Population in Council
February, 22nd, 2012 the District District/s
WEST ADAMS NC 10 0 27,007 100.0 n/a
WEST HILLS NC 12 0 38,686 100.0 n/a
WEST LOS ANGELES NC 11 0 30,629 100.0 n/a
WESTLAKE NORTH NC 01 1 14,303 56.5 13
WESTLAKE NORTH NC 13 1 10,992 435 01
WESTLAKE SOUTH NC 01 0 21,842 100.0 n/a
WESTSIDE NC 05 0 31,155 100.0 n/a
WESTWOOD NC 05 0 51,503 100.0 n/a
WILMINGTON NC 15 0 54,200 100.0 n/a
WILSHIRE CENTER - KOREATOWN NC 10 1 66,777 70.1 13
WILSHIRE CENTER - KOREATOWN NC 13 1 28,546 29.9 10
WINNETKA NC 03 0 46,919 100.0 n/a
WOODLAND HILLS-WARNER CENTER NC 03 0 70,111 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of NC populations of 1 person or less; splits due to census blocks that are split between two NCs splits due to shared asset areas have been omitted from the report.









District 01

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
Chinatown 1 9,480 56.3 14
Cypress Park 0 9,310 100.0 n/a
Downtown 2 1,525 3.6 09, 14
Eagle Rock 1 2,016 6.2 14
Echo Park 1 15,251 42.6 13
Elysian Park 1 2,240 96.4 13
Glassell Park 1 8,449 38.0 14
Highland Park 1 43,772 79.8 14
Koreatown 3 4,057 3.9 04, 10, 13
Lincoln Heights 1 27,791 98.6 14
Montecito Heights 1 8,910 54.0 14
Mount Washington 0 12,507 100.0 n/a
Pico-Union 2 40,615 99.3 08, 10
Westlake 3 60,570 57.0 10, 13, 14

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 02

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District

North Hollywood 1 74,383 96.9 04
Shadow Hills 2 5,282 37.9 06, 07
Sherman Oaks 1 729 1.1 04
Studio City 1 33,170 90.6 04
Sun Valley 1 42,239 54.2 06
Toluca Lake 1 1,488 17.2 04
Valley Glen 0 59,143 99.3 n/a
Valley Village 1 22,952 94.6 04
Van Nuys 2 17,873 17.1 04, 06

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 03

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District

Canoga Park 0 57,144 99.9 n/a

Lake Balboa 2 11 0.0 06, 12
Reseda 1 54,586 80.1 12
Tarzana 1 35,702 98.2 05
Winnetka 1 47,430 98.0 12
Woodland Hills 0 63,404 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 04

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood | % of LA Times Neighborhood Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District Population in the District District/s
Final Map
Beverly Crest 1 6,442 58.5 05
Fairfax 1 609 4.8 05
Griffith Park 0 86 87.6 n/a
Hancock Park 1 5,880 57.1 05
Hollywood 2 20,340 29.0 05, 13
Hollywood Hills 1 19,689 87.0 13
Hollywood Hills West 0 15,600 99.9 n/a
Koreatown 3 19,156 18.3 01, 10, 13
Larchmont 1 7,780 98.3 10
Los Feliz 1 31,952 97.9 13
Mid-Wilshire 1 27,592 63.4 10
North Hollywood 1 2,413 31 02
Sherman Oaks 1 64,031 98.8 02
Silver Lake 1 4,446 15.0 13
Studio City 1 3,436 9.4 02
Toluca Lake 1 7,148 82.8 02
Valley Village 1 1,310 5.4 02
Van Nuys 2 6,684 6.4 02, 06
Windsor Square 0 5,445 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are split by

census blocks.

Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012






District 05

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District

Bel-Air 0 7,973 99.5 n/a
Beverly Crest 1 4,562 41.4 04
Beverly Grove 0 20,709 100.0 n/a
Beverlywood 0 6,492 100.0 n/a
Carthay 1 4,674 99.2 10
Century City 0 5,853 100.0 n/a
Cheviot Hills 0 7,295 100.0 n/a
Encino 0 42,935 99.8 n/a
Fairfax 1 12,142 95.2 04
Hancock Park 1 4,420 429 04
Hollywood 2 778 1.1 04, 13
Mid-City 1 12,077 234 10
Palms 1 31,868 74.4 11
Pico-Robertson 0 18,607 100.0 n/a
Rancho Park 0 4,367 100.0 n/a
Sawtelle 1 556 1.6 11
Sepulveda Basin 1 277 73.5 06
Tarzana 1 650 1.8 03




District 05

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
West Los Angeles 0 13,900 100.0 n/a
Westwood 0 51,433 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 06
LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
Arleta 0 33,835 99.9 n/a
Lake Balboa 2 22,490 86.9 03, 12
North Hills 2 17,391 30.6 07, 12
Pacoima 1 1,054 1.3 07
Panorama City 1 68,087 99.7 07
Sepulveda Basin 1 99 26.4 05
Shadow Hills 2 241 1.7 02, 07
Sun Valley 1 35,627 45.8 02
Van Nuys 2 79,815 76.5 02, 04

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are
split by census blocks.






LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 07
LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
Hansen Dam 0 170 100.0 n/a
Lake View Terrace 0 12,050 100.0 n/a
Mission Hills 0 19,307 100.0 n/a
North Hills 2 18,641 32.7 06, 12
Pacoima 1 77,418 98.7 06
Panorama City 1 197 0.3 06
Shadow Hills 2 8,419 60.4 02, 06
Sunland 0 15,797 100.0 n/a
Sylmar 0 78,691 100.0 n/a
Tujunga 0 27,980 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.







LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 08
LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
Adams-Normandie 0 17,194 99.8 n/a
Chesterfield Square 0 6,322 100.0 n/a
Exposition Park 1 33,499 97.4 09
Gramercy Park 0 10,272 100.0 n/a
Harvard Park 0 11,360 100.0 n/a
Hyde Park 0 36,704 100.0 n/a
Leimert Park 1 607 5.0 10
Manchester Square 0 11,800 100.0 n/a
Pico-Union 2 11 0.0 01, 10
University Park 1 9,397 40.4 09
Vermont Knolls 0 21,684 100.0 n/a
Vermont Square 0 49,488 100.0 n/a
Vermont Vista 2 5,315 21.2 09, 15
Vermont-Slauson 0 27,476 100.0 n/a
Westchester 1 5,610 13.9 11

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.







District 09

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District

Broadway-Manchester 1 22,173 82.7 15
Central-Alameda 0 43,401 100.0 n/a
Downtown 2 484 1.1 01, 14
Exposition Park 1 831 2.4 08
Florence 0 49,026 100.0 n/a
Green Meadows 1 23,332 71.3 15
Historic South-Central 0 49,286 100.0 n/a
South Park 0 33,052 100.0 n/a
University Park 1 13,859 59.6 08
Vermont Vista 2 14,228 56.7 08, 15

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 10

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
Arlington Heights 0 21,397 99.8 n/a
Baldwin Hills/Crenshaw 0 30,384 100.0 n/a
Carthay 1 40 0.8 05
Harvard Heights 0 18,758 99.5 n/a
Jefferson Park 0 24,008 100.0 n/a
Koreatown 3 63,961 61.1 01, 04, 13
Larchmont 1 0 0.0 04
Leimert Park 1 11,569 95.0 08
Mid-City 1 39,445 76.6 05
Mid-Wilshire 1 15,824 36.4 04
Pico-Union 2 277 0.7 01, 08
West Adams 0 22,943 100.0 n/a
Westlake 3 538 0.5 01, 13,14

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 11

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
Brentwood 0 32,531 99.7 n/a
Del Rey 0 28,586 100.0 n/a
Mar Vista 0 34,813 100.0 n/a
Pacific Palisades 0 24,490 100.0 n/a
Palms 1 10,976 25.6 05
Playa del Rey 0 10,751 100.0 n/a
Playa Vista 0 7,976 100.0 n/a
Sawtelle 1 35,301 98.4 05
Venice 0 36,909 100.0 n/a
Westchester 1 34,731 86.1 08

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 12

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District

Chatsworth 0 39,809 99.6 n/a
Chatsworth Reservoir 0 161 100.0 n/a
Granada Hills 0 53,639 100.0 n/a
Lake Balboa 2 3,375 13.0 03, 06
North Hills 2 20,888 36.7 06, 07
Northridge 0 62,278 99.8 n/a
Porter Ranch 0 25,499 100.0 n/a
Reseda 1 13,555 19.9 03
West Hills 0 38,779 98.8 n/a
Winnetka 1 988 2.0 03

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 13

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
Atwater Village 0 14,083 100.0 n/a
East Hollywood 0 67,774 99.8 n/a
Echo Park 1 20,551 57.4 01
Elysian Park 1 84 3.6 01
Elysian Valley 0 6,911 100.0 n/a
Hollywood 2 48,920 69.8 04, 05
Hollywood Hills 1 2,951 13.0 04
Koreatown 3 17,479 16.7 01, 04, 10
Los Feliz 1 681 2.1 04
Silver Lake 1 25,249 85.0 04
Westlake 3 41,730 39.3 01, 10, 14

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 14

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District
Boyle Heights 0 91,231 100.0 n/a
Chinatown 1 7,360 43.7 01
Downtown 2 40,760 95.3 01, 09
Eagle Rock 1 30,331 93.8 01
El Sereno 0 40,545 99.9 n/a
Glassell Park 1 13,765 62.0 01
Highland Park 1 11,092 20.2 01
Lincoln Heights 1 407 1.4 01
Montecito Heights 1 7,580 46.0 01
Westlake 3 3,400 3.2 01, 10, 13

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.






District 15

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times Neighborhood % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Population in District |Neighborhood Population District/s
Final Map in the District

Broadway-Manchester 1 4,628 17.3 09
Green Meadows 1 9,371 28.7 09
Harbor City 0 24,162 100.0 n/a
Harbor Gateway 0 40,071 100.0 n/a
San Pedro 0 78,682 100.0 n/a
Vermont Vista 2 5,547 22.1 08, 09
Watts 0 39,544 100.0 n/a
Wilmington 0 52,321 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times
neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times neighborhoods that are

split by census blocks.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 1: LA Times Neighborhood Splits Summary

Total LA Times Neighborhoods that are Split 48
Total LA Times Neighborhoods that are Not Split 66
LA Times Neighborhoods Split Once (2 dsitricts) 38
LA Times Neighborhoods Split Twice (3 districts) 8
LA Times Neighborhoods Split 3 Times (4 districts) 2

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Please note that splits of LA Times neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two
LA Times neighborhoods. Unsplit LA Times neighborhoods with less than 100% of their population in a district are indicative of LA Times

neighborhoods that are split by census blocks.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 01 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District
01 Chinatown 9480 56.29363 14
01 Cypress Park 9310 100 n/a
01 Downtown 1525 3.565108 09, 14
01 Eagle Rock 2016 6.232484 14
01 Echo Park 15251 42,5971 13
01 Elysian Park 2240 96.40517 13
01 Glassell Park 8449 38.03139 14
01 Highland Park 43772 79.78311 14
01 Koreatown 4057 3.876351 04, 10, 13
01 Lincoln Heights 27791 98.55544 14
01 Montecito Heights 8910 54.03236 14
01 Mount Washington 12507 100 n/a
01 Pico-Union 40615 99.29567 08, 10
01 Westlake 60570 57.01384 10, 13,14

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

District 02 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

02 North Hollywood 74383 96.8585 04
02 Shadow Hills 5282 37.8858 06, 07
02 Sherman Oaks 729 1.125001 04
02 Studio City 33170 90.61256 04
02 Sun Valley 42239 54.2453 06
02 Toluca Lake 1488 17.22661 04

99.31302 n/a
02 Valley Glen 59143

94.60029 04
02 Valley Village 22952

17.12428 04, 06
02 Van Nuys 17873
District 03 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

03 Canoga Park 57144 99.87095 n/a
03 Lake Balboa 11 0.041676 06, 12
03 Reseda 54586 80.07071 12
03 Tarzana 35702 98.21216 05
03 Winnetka 47430 97.95947 12

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

03 Woodland Hills 63404 99.99471 n/a
District 04  |LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District
04 Beverly Crest 6442 58.52971 05
04 Fairfax 609 4.776685 05
04 Griffith Park 86 87.62488 n/a
04 Hancock Park 5880 57.0646 05
04 Hollywood 20340 29.04117 05,13
04 Hollywood Hills 19689 86.96566 13
04 Hollywood Hills West 15600 99.89559 n/a
04 Koreatown 19156 18.30409 01, 10, 13
04 Larchmont 7780 98.29479 10
04 Los Feliz 31952 97.91362 13
04 Mid-Wilshire 27592 63.44716 10
04 North Hollywood 2413 3.141495 02
04 Sherman Oaks 64031 98.76117 02
04 Silver Lake 4446 14.97105 13

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

04 Studio City 3436 9.387431 02
04 Toluca Lake 7148 82.77338 02

5.399709 02
04 Valley Village 1310

6.403666 02, 06
04 Van Nuys 6684
04 Windsor Square 5445 100 n/a
District 05 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

05 Bel-Air 7973 99.53645 n/a
05 Beverly Crest 4562 41.44755 04
05 Beverly Grove 20709 100 n/a
05 Beverlywood 6492 100 n/a
05 Carthay 4674 99.16128 10
05 Century City 5853 100 n/a
05 Cheviot Hills 7295 100 n/a
05 Encino 42935 99.84866 n/a
05 Fairfax 12142 95.22331 04
05 Hancock Park 4420 42.89818 04

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

05 Hollywood 778 1.11105 04,13
05 Mid-City 12077 23.44094 10
05 Palms 31868 74.38088 11
05 Pico-Robertson 18607 99.98157 n/a
05 Rancho Park 4367 100 n/a
05 Sawtelle 556 1.551494 11
05 Sepulveda Basin 277 73.51801 06
05 Tarzana 650 1.787822 03

100 n/a
05 West Los Angeles 13,900.00
05 Westwood 51433 100 n/a
District 06 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

06 Arleta 33835 99.87034 n/a
06 Lake Balboa 22490 86.916 03,12
06 North Hills 17391 30.55369 07,12
06 Pacoima 1054 1.342707 07
06 Panorama City 68087 99.71216 07

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

06 Sepulveda Basin 99 26.35279 05
06 Shadow Hills 241 1.728158 02,07
06 Sun Valley 35627 45.75468 02

76.47205 02,04
06 Van Nuys 79815
District 07 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

07 Hansen Dam 170 100 n/a
07 Lake View Terrace 12050 100 n/a
07 Mission Hills 19307 99.99993 n/a
07 North Hills 18641 32.74984 06, 12
07 Pacoima 77418 98.65729 06
07 Panorama City 197 0.287836 06
07 Shadow Hills 8419 60.38603 02, 06
07 Sunland 15797 100 n/a
07 Sylmar 78691 99.97708 n/a

100 n/a
07 Tujunga 27980
District 08 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

08 Adams-Normandie 0 17194 99.8 n/a
08 Chesterfield Square 0 6322 100 n/a
08 Exposition Park 1 33499 97.38604 09
08 Gramercy Park 0 10272 100 n/a
08 Harvard Park 0 11360 100 n/a
08 Hyde Park 0 36704 100 n/a
08 Leimert Park 1 607 4.987163 10
08 Manchester Square 0 11800 100 n/a
08 Pico-Union 2 11 0.026796 01, 10

40.40703 09
08 University Park 1 9397

99.99999 n/a
08 Vermont Knolls 0 21684

100 n/a
08 Vermont Square 0 49,488.00

21.18278 09, 15
08 Vermont Vista 2 5,315.00

100 n/a
08 Vermont-Slauson 0 27,476.00

13.9057 11
08 Westchester 1 5,610.00
District 09 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from
the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

09 Broadway-Manchester 22173 82.73071 15
09 Central-Alameda 43401 99.99999 n/a
09 Downtown 484 1.132098 01,14
09 Exposition Park 831 2.415166 08
09 Florence 49026 100 n/a
09 Green Meadows 23332 71.3455 15
09 Historic South-Central 49286 99.9978 n/a
09 South Park 33052 99.99999 n/a
59.59296 08
09 University Park 13,859.00
56.70972 08, 15
09 Vermont Vista 14,228
District 10 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District
10 Arlington Heights 21397 99.7921 n/a
10 Baldwin Hills/Crenshaw 30384 100 n/a
10 Carthay 40 0.838712 05
10 Harvard Heights 18758 99.51877 n/a
10 Jefferson Park 24008 99.99218 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

10 Koreatown 63961 61.11766 01,04, 13
10 Larchmont 0 0 04
10 Leimert Park 11569 95.01283 08
10 Mid-City 39445 76.55905 05
10 Mid-Wilshire 15824 36.38764 04
10 Pico-Union 277 0.677122 01,08

100 n/a
10 West Adams 22,943.00
10 Westlake 538 0.506431 01,13, 14
District 11 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

11 Brentwood 32531 99.71612 n/a
11 Del Rey 28586 100 n/a
11 Mar Vista 34813 100 n/a
11 Pacific Palisades 24490 99.96027 n/a
11 Palms 10976 25.61912 05
11 Playa del Rey 10751 100 n/a
11 Playa Vista 7976 100 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

11 Sawtelle 35301 98.4485 05

100 n/a
11 Venice 36909

86.09429 08
11 Westchester 34,731.00
District 12 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

12 Chatsworth 39809 99.60168 n/a
12 Chatsworth Reservoir 161 99.98103 n/a
12 Granada Hills 53639 99.99289 n/a
12 Lake Balboa 3375 13.04232 03, 06
12 North Hills 20888 36.69646 06, 07
12 Northridge 62278 99.806 n/a
12 Porter Ranch 25499 100 n/a
12 Reseda 13555 19.88381 03

98.81169 n/a
12 West Hills 38,779.00
12 Winnetka 988 2.040521 03
District 13 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council

Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

13 Atwater Village 14083 99.99985 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

13 East Hollywood 67774 99.82818 n/a
13 Echo Park 20551 57.40289 01
13 Elysian Park 84 3.594825 01
13 Elysian Valley 6911 99.99986 n/a
13 Hollywood 48920 69.84777 04, 05
13 Hollywood Hills 2951 13.03433 04
13 Koreatown 17479 16.70188 01, 04, 10
13 Los Feliz 681 2.086377 04
13 Silver Lake 25249 85.02894 04
13 Westlake 41730 39.2797 01,10, 14
District 14  |LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District
14 Boyle Heights 91231 99.99975 n/a
14 Chinatown 7360 43.70636 01
14 Downtown 40760 95.30279 01, 09
14 Eagle Rock 30331 93.76751 01
14 El Sereno 40545 99.90802 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 2: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by LACCRC Final Map Recommendation District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

14 Glassell Park 13765 61.95923 01
14 Highland Park 11092 20.21688 01
14 Lincoln Heights 407 1.444551 01
14 Montecito Heights 7580 45.96763 01
14 Westlake 3400 3.20002 01, 10, 13
District 15 LA Times Neighborhoods # of times LA Times LA Times % of LA Times Other City Council
Neighborhood split by Final Neighborhood Neighborhood District/s
Map Districts Population in Population in the
District District

15 Broadway-Manchester 4628 17.26928 09
15 Green Meadows 9371 28.65449 09
15 Harbor City 24162 100 n/a
15 Harbor Gateway 40071 100 n/a
15 San Pedro 78682 100 n/a

22.10748 08, 09
15 Vermont Vista 5,547.00

99.99957 n/a
15 Watts 39,544.00
15 Wilmington 52321 100 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by Neighborhood Council

LA Times Neighborhoods LACCRC Final Map # of times LA LA Times % of LA Times | Other City
Recommendation - Times Neighborhood Neighborhood Council
February, 22nd, 2012 Neighborhood | Population in District | Population in District/s
split by Final Map the District
Adams-Normandie 08 0 17,194 99.8 n/a
Arleta 06 0 33,835 99.9 n/a
Arlington Heights 10 0 21,397 99.8 n/a
Atwater Village 13 0 14,083 100.0 n/a
Baldwin Hills/Crenshaw 10 0 30,384 100.0 n/a
Bel-Air 05 0 7,973 99.5 n/a
Beverly Crest 04 1 6,442 58.5 05
Beverly Crest 05 1 4,562 41.4 04
Beverly Grove 05 0 20,709 100.0 n/a
Beverlywood 05 0 6,492 100.0 n/a
Boyle Heights 14 0 91,231 100.0 n/a
Brentwood 11 0 32,531 99.7 n/a
Broadway-Manchester 09 1 22,173 82.7 15
Broadway-Manchester 15 1 4,628 17.3 09
Canoga Park 03 0 57,144 99.9 n/a
Carthay 05 1 4,674 99.2 10
Carthay 10 1 40 0.8 05
Central-Alameda 09 0 43,401 100.0 n/a
Century City 05 0 5,853 100.0 n/a
Chatsworth 12 0 39,809 99.6 n/a
Chatsworth Reservoir 12 0 161 100.0 n/a
Chesterfield Square 08 0 6,322 100.0 n/a
Cheviot Hills 05 0 7,295 100.0 n/a
Chinatown 01 1 9,480 56.3 14
Chinatown 14 1 7,360 43.7 01
Cypress Park 01 0 9,310 100.0 n/a
Del Rey 11 0 28,586 100.0 n/a
Downtown 01 2 1,525 3.6 09, 14
Downtown 09 2 484 1.1 01, 14

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from
the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by Neighborhood Council

LA Times Neighborhoods LACCRC Final Map # of times LA LA Times % of LA Times | Other City
Recommendation - Times Neighborhood Neighborhood Council
February, 22nd, 2012 Neighborhood | Population in District | Population in District/s
split by Final Map the District

Downtown 14 2 40,760 95.3 01, 09
Eagle Rock 01 1 2,016 6.2 14
Eagle Rock 14 1 30,331 93.8 01
East Hollywood 13 0 67,774 99.8 n/a
Echo Park 01 1 15,251 42.6 13
Echo Park 13 1 20,551 57.4 01
El Sereno 14 0 40,545 99.9 n/a
Elysian Park 01 1 2,240 96.4 13
Elysian Park 13 1 84 3.6 01
Elysian Valley 13 0 6,911 100.0 n/a
Encino 05 0 42,935 99.8 n/a
Exposition Park 08 1 33,499 97.4 09
Exposition Park 09 1 831 2.4 08
Fairfax 04 1 609 4.8 05
Fairfax 05 1 12,142 95.2 04
Florence 09 0 49,026 100.0 n/a
Glassell Park 01 1 8,449 38.0 14
Glassell Park 14 1 13,765 62.0 01
Gramercy Park 08 0 10,272 100.0 n/a
Granada Hills 12 0 53,639 100.0 n/a
Green Meadows 09 1 23,332 71.3 15
Green Meadows 15 1 9,371 28.7 09
Griffith Park 04 0 86 87.6 n/a
Hancock Park 04 1 5,880 57.1 05
Hancock Park 05 1 4,420 42.9 04
Hansen Dam 07 0 170 100.0 n/a
Harbor City 15 0 24,162 100.0 n/a
Harbor Gateway 15 0 40,071 100.0 n/a
Harvard Heights 10 0 18,758 99.5 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from
the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission

Table 3: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by Neighborhood Council

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

LA Times Neighborhoods LACCRC Final Map # of times LA LA Times % of LA Times | Other City
Recommendation - Times Neighborhood Neighborhood Council
February, 22nd, 2012 Neighborhood | Population in District | Population in District/s
split by Final Map the District
Harvard Park 08 0 11,360 100.0 n/a
Highland Park 01 1 43,772 79.8 14
Highland Park 14 1 11,092 20.2 01
Historic South-Central 09 0 49,286 100.0 n/a
Hollywood 04 2 20,340 29.0 05,13
Hollywood 05 2 778 11 04,13
Hollywood 13 2 48,920 69.8 04, 05
Hollywood Hills 04 1 19,689 87.0 13
Hollywood Hills 13 1 2,951 13.0 04
Hollywood Hills West 04 0 15,600 99.9 n/a
Hyde Park 08 0 36,704 100.0 n/a
Jefferson Park 10 0 24,008 100.0 n/a
Koreatown 01 3 4,057 3.9 04, 10, 13
Koreatown 04 3 19,156 18.3 01, 10, 13
Koreatown 10 3 63,961 61.1 01, 04, 13
Koreatown 13 3 17,479 16.7 01, 04, 10
Lake Balboa 03 2 11 0.0 06, 12
Lake Balboa 06 2 22,490 86.9 03,12
Lake Balboa 12 2 3,375 13.0 03, 06
Lake View Terrace 07 0 12,050 100.0 n/a
Larchmont 04 1 7,780 98.3 10
Larchmont 10 1 0 0.0 04
Leimert Park 08 1 607 5.0 10
Leimert Park 10 1 11,569 95.0 08
Lincoln Heights 01 1 27,791 98.6 14
Lincoln Heights 14 1 407 14 01
Los Feliz 04 1 31,952 97.9 13
Los Feliz 13 1 681 2.1 04
Manchester Square 08 0 11,800 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from

the report.




Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by Neighborhood Council

LA Times Neighborhoods LACCRC Final Map # of times LA LA Times % of LA Times | Other City
Recommendation - Times Neighborhood Neighborhood Council
February, 22nd, 2012 Neighborhood | Population in District | Population in District/s
split by Final Map the District
Mar Vista 11 0 34,813 100.0 n/a
Mid-City 05 1 12,077 234 10
Mid-City 10 1 39,445 76.6 05
Mid-Wilshire 04 1 27,592 63.4 10
Mid-Wilshire 10 1 15,824 36.4 04
Mission Hills 07 0 19,307 100.0 n/a
Montecito Heights 01 1 8,910 54.0 14
Montecito Heights 14 1 7,580 46.0 01
Mount Washington 01 0 12,507 100.0 n/a
North Hills 06 2 17,391 30.6 07,12
North Hills 07 2 18,641 32.7 06, 12
North Hills 12 2 20,888 36.7 06, 07
North Hollywood 02 1 74,383 96.9 04
North Hollywood 04 1 2,413 3.1 02
Northridge 12 0 62,278 99.8 n/a
Pacific Palisades 11 0 24,490 100.0 n/a
Pacoima 06 1 1,054 13 07
Pacoima 07 1 77,418 98.7 06
Palms 05 1 31,868 74.4 11
Palms 11 1 10,976 25.6 05
Panorama City 06 1 68,087 99.7 07
Panorama City 07 1 197 0.3 06
Pico-Robertson 05 0 18,607 100.0 n/a
Pico-Union 01 2 40,615 99.3 08, 10
Pico-Union 08 2 11 0.0 01, 10
Pico-Union 10 2 277 0.7 01, 08
Playa del Rey 11 0 10,751 100.0 n/a
Playa Vista 11 0 7,976 100.0 n/a
Porter Ranch 12 0 25,499 100.0 n/a

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from
the report.



Los Angeles City Council Redistricting Commission LACCRC Final Map Recommendation LA Times Neighborhood Splits - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: LA Times Neighborhood Splits by Neighborhood Council

LA Times Neighborhoods LACCRC Final Map # of times LA LA Times % of LA Times | Other City
Recommendation - Times Neighborhood Neighborhood Council
February, 22nd, 2012 Neighborhood | Population in District | Population in District/s
split by Final Map the District
Rancho Park 05 0 4,367 100.0 n/a
Reseda 03 1 54,586 80.1 12
Reseda 12 1 13,555 19.9 03
San Pedro 15 0 78,682 100.0 n/a
Sawtelle 05 1 556 1.6 11
Sawtelle 11 1 35,301 98.4 05
Sepulveda Basin 05 1 277 73.5 06
Sepulveda Basin 06 1 929 26.4 05
Shadow Hills 02 2 5,282 37.9 06, 07
Shadow Hills 06 2 241 1.7 02, 07
Shadow Hills 07 2 8,419 60.4 02,06

Please note that splits of LA Times Neighborhood populations of 1 person or less and splits due to census blocks that are split between two LA Times neighboroohds have been omitted from
the report.






District 01

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,

Table 4.

District 01: Total Population 246, 531

District 01: Voting Age Population 184,395

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within

01 10 13 14 01 10 13 14
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
L 12.59 0.13 0.51 3.27 . 151,778 5,016 4,107 23,494
District Current District
Total Population from Current
— ;Strict 204473 | 6471 | 5277 | 30310 % of the Final Map District VAP| 82.31% | 2.72% | 2.23% | 12.74%
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
k 82.94% 2.62% 2.14% 12.29% . 106,438 3,305 2,409 12,558
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
L 151,641 4,537 3,352 17,482 L 70.1% 65.9% 58.7% 53.5%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
L 74.2% 70.1% 63.5% 57.7% L 11,063 152 791 5,760
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
' pulation oM 15 391 | 185 860 6,513 oWl pulaion from| -, 5o, | 309 | 19.3% | 24.5%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from 6.1% 2.9% 16.3% 21.5% Black VAP of Population from 4.460 155 56 526
Current District = = = = Current District ’
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
L 5,460 199 65 682 L 2.94% 3.09% 1.36% 2.24%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
. 2.67% 3.08% 1.23% 2.25% . 28,563 1,379 815 4,370
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
' putation Trom| - 33 573 | 1,512 958 5,232 o At PUlEioN Trom| g 000 | 27.5% | 19.8% | 18.6%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population from 16.3% 23.4% 18.2% 17.3%

Current District




District 01 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 01: Citizen Voting Age Population 101,997

Current Districts (2001) within

. L 01 10 13 14
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from

. 79,038 2,070 3,096 17,793
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP| 77.49% 2.03% 3.04% 17.44%

Latino CVAP of Population from

. 42,745 744 1,552 8,197
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 54.1% 35.9% 50.1% 46.1%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

. 10,169 137 711 5,485
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

. 12.9% 6.6% 23.0% 30.8%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

. 4,307 142 54 472
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

. 5.45% 6.88% 1.73% 2.65%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

. 21,020 1,035 750 3,430
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 26.6% 50.0% 24.2% 19.3%
Current District




District 01

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 01: Total Registered Voters 74,163

District 01: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 10,168

Current Districts (2001) within Final

Current Districts (2001) within

Population from Current District

District

o 01 10 13 14 ) S 01 10 13 14
Map District Final Map District
Total Registration of Population from Total Asian Surname Reg. of
2 3 OM) 55160 | 1,364 | 1,981 | 15649 ; 8N 7915 428 218 1,607
Current District Population from Current District
% of the Final Map District Voter % of the Final Map District Asian
X ) 74.39% 1.84% 2.67% 21.10% 77.8% 4.2% 2.1% 15.8%
Registration Surname Voter Reg.
Spanish Surname Registration of 31688 585 959 6.906 Chinese Surname Reg. from 3291 55 80 454
Population from Current District ! ! Current District !
%Spanish Surname Registration of %Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
°op ) g L. 57.4% 42.9% 48.4% 44.1% Surname Reg. from Current| 40.7% 12.9% 36.7% 28.3%
Population from Current District District
African-American Registration of| 3763 154 47 531 Filipino Surname Reg. from 930 34 1 738
Population from Current District ! Current District
%African-American Registration of %Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
° ) g L. 6.8% 11.3% 2.4% 3.4% Surname Reg. from Current| 11.7% 7.9% 32.6% 45.9%
Population from Current District et
Asian Surname Registration of 7915 428 218 1607 Indian Surname Reg. from Current 120 3 3 48
Population from Current District ! ! District
%Asian Surname Registration of %Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
; . E . 14.35% | 31.38% 11.00% 10.27% Surname Reg. from Current| 1.5% 0.7% 1.4% 3.0%
g
Population from Current District -
Jewish Surname Registration of 389 4 34 282 Japanese Surname Reg. from 180 6 1 160
Population from Current District Current District
%Jewish Surname Registration of %lapanese Surname Reg. of Asian
> ) g L. 0.7% 0.3% 1.7% 1.8% Surname Reg. from Current 2.3% 1.4% 5.0% 10.0%
Population from Current District -
Armenian Surname Registration of 50 ) 3 39 Korean Surname Reg. from 5195 326 1 107
Population from Current District Current District ’
%Armenian Surname Registration of % Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
§ ) g L. 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% Surname Reg. from Current| 27.7% 76.2% 5.0% 6.7%
Population from Current District Sicitie:
No Ethnic Surname Registration of 11.955 197 756 6.580 Vietnamese Surname Reg. from 1269 4 42 100
Population from Current District ! ! Current District
% No Ethnic Surname Registration of %Vietnamese Surname Reg. of
° . 20.4% 14.4% 38.2% 42.0% Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 16.0% 0.9% 19.3% 6.2%







District 02

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,

Table 4.

District 02: Total Population 257, 291

District 02: Voting Age Population 201,354

Current Districts (2001) within Final

Current Districts (2001) within Final

Current District

02 04 05 06 02 04 05 06
Map District Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from Current
L 17.44 2.68 1.45 3.23 L 126,968 | 31,328 12,986 30,072
District District
Total Population from Current
fd ;Strict 161,913 | 37,678 | 15620 | 42,080 % of the Final Map District VAP| 63.06% | 15.56% | 6.45% | 14.93%
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
k 62.93% 14.64% 6.07% 16.36% . 46,931 11,621 1,839 20,927
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from Current % Latino VAP of Population from
L 66,420 15,974 2,425 30,999 L 37.0% 37.1% 14.2% 69.6%
District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
L 41.0% 42.4% 15.5% 73.7% . 63,217 13,852 9,395 5,050
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
' putation oM\ -, 251 | 14923 | 11,004 | 6,001 o PUlBION TTOM) g 00 | 44.2% | 72.3% | 16.8%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from 46.1% 30.6% 71.0% 14.3% Black VAP of Population from 4.998 2 688 684 953
Current District o o e = Current District ’ ’
Black Total Population from Current % Black VAP of Population from
L 6,198 3,099 806 1,248 L 3.94% 8.58% 5.27% 3.17%
District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
. 3.83% 8.22% 5.16% 2.97% L 10,111 2,594 851 2,830
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from Current % Asian VAP of Population from
! —— e 15307 | 2970 | 1021 | 3381 oAt puiation from| g 5o, | 83% | 66% | 9.4%
District Current District
% Asian Total Population fi
% Asian Total Population from 7.6% 7.9% 6.5% 8.0%




District 02

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 02: Citizen Voting Age Population 148,807

Current Districts (2001) within Final

Current District

L 02 04 05 06
Map District
Total CVAP of Population from
| 955519 | 24,124 | 11,496 | 17,669
Current District
% of the Final Map District CVAP| 64.19% 16.21% 7.73% 11.87%
Latino CVAP of Population from
| 24,727 6,228 1,495 9,779
Current District
% Latino CVAP of Population from
; i . 25.9% 25.8% 13.0% 55.3%
Current District
White CVAP of Population from
| 56,436 | 12,738 8,525 4,407
Current District
% White CVAP of Population from
° o . 59.1% 52.8% 74.2% 24.9%
Current District
Black CVAP of Population from
. 4,824 2,632 600 886
Current District
% Black CVAP of Population from
° PUIEON TTOM| ¢ 5o | 10.919% | 5.22% | 5.01%
Current District
Asian CVAP of Population from
o 8,188 2,090 671 2,372
Current District
% Asian CVAP of Population from
0 i 8.6% 8.7% 5.8% 13.4%

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012



District 02

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 02: Total Registered Voters 111,376

District 02: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 4,882

Current Districts (2001) within Final 02 04 05 06 Current Districts (2001) within Final 02 04 05 06
Map District Map District
Total Registration of Population 72,609 17,035 9.498 12234 Total Asian Surname Reg. of 3106 683 327 .
from Current District ! ! ! ! Population from Current District !
% of the Final Map District Voter: 65.19% 15.30% 8.53% 10.98% % of the Final Map District Asian 63.6% 14.0% 6.6% 15.8%
Registration I R =3 e Surname Voter Reg. il s o e
Spanish Surname Registration of| 16.771 3.950 829 6.807 Chinese Surname Reg. from Current 586 118 72 83
Population from Current District ! ! ! District
%Spanish Surname Registration of 23.1% 23.2% 8.7% 55.6% %Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian 18.9% 17.3% 22.4% 10.8%
Population from Current District P e e = Surname Reg. from Current District e = e e
African-American Registration of| 3765 1933 506 207 Filipino Surname Reg. from Current 1053 213 94 416
Population from Current District ! ! District ’
%African-American Registration of 5.9% 11.3% 5.3% 5.8% %Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian 33.9% 31.2% 29.2% 54.0%
Population from Current District e = = e Surname Reg. from Current District o e e e
Asian Surname Registration of 3106 683 322 7 Indian Surname Reg. from Current 394 11 51 61
Population from Current District ! District
%Asian Surname Registration of| 4.28% 4.01% 3.39% 6.30% %Indian Surname Reg. of Asian 12.7% 16.3% 15.8% 7.9%
Population from Current District oo a = R Surname Reg. from Current District R = e =
Jewish Surname Registration of 4600 586 1170 162 Japanese Surname Reg. from Current 356 60 50 48
Population from Current District ! ! District
%Jewish Surname Registration of 6.3% 3.4% 12.3% 1.3% %Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian 11.5% 3.8% 15.5% 6.2%
Population from Current District = e = = Surname Reg. from Current District =7 e =7 e
Armenian Surname Registration of| 5477 355 179 560 Korean Surname Reg. from Current 494 113 32 77
Population from Current District ! District
%Armenian Surname Registration of 7.5% 2.1% 1.9% 4.7% % Korean Surname Reg. of Asian 15.9% 16.5% 9.9% 10.0%
Population from Current District =7 = = e Surname Reg. from Current District e o7 = e
No Ethnic Surname Registration of| 48,658 10.279 2835 3.925 Vietnamese Surname Reg. from 223 68 23 86
Population from Current District ! ! ! ! Current District
% No Ethnic Surname Registration of 67.0% 60.3% 82.5% 32.1% %Vietnamese Surname Reg. of Asian 7.2% 10.0% 7.1% 11.2%
Population from Current District s = =7 = Surname Reg. from Current District e e = e







District 03 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2. Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,

Table 4.

District 03: Total Population 259,045 District 03: Voting Age Population 199,798
Current Districts (2001) within 03 05 1 1 Current Districts (2001) within 03 05 1 1
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
L 34.11 0.09 0.38 2.18 . 180,247 210 0 19,341
District Current District
Total Population from Current
— ;Strict 232,839 | 264 0 25,942 % of the Final Map District VAP| 90.21% | 0.11% | 0.00% | 9.68%
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
k 89.88% 0.10% 0.00% 10.01% L. 57,936 5 0 8,653
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
. 83,794 5 0 12,956 . 32.1% 2.4% 0.0% 44.7%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
. 36.0% 1.9% 0.0% 49.9% L 88,114 184 0 5,974
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
' putation oM\ ;) 87 | 234 0 6,872 o Wl PUltion from| — ys 900 | 87.6% | 0.0% | 30.9%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
. 45.0% 88.6% 0.0% 26.5% L. 7,556 1 0 1,285
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
. 10,247 1 0 1,718 . 4.19% 0.48% 0.00% 6.64%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
. 4.40% 0.38% 0.00% 6.62% . 24,263 18 0 3,161
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
' pulation Trom) - 5, 56, 22 0 4,051 o At pulation from| 5 5o, | g6% 0.0% | 16.3%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population fi
Al el L L . rO.m 13.1% 8.3% 0.0% 15.6%
Current District




District 03

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 03: Citizen Voting Age Population 151,052

Current Districts (2001) within

Current District

. . 03 05 11 12
Final Map District
Total CVAP of Population from
pulation from| -, 35 935 | 201 0 13,917
Current District
% of the Final Map District CVAP| 90.65% 0.13% 0.00% 9.21%
Latino CVAP of Population from
" . 29,074 5 0 4,709
Current District
% Latino CVAP of Population.fro.m 21.2% 2.5% 0.0% 33.8%
Current District
White CVAP of Population from
i . 81,247 181 0 5,321
Current District
% White CVAP of Population f
° e e Ion. rO.m 59.3% 89.7% 0.0% 38.2%
Current District
Black CVAP of Population from
2 o 7,269 1 0 1,136
Current District
% Black CVAP of Population fi
o Blac il Ion. ro.m 5.31% 0.49% 0.00% 8.17%
Current District
Asian CVAP of Population from
' puiation from| ,; ;¢ 13 0 2,563
Current District
% Asian CVAP of Population from 12.9% 6.5% 0.0% 18.4%

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012



District 03

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 03: Total Registered Voters 116,413

District 03: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 8,296

Current Districts (2001) within Final

Current Districts (2001) within

Population from Current District

District

. 03 05 11 12 ) . 03 05 11 12
Map District Final Map District
Total Registration of Population from 106.659 172 0 9.582 Total Asian Surname Reg. of 7392 4 0 900
Current District ! ! Population from Current District !
% of the Final Map District Voter % of the Final Map District Asian
. . 91.62% 0.15% 0.00% 8.23% 89.1% 0.0% 0.0% 10.8%
Registration Surname Voter Reg.
Spanish Surname Registration of 19539 1 0 2 639 Chinese Surname Reg. from 1.280 ) 0 115
Population from Current District ! ’ Current District ’
%Chi S Reg. of Asi
%Spanish Surname Registration of e ST e e skl
. .. .57 .07 U7 D70 u . u .57 .U7% U7 .07
Population from Current District 18.3% 0.6% 0.0% 27.5% Surname Reg. from Current| 17.3% 50.0% 0.0% 12.8%
o District
African-American Registration of| Filipino Surname Reg. from
5,672 1 0 962 1,783 0 0 221
Population from Current District Current District
%Filipino S Reg. of Asi
%African-American Registration of e e
. .. .27 .07 U7 .U% u . u 17 U7 U7 .07
Population from Current District 5.3% 0.6% 0.0% 10.0% Surname Reg. from Current| 24.1% 0.0% 0.0% 24.6%
= District
Asian Surname Registration of 7392 4 0 900 Indian Surname Reg. from Current 1504 0 0 211
Population from Current District ! District ’
%Indian S Reg. of Asi
%Asian Surname Registration of S SUIrLEI s, Gkl
. .. . (] . (] . (] . (] u . u .57 U7 U7 L7
Population from Current District 6.93% 2.33% 0.00% 9.39% Surname Reg. from Current| 20.3% 0.0% 0.0% 23.4%
o District
Jewish Surname Registration of Japanese Surname Reg. from
9,011 18 0 286 537 2 0 45
Population from Current District Current District
%Jewish Surname Registration of %lapanese Surname Reg. of Asian
) L. 8.4% 10.5% 0.0% 3.0% Surname Reg. from Current 7.3% 50.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Population from Current District
o District
Armenian Surname Registration of 5386 20 0 106 Korean Surname Reg. from 692 0 0 61
Population from Current District ! Current District
% K S Reg. of Asi
%Armenian Surname Registration of Gl SR . e
Population from Current District 2.2% 11.6% 0.0% 1.1% Surname Reg. from Current 9.4% 0.0% 0.0% 6.8%
= District
No Ethnic Surname Registration of 72,433 166 0 5077 Vietnamese Surname Reg. from 1596 0 0 947
Population from Current District ! ! Current District
%Viet S Reg. of
% No Ethnic Surname Registration of 5 eVIEtnamese surname Reg. o
67.9% 96.5% 0.0% 53.0% Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 21.6% 0.0% 0.0% 27.4%







District 04 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2. Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,
Table 4.
District 04: Total Population 250,511 District 04: Voting Age Population 214,386
Current Districts (2001) within Final Current Districts (2001) within
L 02 04 05 10 X L. 02 04 05 10
Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
. 4.66 25.03 12.62 0.77 . 40,680 | 129,013 | 32,667 12,026
District Current District
Total Population from Current District| 48,644 147,877 39,476 14,514 % of the Final Map District VAP| 18.98% 60.18% 15.24% 5.61%
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
° ' POISIICE YO8N 19 429 | 59.03% | 15.76% | 5.79% ' pulation from| ¢ 53 18101 | 2,344 | 2,983
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from Current % Latino VAP of Population from
L. 8,342 22,361 2,999 4,069 . 15.5% 14.0% 7.2% 24.8%
District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
. 17.1% 15.1% 7.6% 28.0% . 27,593 79,371 26,661 2,027
Current District Current District
White Total Population from Current % White VAP of Population from
. 31,894 88,156 31,842 2,252 . 67.8% 61.5% 81.6% 16.9%
District Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
o putation Trom| oo e | so.6% | 80.7% | 15.5% pulation rom) > ;5 | 6483 | 1,080 | 1,147
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from Current % Black VAP of Population from
L. 3,219 7,445 1,336 1,291 . 6.32% 5.03% 3.31% 9.54%
District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
. 6.62% 5.03% 3.38% 8.89% . 3,601 23,045 2,205 5,720
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from Current % Asian VAP of Population from
. 4,357 27,521 2,804 6,706 . 8.9% 17.9% 6.7% 47.6%
District Current District
% Asian Total Population fi
ofsian Totalropuiation WOM) g 5o, | 1860 | 7.0% | 46.2%
Current District




District 04 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 04: Citizen Voting Age Population 181,138

Current Districts (2001) within Final
Map District

02 04 05 10

Total CVAP of Population from

. 35,701 107,712 29,795 7,931
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP| 19.71% 59.46% 16.45% 4.38%

Latino CVAP of Population from

. 4,516 12,776 2,101 1,246
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 12.7% 11.9% 7.1% 15.7%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

. 25,289 71,914 24,782 1,896
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from
Current District

70.8% 66.8% 83.2% 23.9%

Black CVAP of Population from

. 2,543 6,160 1,057 1,103
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

. 7.12% 5.72% 3.55% 13.91%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

. 2,842 15,241 1,512 3,596
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 8.0% 14.1% 5.1% 45.3%
Current District




District 04

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 04: Total Registered Voters 148,474

District 04: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 10,789

Current Districts (2001) within Final

Current Districts (2001) within

Population from Current District

District

. 02 04 05 10 . . 02 04 05 10
Map District Final Map District
Total Registration of Population from Total Asian Surname Reg. of|
L. 28,121 87,408 27,076 5,869 i L. 1,191 7,034 929 1,635
Current District Population from Current District
% of the Final Map District Voter % of the Final Map District Asian
0 PEBHIC YOI 18.04% | s8.87% | 18.24% | 3.95% 0 P 11.0% | 65.2% 8.6% 15.2%
Registration Surname Voter Reg.
Spanish Surname Registration of| Chinese Surname Reg. from
. . 2,793 8,824 1,237 1,017 . 295 1,610 289 211
Population from Current District Current District
5 . . %Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
%Spanish Surname Registration of
X . 9.9% 10.1% 4.6% 17.3% Surname Reg. from Current| 24.8% 22.9% 31.1% 12.9%
Population from Current District .
District
African-American Registration of| Filipino Surname Reg. from
X L. 2,038 5,410 945 1,096 L. 310 1,143 184 87
Population from Current District Current District
%Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
%African-American Registration of il 2
. L. 7.2% 6.2% 3.5% 18.7% Surname Reg. from Current| 26.0% 16.2% 19.8% 5.3%
Population from Current District .
District
Asian Surname Registration of| Indian Surname Reg. from Current
X L. 1,191 7,034 929 1,635 . 179 563 168 24
Population from Current District District
. . . %Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
%Asian Surname Registration of
) L. 4.24% 8.05% 3.43% 27.86% Surname Reg. from Current| 15.0% 8.0% 18.1% 1.5%
Population from Current District .
District
Jewish Surname Registration of Japanese Surname Reg. from
, SISAtON Ol 5 663 | 5546 | 4,080 145 p gfrom) - 5; 702 112 74
Population from Current District Current District
. . . %Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
%Jewish Surname Registration of
) L. 9.5% 6.3% 15.1% 2.5% Surname Reg. from Current| 12.8% 10.0% 12.1% 4.5%
Population from Current District .
District
Armenian Surname Registration of| Korean Surname Reg. from
X L. 598 2,386 378 9 L. 172 2,793 125 1,199
Population from Current District Current District
. X . % Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
%Armenian Surname Registration of
) L. 2.1% 2.7% 1.4% 0.2% Surname Reg. from Current| 14.4% 39.7% 13.5% 73.3%
Population from Current District L
District
No Ethnic Surname Registration of Vietnamese Surname Reg. from
A SISAtON O 51 983 | 65,755 | 23,679 | 2,039 R 83 223 51 40
Population from Current District Current District
%Vietnamese Surname Reg. of|
% No Ethnic Surname Registration of . ° g
78.2% 75.2% 87.5% 34.7% Asian Surname Reg. from Current] 7.0% 3.2% 5.5% 2.4%







District 05

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

District 05: Total Population 251,856

District 05: Voting Age Population 213,510

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within

Current District

) L 04 05 06 10 11 12 ) L 04 05 06 10 11 12
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Total VAP of Population from
(square miles) from| ) | 3545 | 000 1.24 0.42 1.05 PUlEONTIOM| 539 [ 174679 | 65 21,304 | 9,560 | 7,663
Current District Current District
Total Population from Current % of the Final Map District
. 340 204,900 86 25,918 11,111 9,501 0.11% 81.81% 0.03% 9.98% 4.48% 3.59%
District VAP
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
. 0.13% 81.36% 0.03% 10.29% 4.41% 3.77% L 14 14,497 9 7,375 2,406 1,363
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population
p . 20 17,282 12 10,233 3,186 1,848 : . . 5.9% 8.3% 13.8% 34.6% 25.2% 17.8%
Current District from Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
o et pulation TOM| 5 g0, | 4% | 14.0% | 39.5% | 287% | 19.5% ' pulation fromy 5> | 154030 | 44 7,061 | 3425 | 5,106
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population
L. 227 146,544 57 7,650 3,680 6,110 . 63.6% 71.0% 67.7% 33.1% 35.8% 66.6%
Current District from Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
L 66.8% 71.5% 66.3% 29.5% 33.1% 64.3% L 8 5,825 2 2,738 804 338
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population
L 11 6,811 4 3,383 920 457 L 3.35% 3.33% 3.08% 12.85% 8.41% 4.41%
Current District from Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
° pulation TrOM| 35400 | 3.32% | 4.65% | 13.05% | 8.28% | 4.81% ' Lt 64 27,922 9 3583 | 2,675 745
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population
L. 78 31,297 12 3,999 3,035 925 . 26.8% 16.0% 13.8% 16.8% 28.0% 9.7%
Current District from Current District
% Asian Total Population from
22.9% 15.3% 14.0% 15.4% 27.3% 9.7%




District 05

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 05: Citizen Voting Age Population 183,671

Current Districts (2001) within

from Current District

) . 04 05 06 10 11 12
Final Map District
Total CVAP of Population from
c coistrict] 223 154,366 59 15,712 6,773 6,539
urrent Distric
% of the Final Map District CVAP| 0.12% 84.04% 0.03% 8.55% 3.69% 3.56%
Latino CVAP of Population from
c coistrictl  1° 11,711 5 4,288 1,623 1,006
urrent Distric
% Latino CVAP of Population
0 from CurrentpDistrict 4.4% 7.6% 9.1% 27.3% 24.0% 15.4%
White CVAP of Population from
corrent Distric] %4 114,054 44 6,195 2,985 4,565
urrent Distric
% White CVAP of Population
. from CurrentpDistrict 64.4% 73.9% 75.0% 39.4% 44.1% 69.8%
Black CVAP of Population from
c ¢ District 8 5,577 2 2,451 623 337
urrent Distric
% Black CVAP of Population
B Currentp;ist'rict 359% | 3.61% | 3.34% | 15.60% | 9.20% | 5.16%
Asian CVAP of Population from
c t District 61 21,073 7 2,392 1,362 525
urrent Distric
% Asian CVAP of Population
0 . 27.2% 13.7% 11.2% 15.2% 20.1% 8.0%

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012



District 05

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 05: Total Registered Voters 150,406

District 05: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 11,679

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within

. . 04 05 06 10 11 12 . . 04 05 06 10 11 12
Final Map District Final Map District
Total Asian Surname Reg. of|
Total Registration of Population . .
from Current District 190 127,546 43 12,256 5,041 5,330 Population from Current 35 9,782 0 1,033 592 237
u istri
District
% of the Final Map District Vot % of the Final Map District
o OTIE HNAL AR DS YOI 0 139% | 84.80% | 0.03% | 8.15% | 3.35% | 3.54% eOTIE FNAIMAR BISHIH 530, | 83.8% | o00% | 88% | 51% | 20%
Registration Asian Surname Voter Reg.
Spanish'Surname Registrati.on.of 5 7123 2 2626 827 206 Chinese Surname Reg..fro.m 9 3780 0 239 165 45
Population from Current District Current District
%Spanish Surname Registration %Chinese Surname Reg. of|
of Population from Current| 2.6% 5.6% 16.3% 21.4% 16.4% 13.2% Asian Surname Reg. from| 25.7% 38.6% 0.0% 23.1% 27.9% 19.0%
District Current District
African-American Registration of| Filipino Surname Reg. from
9 4,600 2 2,223 591 261 . 3 1,039 0 220 73 52
Population from Current District Current District
%African-American Registration %Filipino Surname Reg. of
of Population from Current| 4.7% 3.6% 4.7% 18.1% 11.7% 4.9% Asian Surname Reg. from| 8.6% 10.6% 0.0% 21.3% 12.3% 21.9%
District Current District
Asian.Surname Registrati.on.of 35 9,782 0 1,033 592 937 Indian Surname Reg.. fro.m 1 1770 0 252 165 58
Population from Current District Current District
%Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
%Asian Surname Registration of : .
. . . . (] . 0 . (] B (] . (] . 0 a .J7 17 .U% 47 I/ D70
Population from Current District 18.42% 7.67% 0.00% 8.43% 11.74% 4.45% Surname Reg. from Current| 2.9% 18.1% 0.0% 24.4% 27.9% 24.5%
ulati u istri
R District
Jewish Surname Registration of Japanese Surname Reg. from
30 20,535 2 511 208 579 0 954 0 117 67 37
Population from Current District Current District
%Jewish Surname Registration %Japanese Surname Reg. of
of Population from Current| 15.8% 16.1% 4.7% 4.2% 4.1% 10.9% Asian Surname Reg. from| 0.0% 9.8% 0.0% 11.3% 11.3% 15.6%

District

Current District




District 05 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 05: Total Registered Voters 150,406

District 05: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 11,679

Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
04 05 06 10 11 12

. — ) L 04 05 06 10 11 12
Final Map District Final Map District
Armenian Surname Registration
. Korean Surname Reg. from
of Population from Current 5 1,501 2 27 18 127 . 19 1,389 0 136 85 28
District Current District
istric

%Armenian Surname

Registration of Population from| 2.6% 1.2% 4.7% 0.2% 0.4% 2.4%
Current District

% Korean Surname Reg. of

Asian Surname Reg. from| 54.3% 14.2% 0.0% 13.2% 14.4% 11.8%
Current District

No Ethnic Surname Registration Vietnamese Surname Re
of Population from Current 141 103,821 34 6,249 3,015 4,074 g

L 3 850 0 69 37 17
o from Current District
District

% No Ethnic Surname

Registration of Population from| 74.2% 81.4% 79.1% 51.0% 59.8% 76.4%
Current District

%\Vietnamese Surname Reg. of

Asian Surname Reg. from| 8.6% 8.7% 0.0% 6.7% 6.3% 7.2%
Current District







District 06

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,
Table 4.

District 06: Total Population 258,926

District 06: Voting Age Population 187,114

Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
) . 02 06 07 12 ) . 02 06 07 12
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
L 0.66 22.28 2.56 1.81 L 185 139,520 | 40,623 6,786
District Current District
Total Population from Current
et arre 242 | 190,174 | 59,757 | 8753 % of the Final Map District VAP| 0.10% | 74.56% | 21.71% | 3.63%
i District
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
k 0.09% 73.45% 23.08% 3.38% . 47 90,675 30,521 2,423
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
L 68 131,687 | 47,081 3,467 L 25.4% 65.0% 75.1% 35.7%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
L 28.1% 69.2% 78.8% 39.6% L 123 27,011 3,004 3,404
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
' pulation oM 5, | 31384 | 3568 | 4,074 o Wl PUlEON TTOM| o0 cot | 19.4% | 7.4% | 50.2%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
. 63.6% 16.5% 6.0% 46.5% . 4 5,357 1,455 214
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
L 5 6,848 1,959 278 . 2.16% 3.84% 3.58% 3.15%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
. 2.07% 3.60% 3.28% 3.18% . 7 14,864 5,275 648
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
' et 11 17,988 | 6,573 787 o At PulaEioN Trom| 3 go. | 10.7% | 13.0% | 9.5%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population fi
e Asian fot ‘é”‘r‘rzr:t"gsi‘:’c‘l 45% | o95% | 11.0% | 9.0%
u istri




District 06 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 06: Citizen Voting Age Population 112,058

Current Districts (2001) within
Final Map District

02 06 07 12

Total CVAP of Population from

. 148 87,416 19,229 5,267
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP| 0.13% 78.01% 17.16% 4.70%

Latino CVAP of Population from

. 18 46,038 10,942 1,473
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 12.1% 52.7% 56.9% 28.0%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

. 122 24,736 2,825 2,995
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

L. 82.1% 28.3% 14.7% 56.9%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

L 0 5,000 1,375 214
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

. 0.00% 5.72% 7.15% 4.06%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

. 6 10,538 3,866 512
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 4.3% 12.1% 20.1% 9.7%
Current District




District 06

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 06: Total Registered Voters 78,894, Total Asian Surname
Registered Voters 5,114

District 06: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 5,114

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within

District

. . 02 06 07 12 . . 02 06 07 12
Final Map District Final Map District
Total Registration of Population Total Asian Surname Reg. of|
. 170 61,849 12,224 4,651 i L. 4 3,756 1,135 219
from Current District Population from Current District
% of the Final Map District Voter % of the Final Map District Asian
. . 0.22% 78.40% 15.49% 5.90% 0.1% 73.4% 22.2% 4.3%
Registration Surname Voter Reg.
Spanish Surname Registration of| Chinese Surname Reg. from
) . 40 31,351 6,982 1,144 . 3 394 109 43
Population from Current District Current District
X . X %Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
%Spanish Surname Registration of
. - 23.5% 50.7% 57.1% 24.6% Surname Reg. from Current 75.0% 10.5% 9.6% 19.6%
Population from Current District L
District
African-American Registration of| Filipino Surname Reg. from
X . 0 3,904 1,221 208 . 1 1,917 664 75
Population from Current District Current District
X ) . X %Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
%African-American Registration of
5 L. 0.0% 6.3% 10.0% 4.5% Surname Reg. from Current| 25.0% 51.0% 58.5% 34.2%
Population from Current District L
District
Asian Surname Registration of Indian Surname Reg. from Current
. . 4 3,756 1,135 219 . 0 332 95 22
Population from Current District District
. . . %Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
%Asian Surname Registration of|
. L 2.35% 6.07% 9.29% 4.71% Surname Reg. from Current 0.0% 8.8% 8.4% 10.0%
Population from Current District L
District
Jewish Surname Registration of Japanese Surname Reg. from
) . 2 1,069 94 225 . 0 310 47 24
Population from Current District Current District
X ) X %Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
%Jewish Surname Registration of
i L. 1.2% 1.7% 0.8% 4.8% Surname Reg. from Current 0.0% 8.3% 4.1% 11.0%
Population from Current District L
District
Armenian Surname Registration of Korean Surname Reg. from
) . 4 1,886 114 180 . 0 398 63 26
Population from Current District Current District
%Armenian Surname Registration % Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
of Population from Current| 2.4% 3.0% 0.9% 3.9% Surname Reg. from Current| 0.0% 10.6% 5.6% 11.9%

District




District 06 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 06: Total Registered Voters 78,894, Total Asian Surname District 06: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 5,114
Registered Voters 5,114

Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within

i L 02 06 07 12 i L 02 06 07 12
Final Map District Final Map District

No Ethnic Surname Registration of|
Population from Current District

Vietnamese Surname Reg. from
105 22,305 2,865 3,069 0 405 157 29

Current District

% No Ethnic Surname Registration %Vietnamese Surname Reg. of

of Population from Current| 61.8% 36.1% 23.4% 66.0% Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 0.0% 10.8% 13.8% 13.2%
District District







District 07

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,

Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

2010 PL94, Table 4.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau

District 07: Total Population 259,008

District 07: Total Population 259,008

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within

02 06 07
Final Map District
Total VAP of Population from
. 43,946 7,523 136,168
Current District
% of the Final Map District VAP| 23.42% 4.01% 72.57%
Latino VAP of Population from
o 9,878 6,804 | 103,741
Current District
% Latino VAP of Population from
. 22.5% 90.4% 76.2%
Current District
White VAP of Population from
L 27,957 299 15,966
Current District
% White VAP of Population from
o W PUlation from| 5 coc | 2.0% | 11.7%
Current District
Black VAP of Population from
o 836 62 6,469
Current District
% Black VAP of Population from
. 1.90% 0.82% 4.75%
Current District
Asian VAP of Population from
s 4,607 308 8,749
Current District
% Asian VAP of Population from
o At — 105% | 41% | 6.4%

Current District

Current District

02 06 07
Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current
L 26.91 1.03 26.16
District
Total Population from Current
Lot UTENY 54558 | 10,893 | 193,557
District
% of the Final Map District Total
ATHS UL SRt o.a 21.06% 4.21% 74.73%
Population
Latino Total Population from
. 14,087 10,038 | 154,326
Current District
% Latino Total Population from
L 25.8% 92.2% 79.7%
Current District
White Total Population from
' pulation Trom|  5) g5 | 350 | 18,199
Current District
% White Total Population fi
6 White Total Popula |0n. ro.m 60.3% 3.2% 9.4%
Current District
Black Total Population from
L 1,121 92 8,499
Current District
% Black Total Population from
L 2.05% 0.84% 4.39%
Current District
Asian Total Population from
! puiation Trom| o ¢,g 347 | 10,740
Current District
% Asian Total Population fi
% Asian Total Population from 10.3% 3.2% 5.5%




District 07 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 07: Citizen Voting Age Population 132,292

Current Districts (2001) within

. L. 02 06 07
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from

. 36,891 4,523 90,879
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP| 27.89% 3.42% 68.70%

Latino CVAP of Population from

. 6,777 3,820 61,418
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 18.4% 84.5% 67.6%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

. 25,173 299 15,234
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

. 68.2% 6.6% 16.8%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

L 828 62 6,312
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

. 2.24% 1.36% 6.95%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

. 3,559 292 6,898
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 9.6% 6.5% 7.6%
Current District




District 07

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District 07: Total Registered Voters 98,333

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

Current Districts (2001) within

District 07: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 4,498

Current Districts (2001) within

. L 02 06
Final Map District

07

Total Asian Surname Reg. of|
. . 1,349 112
Population from Current District

3,037

% of the Final Map District Asian

30.0% 2.5%
Surname Voter Reg.

67.5%

Chinese Surname Reg. from
. 185 19
Current District

294

%Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 13.7% 17.0%
District

9.7%

Filipino Surname Reg. from

R 404 59
Current District

1,618

%Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 29.9% 52.7%
District

53.3%

Indian Surname Reg. from Current

L 119 10
District

288

%Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 8.8% 8.9%
District

9.5%

Japanese Surname Reg. from

. 107 6
Current District

280

%Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current 7.9% 5.4%
District

9.2%

. B 02 06 07
Final Map District
Total Registration of Population
o 28,509 3,364 66,460
from Current District
% of the Final Map District Voter:
. . 28.99% 3.42% 67.59%
Registration
Spanish Surname Registration of|
. L 4,619 2,739 41,264
Population from Current District
%Spanish Surname Registration of
: o 16.2% 81.4% 62.1%
Population from Current District
African-American Registration of|
. L 661 72 6,154
Population from Current District
%African-American Registration of
) . 2.3% 2.1% 9.3%
Population from Current District
Asian Surname Registration of
. L 1,349 112 3,037
Population from Current District
%Asian Surname Registration of|
) . 4.73% 3.33% 4.57%
Population from Current District
Jewish Surname Registration of
. . 433 13 527
Population from Current District
%Jewish Surname Registration of
. . 1.5% 0.4% 0.8%
Population from Current District
Armenian Surname Registration of
. o 3,151 3 261
Population from Current District
%Armenian Surname Registration
of Population from Current| 11.1% 0.1% 0.4%

District

Korean Surname Reg. from

. 485 15
Current District

338

% Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 36.0% 13.4%
District

11.1%




District 07 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration
District 07: Total Registered Voters 98,333 District 07: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 4,498
Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
i L 02 06 07 i L 02 06 07
Final Map District Final Map District

No Ethnic Surname Registration of| Vietnamese Surname Reg. from

. . 21,834 426 15,586 . 49 3 219
Population from Current District Current District
% No Ethnic Surname Registration %Vietnamese Surname Reg. of|
of Population from Current| 76.6% 12.7% 23.5% Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 3.6% 2.7% 7.2%

District District







District 08

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,
Table 4.

District 08: Total Population 246,597

District 08: Voting Age Population 178,107

Current Districts (2001) within o1 08 09 1 Current Districts (2001) within o1 08 09 1
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
L 0.52 11.91 2.22 0.32 L 8,539 133,108 | 32,249 4,211
District Current District
Total Population from Current
U ;Strict 11,059 | 183,979 | 46522 | 5,037 % of the Final Map District VAP| 4.79% | 74.73% | 18.11% | 2.36%
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
k 4.48% 74.61% 18.87% 2.04% . 6,001 64,427 22,885 600
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
. 8,303 95,352 34,039 764 . 70.3% 48.4% 71.0% 14.2%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from 75.1% 51.8% 73.9% 15.9% White VAP of Population from 712 2979 282 990
Current District o o e e Current District ’
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
' pulation from) ;g 3,575 408 1,062 o Wl PUulEON Trom| g 300 | 229% | 09% | 23.5%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
. 6.7% 1.9% 0.9% 21.1% . 583 60,512 8,434 1,940
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
L 713 78,756 11,249 2,414 . 6.83% 45.46% | 26.15% | 46.07%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
6.45% 42.81% | 24.18% | 47.93% 1,160 2,689 274 563
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
' pulation Tromy ) 19, | 2,878 304 646 o At PUlEON TTOM| 3 6o | 20% | 0.8% | 13.4%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population fi
Al R e X ro.m 10.8% 1.6% 0.7% 12.8%
Current District




District 08 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 08: Citizen Voting Age Population 119,263

Current Districts (2001) within

. L 01 08 09 11
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from

. 4,381 94,083 17,294 3,506
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP| 3.67% 78.89% 14.50% 2.94%

Latino CVAP of Population from

. 2,759 27,889 8,071 393
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 63.0% 29.6% 46.7% 11.2%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

. 619 2,630 275 929
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

. 14.1% 2.8% 1.6% 26.5%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

. 571 59,837 8,374 1,860
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

L. 13.02% 63.60% 48.42% 53.04%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

L. 383 1,727 252 246
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 8.7% 1.8% 1.5% 7.0%
Current District




District 08 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 08: Total Registered Voters 106,492 District 08: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 2,079
Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
i L 01 08 09 11 i L 01 08 09 11
Final Map District Final Map District
Total Registration of Population Total Asian Surname Reg. of|
o 3,436 84,803 | 15,416 2,837 ° o 153 1,521 294 111
from Current District Population from Current District
% of the Final Map District Voter: % of the Final Map District Asian
0 S 3.23% | 79.63% | 14.48% | 2.66% ° i 7.4% 732% | 14.1% 5.3%
Registration Surname Voter Reg.
Spanish Surname Registration of| Chinese Surname Reg. from
. L 2,203 19,996 6,214 312 L 30 289 39 26
Population from Current District Current District
. . . %Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
%Spanish Surname Registration of
i L. 64.1% 23.6% 40.3% 11.0% Surname Reg. from Current| 19.6% 19.0% 13.3% 23.4%
Population from Current District .
District
African-American Registration of| Filipino Surname Reg. from
. L. 492 57,722 8,114 1,579 L 63 567 167 29
Population from Current District Current District
%Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
%African-American Registration of il 2
5 L. 14.3% 68.1% 52.6% 55.7% Surname Reg. from Current| 41.2% 37.3% 56.8% 26.1%
Population from Current District L
District
Asian Surname Registration of| Indian Surname Reg. from Current
) L 153 1,521 294 111 L 28 252 38 21
Population from Current District District
. . . %Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
%Asian Surname Registration of
i L. 4.45% 1.79% 1.91% 3.91% Surname Reg. from Current| 18.3% 16.6% 12.9% 18.9%
Population from Current District L
District
Jewish Surname Registration of| Japanese Surname Reg. from
. L. 14 399 40 44 L. 5 113 8 11
Population from Current District Current District
) 5 ) %Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
%Jewish Surname Registration of
i L. 0.4% 0.5% 0.3% 1.6% Surname Reg. from Current 3.3% 7.4% 2.7% 9.9%
Population from Current District L
District
Armenian Surname Registration of| Korean Surname Reg. from
) L. 2 19 0 1 L 16 232 35 14
Population from Current District Current District
%Armenian Surname Registration % Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
of Population from Current| 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Surname Reg. from Current| 10.5% 15.3% 11.9% 12.6%
District District
No Ethnic Surname Registration of| Vietnamese Surname Reg. from
) L. 554 4,229 576 835 L 11 68 7 10
Population from Current District Current District




District 08 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 08: Total Registered Voters 106,492 District 08: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 2,079

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within
i L 01 08 09 11
Final Map District

i L 01 08 09 11
Final Map District

% No Ethnic Surname Registration
of Population from Current| 16.1% 5.0% 3.7% 29.4%
District

%Vietnamese Surname Reg. of]|
Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 7.2% 4.5% 2.4% 9.0%
District







District 09 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau
Table 2. 2010 PL94, Table 4.
District 09: Total Population 249,728 District 09: Voting Age Population 167,978
Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
X L. 08 09 15 X L. 08 09 15
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
L 331 9.84 0.69 o 41,016 | 120,713 6,249
District Current District
Total Population from Current . L
District 55,310 | 184,842 9,576 % of the Final Map District VAP| 24.42% | 71.86% 3.72%
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
° ' PUSHICL IO ) 159% | 74.02% | 3.83% ' putation from| g 010 | 99,202 | 4,151
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
. 28,744 155,741 6,568 . 45.9% 82.3% 66.4%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
. 52.0% 84.3% 68.6% o 6,144 1,376 40
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
L 6,285 1,798 59 L 15.0% 1.1% 0.6%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
oW putation oM 1) 4oe | 10% | 0.6% pulation from| ., 57> | 18,268 | 1,957
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
L 14,659 25,006 2,811 . 26.02% 15.13% 31.32%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
o 26.50% 13.53% | 29.35% o 4,828 958 16
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
. 4,906 1,050 19 . 11.8% 0.8% 0.3%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population from
o8l putation oM g 900 | 06% | 0.2%
Current District




District 09 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 09: Citizen Voting Age Population 86,754

Current Districts (2001) within

. L. 08 09 15
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from

. 27,854 55,144 3,756
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP| 32.11% 63.56% 4.33%

Latino CVAP of Population from

. 8,001 34,138 1,663
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 28.7% 61.9% 44.3%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

L 5,776 1,249 38
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

. 20.7% 2.3% 1.0%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

. 10,640 18,187 1,957
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

. 38.20% 32.98% 52.11%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

L 2,988 803 13
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 10.7% 1.5% 0.3%
Current District




District 09

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District 09: Total Registered Voters 68,663

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

Current Districts (2001) within

District 09: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 1,817

Current Districts (2001) within
Final Map District

08

09

15

Total Asian Surname Reg. of|
Population from Current District

932

847

38

% of the Final Map District Asian
Surname Voter Reg.

51.3%

46.6%

2.1%

Chinese Surname Reg. from
Current District

342

110

%Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

36.7%

13.0%

5.3%

Filipino Surname Reg. from
Current District

127

519

25

%Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

13.6%

61.3%

65.8%

Indian Surname Reg. from Current
District

142

85

%Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

15.2%

10.0%

23.7%

Japanese Surname Reg. from
Current District

63

29

%Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

6.8%

3.4%

0.0%

. - 08 09 15
Final Map District
Total Registration of Population
. 19,984 45,349 3,300
from Current District
% of the Final Map District Voter:
o 29.12% | 66.07% | 4.81%
Registration
Spanish Surname Registration of|
. o 5,308 24,534 1,213
Population from Current District
%Spanish Surname Registration of
. o 26.6% 54.1% 36.8%
Population from Current District
African-American Registration of|
. L 10,160 17,558 1,845
Population from Current District
%African-American Registration of
) . 50.8% 38.7% 55.9%
Population from Current District
Asian Surname Registration of
. L 932 847 38
Population from Current District
%Asian Surname Registration of|
: o 4.66% 1.87% 1.15%
Population from Current District
Jewish Surname Registration of
. . 221 100 9
Population from Current District
%Jewish Surname Registration of
. . 1.1% 0.2% 0.3%
Population from Current District
Armenian Surname Registration of 10 6 0
Population from Current District
%Armenian Surname Registration
of Population from Current| 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%

District

Korean Surname Reg. from
Current District

197

87

% Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

21.1%

10.3%

2.6%




District 09 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration
District 09: Total Registered Voters 68,663 District 09: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 1,817
Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
i L 08 09 15 i L 08 09 15
Final Map District Final Map District
No Ethnic Surname Registration of| Vietnamese Surname Reg. from
) L 2,888 1,684 111 L 61 17 1
Population from Current District Current District
% No Ethnic Surname Registration %Vietnamese Surname Reg. of|
of Population from Current| 14.5% 3.7% 3.4% Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 6.5% 2.0% 2.6%
District District







District 10

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,

Current District

Table 4.
District 10: Total Population 249,305 District 10: Voting Age Population 192,651
Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
. . 01 04 08 10 . . 01 04 08 10
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
(square miles) e 025 0.63 224 | 1119 PUlBEION TTOM) 5 535 | 25359 | 14,225 | 147,837
District Current District
Total Population from Current . e
District 6,970 31,417 17,371 193,547 % of the Final Map District VAP| 2.71% 13.16% 7.38% 76.74%
istri
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
) 2.80% 12.60% 6.97% 77.63% . 3,622 9,221 1,413 67,774
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
. 5,084 12,728 2,029 97,574 . 69.3% 36.4% 9.9% 45.8%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
o et putation TOM| ) goc | 205% | 11.7% | 50.4% ' pulation from) -, | g 2,070 790 | 12,492
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
L. 151 2,242 887 14,081 . 2.3% 8.2% 5.6% 8.4%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
. 2.2% 7.1% 5.1% 7.3% . 200 1,472 11,288 42,727
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
. 244 1,716 13,566 53,310 . 3.82% 5.80% 79.35% | 28.90%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
° putation TOM| 5 5000 | 546% | 78.10% | 27.54% ' pulation from) ) 66 | 12,283 | 398 | 22,141
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
L. 1,459 14,350 437 24,954 . 24.2% 48.4% 2.8% 15.0%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population from
20.9% 45.7% 2.5% 12.9%




District 10

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 10: Citizen Voting Age Population 125,680

Current Districts (2001) within

. o 01 04 08 10
Final Map District
Total CVAP of Population fi
o OTFOPUIRON oM 5 59 | 12,401 | 13,388 | 97,371
Current District
% of the Final Map District CVAP| 2.01% 9.87% 10.65% 77.48%
Latino CVAP of Population fi
atine OTFOPUIEON TOM ) c13 | 3,687 955 | 28404
Current District
% Latino CVAP of Population from
o 64.0% 29.7% 7.1% 29.2%
Current District
White CVAP of Population from
' pulation from) -, | g 1,795 715 | 11,331
Current District
% White CVAP of P lation f
: e LR |0n. ro.m 4.7% 14.5% 5.3% 11.6%
Current District
Black CVAP of Population fr
pulation fromy -, 4 1,205 | 11,068 | 41,653
Current District
% Black CVAP of Population from
. 7.51% 10.45% 82.67% 42.78%
Current District
Asian CVAP of Population fi
stan OfFOpUiation from) oo, 5,478 374 14,023
Current District
% Asian CVAP of Population from
23.4% 44.2% 2.8% 14.4%

Current District

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012



District 10

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 10: Total Registered Voters 101,780

District 10: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,406

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within

. . 01 04 08 10 ) L 01 04 08 10
Final Map District Final Map District
Total Registration of Population Total Asian Surname Reg. of
. 1,686 7,682 12,704 79,708 ) . 322 2,063 242 6,779
from Current District Population from Current District
% of the Final Map District Voter: % of the Final Map District Asian
. ) 1.66% 7.55% 12.48% 78.31% 3.4% 12.4% 1.5% 40.8%
Registration Surname Voter Reg.
Spanish Surname Registration of| Chinese Surname Reg. from
. . 998 2,172 640 19,591 . 26 202 66 845
Population from Current District Current District
5 . 5 %Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
%Spanish Surname Registration of
. L 59.2% 28.3% 5.0% 24.6% Surname Reg. from Current 8.1% 9.8% 27.3% 12.5%
Population from Current District .
District
African-American Registration of| Filipino Surname Reg. from
) . 188 1,368 10,636 39,347 L 54 414 46 966
Population from Current District Current District
X . . . %Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
%African-American Registration of
. - 11.2% 17.8% 83.7% 49.4% Surname Reg. from Current 16.8% 20.1% 19.0% 14.2%
Population from Current District .
District
Asian Surname Registration of Indian Surname Reg. from Current
X . 322 2,063 242 6,779 L 3 154 33 365
Population from Current District District
5 . . %Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
%Asian Surname Registration of|
. L 19.10% 26.85% 1.90% 8.50% Surname Reg. from Current 0.9% 7.5% 13.6% 5.4%
Population from Current District L
District
Jewish Surname Registration of Japanese Surname Reg. from
. . 2 60 140 974 . 17 58 73 850
Population from Current District Current District
) X ) %Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
%Jewish Surname Registration of
. L 0.1% 0.8% 1.1% 1.2% Surname Reg. from Current 5.3% 2.8% 30.2% 12.5%
Population from Current District L
District
Armenian Surname Registration of| Korean Surname Reg. from
. . 0 24 18 70 L 219 1,208 20 3,586
Population from Current District Current District
%Armenian Surname Registration % Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
of Population from Current| 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% Surname Reg. from Current 68.0% 58.6% 8.3% 52.9%

District

District




District 10 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 10: Total Registered Voters 101,780 District 10: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,406
Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
i L 01 04 08 10 . L. 01 04 08 10
Final Map District Final Map District
No Ethnic Surname Registration of| Vietnamese Surname Reg. from
) L 178 2,079 1,008 13,337 L. 3 27 4 167
Population from Current District Current District
% No Ethnic Surname Registration %Vietnamese Surname Reg. of
of Population from Current| 10.6% 27.1% 7.9% 16.7% Asian Surname Reg. from Current 0.9% 1.3% 1.7% 2.5%
District District







District 11

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau

2010 PL94, Table 2.

District 11: Total Population 257,182

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census

Current Districts (2001) within

District 11: Voting Age Population 215,969

Current Districts (2001) within

05 11
Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current
L 0.52 64.88
District
Total Population from Current
P s 8,617 248,565
District
% of the Final Map District Total
k 3.35% 96.65%
Population
Latino Total Population from
i 1,119 47,245
Current District
% Latino Total Population from
. 13.0% 19.0%
Current District
White Total Population from
P L 4,107 150,668
Current District
% White Total Population from
. 47.7% 60.6%
Current District
Black Total Population from
o 449 11,784
Current District
% Black Total Population from
. 5.21% 4.74%
Current District
Asian Total Population from
: oMl 5 765 | 34,444
Current District
% Asian Total Population from
32.1% 13.9%

Current District

05 11
Final Map District
Total VAP of Population from
L 7,171 208,798
Current District
% of the Final Map District VAP| 3.32% 96.68%
Latino VAP of Population from
i 874 35,596
Current District
% Latino VAP of Population from
L 12.2% 17.0%
Current District
White VAP of Population from
L 3,574 130,637
Current District
% White VAP of Population from
o Wl pulation from| g eo, | 62.6%
Current District
Black VAP of Population from
s 350 9,519
Current District
% Black VAP of Population from
. 4.88% 4.56%
Current District
Asian VAP of Population from
o 2,243 29,524
Current District
% Asian VAP of Population from
oAt — 313% | 14.1%

Current District




District 11 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 11: Citizen Voting Age Population 185,934

Current Districts (2001) within

. . 05 11
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from

L 5,095 180,839
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP 2.74% 97.26%

Latino CVAP of Population from

R 791 24,033
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 15.5% 13.3%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

3,101 122,273
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

. 60.9% 67.6%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

121 9,021
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

. 2.37% 4.99%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

R 973 22,635
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 19.1% 12.5%
Current District




District 11

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District 11: Total Registered Voters 156,364

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

Current Districts (2001) within

. o 05 11
Final Map District

District 11: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters

11,646

Total Registration of Population

L 4,419 151,945
from Current District

Current Districts (2001) within
Final Map District

05

11

% of the Final Map District Voter

. X 2.83% 97.17%
Registration

Total Asian Surname Reg. of|
Population from Current District

524

11,122

Spanish Surname Registration of

) o 437 15,904
Population from Current District

% of the Final Map District Asian
Surname Voter Reg.

0.4%

9.4%

%Spanish Surname Registration of

) . 9.9% 10.5%
Population from Current District

Chinese Surname Reg. from
Current District

180

3,294

African-American Registration of

%Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

34.4%

29.6%

Filipino Surname Reg. from
Current District

54

1,445

. L 123 7,240
Population from Current District
%African-American Registration of
. L 2.8% 4.8%
Population from Current District
Asian Surname Registration of
524 11,122

Population from Current District

%Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

10.3%

13.0%

%Asian Surname Registration of

. L 11.86% 7.32%
Population from Current District

Indian Surname Reg. from Current
District

99

1,398

Jewish Surname Registration of

%Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

18.9%

12.6%

Japanese Surname Reg. from
Current District

82

2,968

%Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

15.6%

26.7%

. L 341 12,383
Population from Current District
%Jewish Surname Registration of

) . 7.7% 8.1%
Population from Current District
Armenian Surname Registration of

. L 15 754
Population from Current District
%Armenian Surname Registration
of Population from Current 0.3% 0.5%

District

Korean Surname Reg. from
Current District

90

1,362

% Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current
District

17.2%

12.2%




District 11 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration
District 11: Total Registered Voters 156,364 District 11: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters
11,646
Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
. L 05 11 X L. 05 11

Final Map District Final Map District

No Ethn'ic Surname Registr.atic?n of 3332 115,122 Vietnamese Surname Reg.. fro-m 19 655
Population from Current District Current District

% No Ethnic Surname Registration %Vietnamese Surname Reg. of|

of Population from Current 75.4% 75.8% Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 3.6% 5.9%
District District







District 12 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census
2010 PL94, Table 2. Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.
District 12: Total Population 259,073 District 12: Voting Age Population 204,490
Current Districts (2001) within Current Districts (2001) within
. . 03 12 ) . 03 12
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
L 7.26 51.63 L 32,580 | 171,910
District Current District
Total Population from Current
e ;Strict 42,208 | 216,865 % of the Final Map District VAP| 15.93% | 84.07%
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
k 16.29% 83.71% . 6,654 42,472
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
. 9,542 60,265 . 20.4% 24.7%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
. 22.6% 27.8% L 19,351 84,669
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
' putation oMy 53 914 | 99,624 o Wl pulation from| - og jo. | 49.3%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
. 56.7% 45.9% . 1,061 7,670
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
. 1,481 10,031 . 3.26% 4.46%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
. 3.51% 4.63% . 5,088 34,532
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
! pulation oM ¢ c1s | 43,467 o At pulation from| 5 g0, | 20.1%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population from
. 15.8% 20.0%
Current District




District 12 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 12: Citizen Voting Age Population 173,488

Current Districts (2001) within

) . 03 12
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from

s 28,617 144,872
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP 16.50% 83.51%

Latino CVAP of Population from

R 4,581 30,021
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 16.0% 20.7%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

o 18,444 79,927
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

. 64.5% 55.2%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

1,046 7,365
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from
Current District

3.65% 5.08%

Asian CVAP of Population from

R 4,189 25,533
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 14.6% 17.6%
Current District




District 12

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 12: Total Registered Voters 142,834

District 12: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 13,801

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within

Population from Current District

. L 03 12
Final Map District
Total Registrati f P lati

otal Registra '?n? opulation 24433 | 118401
from Current District
% of the Final Map District Vot

oO. e .|na ap District Voter 1711% | 82.89%
Registration
S ish S Registrati f

panis : urname Registra '|on.o 3384 21,281
Population from Current District
%S ish S Registrati f

b panls' urname Regis r? |o.n o 13.9% 18.0%
Population from Current District
African-A i Registrati f

rlcan' merican Registra '|on.o 952 6,290
Population from Current District
%African-Al i Registrati f

b r|caf1 merican Regis r'a |c.>no 3.9% 5 3%
Population from Current District
Asian S Registrati f

sian Lfrname egistra |or'1 o. 1928 11873
Population from Current District
%Asian S Registrati f

6Asian : urname Registra |'on.o 7 89% 10.03%
Population from Current District
Jewish S Registrati f

ewis 'urname egistra |<?nc? 2,098 6,662
Population from Current District
%Jewish S Registrati f

6Jewis . urname Regis I’a'IOTT o 8.6% 5 6%
Population from Current District
Al ian S Registrati f

rmenian Surname Registration o 442 4012

. . 03 12
Final Map District
Total Asian S Reg. of
0'?1 sian Surname .eg 'o 1928 11873
Population from Current District
% of the Final Map District Asi
% of the Final Map District Asian 2.0% 12.3%
Surname Voter Reg.
Chinese Surname Reg. from
s 545 2,417
Current District
%Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 28.3% 20.4%
District
Filipino S Reg. fi
ilipino Surname eg. ro'm 358 2458
Current District
%Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 18.6% 20.7%
District
Indian S Reg. fi C t
ndian Surname Reg. from Lfrre'n 310 2211
District
%Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 16.1% 18.6%
District
J S Reg. fi
apanese Surname eg. ro'm 157 985
Current District
%Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 8.1% 8.3%
District
Ki S Reg. fi
orean Surname Reg. from 239 2,909

Current District




District 12

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District 12: Total Registered Voters 142,834

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

Current Districts (2001) within

District 12: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 13,801

. — 03 12
Final Map District
%Armenian Surname Registration
of Population from Current 1.8% 3.4%

District

Current Districts (2001) within

No Ethnic Surname Registration of

. . 18,135 78,194
Population from Current District

% No Ethnic Surname Registration
of Population from Current 74.2% 66.0%
District

. o 03 12
Final Map District
% Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 12.4% 24.5%
District
Vietnamese Surname Reg. from
' . & oM} 399 893
Current District
%Vietnamese Surname Reg. of
Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 16.5% 7.5%

District







District 13

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,

Table 2.

District 13: Total Population 246,566

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau

2010 PL94, Table 4.

Current Districts (2001) within

District 13: Voting Age Population 199,570

Current Districts (2001) within

. L 01 04 13
Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current
. 0.08 2.03 10.89
District
Total Population from Current
L 5,836 28,739 | 211,991
District
% of the Final Map District Total
) 2.37% 11.66% | 85.98%
Population
Latino Total Population from
' pulation from| ;99 | gs19 | 119,945
Current District
% Latino Total Population from
° 4 7 48.0% | 296% | 56.6%
Current District
White Total Population from
L 242 12,191 44,201
Current District
% White Total Population from
L 4.1% 42.4% 20.9%
Current District
Black Total Population from
‘ L 261 1,490 7,245
Current District
% Black Total Population from
0 P . 4.47% 5.18% 3.42%
Current District
Asian Total Population from
L 2,485 6,057 37,725
Current District
% Asian Total Population from
42.6% 21.1% 17.8%

Current District

. L 01 04 13
Final Map District
Total VAP of Population from
o 4,623 25,182 | 169,765
Current District
% of the Final Map District VAP| 2.32% 12.62% 85.07%
Latino VAP of Population from
. 1,981 6,694 87,931
Current District
% Latino VAP of Population from
orat PUlation from| 1> 90, | 26.6% | 51.8%
Current District
White VAP of Population from
L. 225 11,469 40,611
Current District
% White VAP of Population from
L 4.9% 45.5% 23.9%
Current District
Black VAP of Population from
. 206 1,367 6,416
Current District
% Black VAP of Population from
0 putat . 4.46% 5.43% 3.78%
Current District
Asian VAP of Population from
o 2,170 5,233 32,575
Current District
% Asian VAP of Population from
46.9% 20.8% 19.2%

Current District




District 13 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 13: Citizen Voting Age Population 123,102

Current Districts (2001) within

. L 01 04 13
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from

L 2,198 18,289 102,616
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP 1.79% 14.86% 83.36%

Latino CVAP of Population from

L 849 3,434 37,096
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 38.6% 18.8% 36.2%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

o 182 10,209 34,826
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

. 8.3% 55.8% 33.9%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

. 176 1,273 6,170
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

_ 8.00% 6.96% 6.01%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

L 976 3,076 23,138
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

L 44.4% 16.8% 22.5%
Current District




District 13

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District 13: Total Registered Voters 93,768

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 13: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,703

Current Districts (2001) within

. . 01 04
Final Map District

13

Total Asian Surname Reg. of|

. L. 365 1,271
Population from Current District

8,067

% of the Final Map District Asian
Surname Voter Reg.

0.8% 3.0%

18.8%

Chinese Surname Reg. from
Current District

55 220

1,377

%Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 15.1% 17.3%
District

17.1%

Filipino Surname Reg. from
Current District

56 274

3,631

%Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 15.3% 21.6%
District

45.0%

Indian Surname Reg. from Current
District

12 103

388

%Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 3.3% 8.1%
District

4.8%

Japanese Surname Reg. from
Current District

10 142

525

%Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 2.7% 11.2%
District

6.5%

Current Districts (2001) within
. L 01 04 13
Final Map District
Total Registrati f P lati
otal Registra 'f)nf) opulation 1309 13872 78,587
from Current District
% of the Final Map District Vot
cO. e.ma ap District Voter 1.40% 1479% | 83.81%
Registration
Spanish S Registrati f
panis : urname Registra '|on.o 421 2518 30,986
Population from Current District
%S ish S Registrati f
b pan|s' urname Regis r? |o.n (o] 32.9% 18.2% 39.4%
Population from Current District
African-Al i Registrati f
rlcan' merican Registra '|on.o 937 1071 5,440
Population from Current District
%African-A i Registrati f
b r|caf1 merican Regis rja\ |<?no 18.1% 7% 6.9%
Population from Current District
Asian S Registrati f
sian Lfrname egistra |or'1 o. 365 1271 8067
Population from Current District
%Asian S Registrati f
6Asian : urname Registra |'on.o 27.88% 9.16% 10.27%
Population from Current District
Jewish Surname Registration of
. L 5 484 1,477
Population from Current District
%Jewish S Registrati f
A eWIS' urname Regis ra'lorT o 0.4% 3.5% 19%
Population from Current District
A ian S Registrati f
rmenlejm urname Regis r'a |c.>n o 0 278 2,089
Population from Current District
%Armenian Surname Registration
of Population from Current 0.0% 2.0% 2.7%
District

Korean Surname Reg. from
Current District

229 484

1,757

% Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 62.7% 38.1%
District

21.8%




District 13

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District 13: Total Registered Voters 93,768

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

Current Districts (2001) within

District 13: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,703

Current Districts (2001) within

. - 01 04 13
Final Map District

. o 01 04 13
Final Map District
No Ethnic Surname Registration of
ey Slstratio 286 8917 | 33,758
Population from Current District
% No Ethnic Surname Registration
of Population from Current 21.8% 64.3% 43.0%

District

Vietnamese Surname Reg. from

L 3 48 389
Current District

%Vietnamese Surname Reg. of|
Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 0.8% 3.8% 4.8%
District







District 14

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94,

Table 4.

District 14: Total Population 246,509

District 14: Voting Age Population 191,465

Current Districts (2001) within

Current Districts (2001) within

. . 01 09 13 14 . . 01 09 13 14
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
(square miles) i ES 2.82 101 | 2005 pulation from| ;511 | 28138 | 6,617 | 152,399
District Current District
Total Population from Current . e
District 4,865 30,106 9,274 202,264 % of the Final Map District VAP| 2.25% 14.70% 3.46% 79.60%
istri
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
k 1.97% 12.21% 3.76% 82.05% . 1,347 6,379 4,817 104,199
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
L 1,737 7,554 7,154 147,565 L 31.2% 22.7% 72.8% 68.4%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
o et pulation TOM| - 35 g0, | 2519 | 77.1% | 73.0% ' pulation fromy 56 7 977 578 | 20,209
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
. 1,036 7,217 636 22,279 . 23.3% 25.2% 8.7% 13.3%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from 21.3% 24.0% 6.9% 11.0% Black VAP of Population from 288 6.104 102 7505
Current District = S = S Current District ’ !
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
L 320 6,395 135 8,435 . 6.68% 21.69% 1.54% 4.98%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
° putation Trom| ¢ ceor | 21.24% | 1.46% | 4.17% ' pulation from| —, co4 | 7984 | 1,079 | 18931
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
L. 1,677 8,312 1,289 22,099 . 36.7% 28.4% 16.3% 12.4%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population from
34.5% 27.6% 13.9% 10.9%

Current District




District 14 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 14: Citizen Voting Age Population 132,421

Current Districts (2001) within

. L 01 09 13 14
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from

. 2,945 22,142 3,916 103,419
Current District

% of the Final Map District CVAP| 2.22% 16.72% 2.96% 78.10%

Latino CVAP of Population from

. 603 3,593 2,426 61,253
Current District

% Latino CVAP of Population from

. 20.5% 16.2% 62.0% 59.2%
Current District

White CVAP of Population from

. 875 6,451 571 18,956
Current District

% White CVAP of Population from

. 29.7% 29.1% 14.6% 18.3%
Current District

Black CVAP of Population from

. 283 6,001 98 7,465
Current District

% Black CVAP of Population from

. 9.61% 27.10% 2.51% 7.22%
Current District

Asian CVAP of Population from

L. 1,141 5,661 794 14,562
Current District

% Asian CVAP of Population from

. 38.7% 25.6% 20.3% 14.1%
Current District




District 14 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

District 14: Total Registered Voters 95,229 District 14: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,755
C t Districts (2001) withi C t Districts (2001) withi
urrent Dis rl? s ( )v.w '|n o1 09 13 14 urrent Dis rl? s ( )v.w '|n o1 09 13 14
Final Map District Final Map District
Total Registrati f Populati Total Asian S Reg. of
Otel REgIStration OTFOPWAtON| ) o, | 13355 | 2910 | 77,454 Otel ASlan SUrName REg. off 5, 2,697 348 6,478
from Current District Population from Current District
% of the Final Map District Vot % of the Final Map District Asi
o OF the FInatiiap BISTICt YO 1 590 | 14.02% | 3.06% | 81.33% o O NE FINalMap BISHICEASIAR} g 900 | 10.9% | 1.4% | 26.3%
Registration Surname Voter Reg.
Spanish S Registrati f Chi S Reg. fi
panis! : urname Registra |.on'o 521 1818 1818 47,882 inese Surname eg. ro'm 51 - 80 1916
Population from Current District Current District
%Spanish Surname Registration of %Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
°>P i g L. 34.5% 13.6% 62.5% 61.8% Surname Reg. from Current| 22.0% 28.6% 23.0% 29.6%
Population from Current District .
District
African-Ameri Registrati fl Filipino S Reg. fi
rican .mencan egistra |.on'o 177 3774 100 3397 ilipino Surname eg. ro'm 27 144 162 2352
Population from Current District Current District
SeAfri A . Reistrati ¢ %Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
rican-American Registration o
° 5 g L. 11.7% 28.3% 3.4% 4.4% Surname Reg. from Current| 11.6% 5.3% 46.6% 36.3%
Population from Current District .
District
Asian S Registrati fl Indian S Reg. fi C t
5|an. urname Registra |.on'o 932 2697 348 6,478 ndian Surname Reg. from Lfrre'n 9 104 4 226
Population from Current District District
%Asian Surname Registration of %Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
’ i g L. 15.36% 20.19% 11.96% 8.36% Surname Reg. from Current 3.9% 3.9% 1.1% 3.5%
Population from Current District L
District
Jewish S Registrati f J S Reg. fi
ewis . urname Registra |.on'o 18 230 24 665 apanese Surname eg. ro'm 6 262 17 663
Population from Current District Current District
%Jewish Surname Registration of %lapanese Surname Reg. of Asian
? X g L. 1.2% 1.7% 0.8% 0.9% Surname Reg. from Current 2.6% 10.8% 4.9% 10.2%
Population from Current District .
District
A ian S Registrati f Ki S Reg. fi
rmeman. urname Registra |.on'o 3 39 1 208 orean Surname eg. ro'm 136 1307 25 838
Population from Current District Current District
%Armenian Surname Registration % Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
of Population from Current| 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% Surname Reg. from Current| 58.6% 48.5% 7.2% 12.9%
District District




District 14 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration
District 14: Total Registered Voters 95,229 District 14: Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,755
Current D|str|Fts (2001) v.wthm o1 09 13 14 Current DlstrlFts (2001) v.wthm o1 09 13 14
Final Map District Final Map District

No Ethnic Surname Registration of Vietnamese Surname Reg. from
cou SISTAton olf - 53 4,736 634 | 18,798 ' . & o 3 79 60 483

Population from Current District Current District

% No Ethnic Surname Registration %Vietnamese Surname Reg. of
of Population from Current| 31.3% 35.5% 21.8% 24.3% Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 1.3% 2.9% 17.2% 7.5%

District District







District 15 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010
Table 2. PL94, Table 4.
District 15: Total Population 254,493 District 15: Voting Age Population
179,672
Current Districts (2001) within 15 Current Districts (2001) within -
Final Map District Final Map District
Area (square miles) from Current Total VAP of Population from
. 37.41 . 179,672
District Current District
Total Population from Current . L
. 254,493 % of the Final Map District VAP| 100.00%
District
% of the Final Map District Total Latino VAP of Population from
° ' PRISHICE TOL ) 00.00% ' puiation from| -, > 947
Population Current District
Latino Total Population from % Latino VAP of Population from
L. 157,761 . 57.3%
Current District Current District
% Latino Total Population from White VAP of Population from
. 62.0% . 36,127
Current District Current District
White Total Population from % White VAP of Population from
L 41,808 L 20.1%
Current District Current District
% White Total Population from Black VAP of Population from
o ! putation TOM| ¢ 1o puiation from| >3 500
Current District Current District
Black Total Population from % Black VAP of Population from
L. 33,489 . 12.91%
Current District Current District
% Black Total Population from Asian VAP of Population from
. 13.16% o 14,281
Current District Current District
Asian Total Population from % Asian VAP of Population from
L 16,990 L 7.9%
Current District Current District
% Asian Total Population from
6 Asi pulati 0K 6.7%
Current District




District 15 LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

District 15: Citizen Voting Age
Population 129,669

Current Districts (2001) within 15
Final Map District

Total CVAP of Population from 129,670
Current District !

% of the Final Map District CVAP 100.00%
Latino CVAP of Population from 57 775
Current District !

% Latino CVAP of Population from 44.6%
Current District o
White CVAP of Population from 34021
Current District ’

% White CVAP of Population from 26.9%
Current District o
Black CVAP of Population from 23.033
Current District ’

% Black CVAP of Population from 17.76%
Current District R
Asian CVAP of Population from 11.261
Current District ’

% Asian CVAP of Population from 8.7%
Current District e




District 15

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District 15: Total Registered Voters

100,072

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

Current Districts (2001) within

District 15: Total Asian Surname Registered

Voters 5,255

Current Districts (2001) within

. i 15
Final Map District
Total Registration of Population
s L P 100,072
from Current District
% of the Final Map District Voter
o oT e g 100.00%
Registration
Spanish Surname Registration of
P . . . 38,083
Population from Current District
%Spanish Surname Registration of 38.1%
Population from Current District P
African-American Registration of
. s . 22,250
Population from Current District
%African-American Registration of 22.2%
Population from Current District e
Asian Surname Registration of 5255
Population from Current District !
%Asian Surname Registration of 5.25%
Population from Current District e
Jewish Surname Registration of 744
Population from Current District
%Jewish Surname Registration of 0.7%
Population from Current District P
Armenian Surname Registration of
101

Population from Current District

X L. 15
Final Map District
Total Asian Surname Reg. of| 5,955
Population from Current District !
% of the Final Map District Asian
° g 15.9%
Surname Voter Reg.
Chinese Surname Reg. from 701
Current District
%Chinese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 15.1%
District
Filipino Surname Reg. from
g & oMl ) 663
Current District
%Filipino Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 31.6%
District
Indian Surname Reg. from Current 324
District
%Indian Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 6.2%
District
Japanese Surname Reg. from
& & TOMf 9 429
Current District
%Japanese Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 27.2%
District
Ki S Reg. f
orean Surname Reg. from 739

Current District




District 15

Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

District 15: Total Registered Voters

100,072

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Current District - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

Current Districts (2001) within

District 15: Total Asian Surname Registered

Voters 5,255

Current Districts (2001) within

. — 15
Final Map District
%Armenian Surname Registration
of Population from Current 0.1%
District
No Ethnic Surname Registration of 33071
Population from Current District !
% No Ethnic Surname Registration
of Population from Current 33.0%

District

) . 15
Final Map District
% Korean Surname Reg. of Asian
Surname Reg. from Current| 14.1%
District
Vietnamese Surname Reg. from 300
Current District
%Vietnamese Surname Reg. of
Asian Surname Reg. from Current| 5.9%

District




Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map Current Area (square Total % of the Final | Latino Total | % Latino Total | White Total | % White Total Black Total % Black Total Asian Total % Asian Total
District Districts miles) from Population Map District Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population
(2001) within | Current District| from Current Total from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current
Final Map District Population District District District District District District District District
District
District 01: Total Population 246, 531
01 12.59 204,473 82.94% 151,641 74.2% 12,391 6.1% 5,460 2.67% 33,273 16.3%
10 0.13 6,471 2.62% 4,537 70.1% 185 2.9% 199 3.08% 1,512 23.4%
13 0.51 5,277 2.14% 3,352 63.5% 860 16.3% 65 1.23% 958 18.2%
14 3.27 30,310 12.29% 17,482 57.7% 6,513 21.5% 682 2.25% 5,232 17.3%
District 02: Total Population 257, 291
02 17.44 161,913 62.93% 66,420 41.0% 74,721 46.1% 6,198 3.83% 12,307 7.6%
04 2.68 37,678 14.64% 15,974 42.4% 14,923 39.6% 3,099 8.22% 2,970 7.9%
05 1.45 15,620 6.07% 2,425 15.5% 11,094 71.0% 806 5.16% 1,021 6.5%
06 3.23 42,080 16.36% 30,999 73.7% 6,001 14.3% 1,248 2.97% 3,381 8.0%
District 03: Total Population 259,045
03 34.11 232,839 89.88% 83,794 36.0% 104,872 45.0% 10,247 4.40% 30,567 13.1%
05 0.09 264 0.10% 5 1.9% 234 88.6% 1 0.38% 22 8.3%
11 0.38 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.00% 0 0.0%
12 2.18 25,942 10.01% 12,956 49.9% 6,872 26.5% 1,718 6.62% 4,051 15.6%
District 04: Total Population 250,511
02 4.66 48,644 19.42% 8,342 17.1% 31,894 65.6% 3,219 6.62% 4,357 9.0%
04 25.03 147,877 59.03% 22,361 15.1% 88,156 59.6% 7,445 5.03% 27,521 18.6%
05 12.62 39,476 15.76% 2,999 7.6% 31,842 80.7% 1,336 3.38% 2,804 7.1%
10 0.77 14,514 5.79% 4,069 28.0% 2,252 15.5% 1,291 8.89% 6,706 46.2%
District 05: Total Population 251,856
04 0.04 340 0.13% 20 5.9% 227 66.8% 11 3.24% 78 22.9%
05 32.40 204,900 81.36% 17,282 8.4% 146,544 71.5% 6,811 3.32% 31,297 15.3%
06 0.09 86 0.03% 12 14.0% 57 66.3% 4 4.65% 12 14.0%
10 1.24 25,918 10.29% 10,233 39.5% 7,650 29.5% 3,383 13.05% 3,999 15.4%




LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Final Map Current Area (square Total % of the Final | Latino Total | % Latino Total | White Total | % White Total Black Total % Black Total Asian Total % Asian Total
District Districts miles) from Population Map District Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population
(2001) within | Current District| from Current Total from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current
Final Map District Population District District District District District District District District
District
11 0.42 11,111 4.41% 3,186 28.7% 3,680 33.1% 920 8.28% 3,035 27.3%
12 1.05 9,501 3.77% 1,848 19.5% 6,110 64.3% 457 4.81% 925 9.7%

District 06: Total Population 258,926

02 0.66 242 0.09% 68 28.1% 154 63.6% 5 2.07% 11 4.5%
06 22.28 190,174 73.45% 131,687 69.2% 31,384 16.5% 6,848 3.60% 17,988 9.5%
07 2.56 59,757 23.08% 47,081 78.8% 3,568 6.0% 1,959 3.28% 6,573 11.0%
12 1.81 8,753 3.38% 3,467 39.6% 4,074 46.5% 278 3.18% 787 9.0%

District 07: 259,008

02 26.91 54,558 21.06% 14,087 25.8% 32,885 60.3% 1,121 2.05% 5,628 10.3%
06 1.03 10,893 4.21% 10,038 92.2% 350 3.2% 92 0.84% 347 3.2%
07 26.16 193,557 74.73% 154,326 79.7% 18,199 9.4% 8,499 4.39% 10,740 5.5%

District 08: Total Population 246,597

01 0.52 11,059 4.48% 8,303 75.1% 745 6.7% 713 6.45% 1,194 10.8%
08 11.91 183,979 74.61% 95,352 51.8% 3,575 1.9% 78,756 42.81% 2,878 1.6%
09 2.22 46,522 18.87% 34,039 73.2% 408 0.9% 11,249 24.18% 304 0.7%
11 0.32 5,037 2.04% 764 15.2% 1,062 21.1% 2,414 47.93% 646 12.8%

District 09: Total Population 249,728

08 3.31 55,310 22.15% 28,744 52.0% 6,285 11.4% 14,659 26.50% 4,906 8.9%
09 9.84 184,842 74.02% 155,741 84.3% 1,798 1.0% 25,006 13.53% 1,050 0.6%
15 0.69 9,576 3.83% 6,568 68.6% 59 0.6% 2,811 29.35% 19 0.2%

District 10: Total Population 249,305

01 0.25 6,970 2.80% 5,084 72.9% 151 2.2% 244 3.50% 1,459 20.9%
04 0.63 31,417 12.60% 12,728 40.5% 2,242 7.1% 1,716 5.46% 14,350 45.7%
08 2.24 17,371 6.97% 2,029 11.7% 887 5.1% 13,566 78.10% 437 2.5%

10 11.19 193,547 77.63% 97,574 50.4% 14,081 7.3% 53,310 27.54% 24,954 12.9%




LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Table 1: Total Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 2.

Final Map Current Area (square Total % of the Final | Latino Total | % Latino Total | White Total | % White Total Black Total % Black Total Asian Total % Asian Total
District Districts miles) from Population Map District Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population
(2001) within | Current District| from Current Total from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current
Final Map District Population District District District District District District District District
District

District 11: Total Population 257,182

05 0.52 8,617 3.35% 1,119 13.0% 4,107 47.7% 449 5.21% 2,765 32.1%

11 64.88 248,565 96.65% 47,245 19.0% 150,668 60.6% 11,784 4.74% 34,444 13.9%

District 12: Total Population 259,073

03 7.26 42,208 16.29% 9,542 22.6% 23,914 56.7% 1,481 3.51% 6,648 15.8%

12 51.63 216,865 83.71% 60,265 27.8% 99,624 45.9% 10,031 4.63% 43,467 20.0%

District 13: Total Population 246,566

01 0.08 5,836 2.37% 2,799 48.0% 242 4.1% 261 4.47% 2,485 42.6%
04 2.03 28,739 11.66% 8,519 29.6% 12,191 42.4% 1,490 5.18% 6,057 21.1%
13 10.89 211,991 85.98% 119,945 56.6% 44,201 20.9% 7,245 3.42% 37,725 17.8%

District 14: Total Population 246,509

01 0.36 4,865 1.97% 1,737 35.7% 1,036 21.3% 320 6.58% 1,677 34.5%
09 2.82 30,106 12.21% 7,554 25.1% 7,217 24.0% 6,395 21.24% 8,312 27.6%
13 1.01 9,274 3.76% 7,154 77.1% 636 6.9% 135 1.46% 1,289 13.9%
14 20.05 202,264 82.05% 147,565 73.0% 22,279 11.0% 8,435 4.17% 22,099 10.9%

District 15: Total Population 254,493

15 37.41 254,493 100.00% 157,761 62.0% 41,808 16.4% 33,489 13.16% 16,990 6.7%




Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map Current Total VAP of % of the Final Map Latino VAP of % Latino VAP of White VAP of % White VAP of Black VAP of % Black VAP of Asian VAP of % Asian VAP of
District Districts Population from District VAP Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from
(2001) within Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District
Final Map
District
District 01: Voting Age Population 184,395
01 151,778 82.31% 106,438 70.1% 11,063 7.3% 4,460 2.94% 28,563 18.8%
10 5,016 2.72% 3,305 65.9% 152 3.0% 155 3.09% 1,379 27.5%
13 4,107 2.23% 2,409 58.7% 791 19.3% 56 1.36% 815 19.8%
14 23,494 12.74% 12,558 53.5% 5,760 24.5% 526 2.24% 4,370 18.6%
District 02: Voting Age Population 201,354
02 126,968 63.06% 46,931 37.0% 63,217 49.8% 4,998 3.94% 10,111 8.0%
04 31,328 15.56% 11,621 37.1% 13,852 44.2% 2,688 8.58% 2,594 8.3%
05 12,986 6.45% 1,839 14.2% 9,395 72.3% 684 5.27% 851 6.6%
06 30,072 14.93% 20,927 69.6% 5,050 16.8% 953 3.17% 2,830 9.4%
District 03: Voting Age Population 199,798
03 180,247 90.21% 57,936 32.1% 88,114 48.9% 7,556 4.19% 24,263 13.5%
05 210 0.11% 5 2.4% 184 87.6% 1 0.48% 18 8.6%
11 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.00% 0 0.0%
12 19,341 9.68% 8,653 44.7% 5,974 30.9% 1,285 6.64% 3,161 16.3%
District 04: Voting Age Population 214,386
02 40,680 18.98% 6,303 15.5% 27,593 67.8% 2,570 6.32% 3,601 8.9%
04 129,013 60.18% 18,101 14.0% 79,371 61.5% 6,483 5.03% 23,045 17.9%
05 32,667 15.24% 2,344 7.2% 26,661 81.6% 1,080 3.31% 2,205 6.7%
10 12,026 5.61% 2,983 24.8% 2,027 16.9% 1,147 9.54% 5,720 47.6%
13 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.00% 0 0.0%
District 05: Voting Age Population 213,510
04 239 0.11% 14 5.9% 152 63.6% 8 3.35% 64 26.8%
05 174,679 81.81% 14,497 8.3% 124,030 71.0% 5,825 3.33% 27,922 16.0%
06 65 0.03% 9 13.8% 44 67.7% 2 3.08% 9 13.8%
10 21,304 9.98% 7,375 34.6% 7,061 33.1% 2,738 12.85% 3,583 16.8%




Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map Current Total VAP of % of the Final Map Latino VAP of % Latino VAP of White VAP of % White VAP of Black VAP of % Black VAP of Asian VAP of % Asian VAP of
District Districts Population from District VAP Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from
(2001) within Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District
Final Map
District
11 9,560 4.48% 2,406 25.2% 3,425 35.8% 804 8.41% 2,675 28.0%
12 7,663 3.59% 1,363 17.8% 5,106 66.6% 338 4.41% 745 9.7%
District 06: Voting Age Population 187,114
02 185 0.10% 47 25.4% 123 66.5% 4 2.16% 7 3.8%
06 139,520 74.56% 90,675 65.0% 27,011 19.4% 5,357 3.84% 14,864 10.7%
07 40,623 21.71% 30,521 75.1% 3,004 7.4% 1,455 3.58% 5,275 13.0%
12 6,786 3.63% 2,423 35.7% 3,404 50.2% 214 3.15% 648 9.5%
District 07: Voting Age Population 187,637
02 43,946 23.42% 9,878 22.5% 27,957 63.6% 836 1.90% 4,607 10.5%
06 7,523 4.01% 6,804 90.4% 299 4.0% 62 0.82% 308 4.1%
07 136,168 72.57% 103,741 76.2% 15,966 11.7% 6,469 4.75% 8,749 6.4%
District 08: Voting Age Population 178,107
01 8,539 4.79% 6,001 70.3% 712 8.3% 583 6.83% 1,160 13.6%
08 133,108 74.73% 64,427 48.4% 2,979 2.2% 60,512 45.46% 2,689 2.0%
09 32,249 18.11% 22,885 71.0% 282 0.9% 8,434 26.15% 274 0.8%
11 4,211 2.36% 600 14.2% 990 23.5% 1,940 46.07% 563 13.4%
District 09: Voting Age Population 167,978
08 41,016 24.42% 18,810 45.9% 6,144 15.0% 10,672 26.02% 4,828 11.8%
09 120,713 71.86% 99,292 82.3% 1,376 1.1% 18,268 15.13% 958 0.8%
15 6,249 3.72% 4,151 66.4% 40 0.6% 1,957 31.32% 16 0.3%
District 10: Voting Age Population 192,651
01 5,230 2.71% 3,622 69.3% 118 2.3% 200 3.82% 1,268 24.2%
04 25,359 13.16% 9,221 36.4% 2,070 8.2% 1,472 5.80% 12,283 48.4%
08 14,225 7.38% 1,413 9.9% 790 5.6% 11,288 79.35% 398 2.8%
10 147,837 76.74% 67,774 45.8% 12,492 8.4% 42,727 28.90% 22,141 15.0%

District 11: Voting Age Population 215,969




Table 2: Total Voting Age Population - U.S. Census Bureau 2010 PL94, Table 4.

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map Current Total VAP of % of the Final Map Latino VAP of % Latino VAP of White VAP of % White VAP of Black VAP of % Black VAP of Asian VAP of % Asian VAP of
District Districts Population from District VAP Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from
(2001) within Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District
Final Map
District
05 7,171 3.32% 874 12.2% 3,574 49.8% 350 4.88% 2,243 31.3%
11 208,798 96.68% 35,596 17.0% 130,637 62.6% 9,519 4.56% 29,524 14.1%
District 12: Voting Age Population 204,490
03 32,580 15.93% 6,654 20.4% 19,351 59.4% 1,061 3.26% 5,088 15.6%
12 171,910 84.07% 42,472 24.7% 84,669 49.3% 7,670 4.46% 34,532 20.1%
District 13: Voting Age Population 199,570
01 4,623 2.32% 1,981 42.9% 225 4.9% 206 4.46% 2,170 46.9%
04 25,182 12.62% 6,694 26.6% 11,469 45.5% 1,367 5.43% 5,233 20.8%
13 169,765 85.07% 87,931 51.8% 40,611 23.9% 6,416 3.78% 32,575 19.2%
District 14: Voting Age Population 191,465
01 4,311 2.25% 1,347 31.2% 1,006 23.3% 288 6.68% 1,584 36.7%
09 28,138 14.70% 6,379 22.7% 7,077 25.2% 6,104 21.69% 7,984 28.4%
13 6,617 3.46% 4,817 72.8% 578 8.7% 102 1.54% 1,079 16.3%
14 152,399 79.60% 104,199 68.4% 20,209 13.3% 7,595 4.98% 18,931 12.4%
District 15: Voting Age Population 179,672
15 179,672 100.00% 102,947 57.3% 36,127 20.1% 23,200 12.91% 14,281 7.9%




Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map Current Total CVAP of % of the Final Map Latino CVAP of % Latino CVAP of White CVAP of % White CVAP of Black CVAP of % Black CVAP of Asian CVAP of % Asian CVAP of
District Districts Population from District CVAP Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from
(2001) within Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District
Final Map
District
District 01: Citizen Voting Age Population 101,997
01 79,038 77.49% 42,745 54.1% 10,169 12.9% 4,307 5.45% 21,020 26.6%
10 2,070 2.03% 744 35.9% 137 6.6% 142 6.88% 1,035 50.0%
13 3,096 3.04% 1,552 50.1% 711 23.0% 54 1.73% 750 24.2%
14 17,793 17.44% 8,197 46.1% 5,485 30.8% 472 2.65% 3,430 19.3%
District 02: Citizen Voting Age Population 148,807
02 95,519 64.19% 24,727 25.9% 56,436 59.1% 4,824 5.05% 8,188 8.6%
04 24,124 16.21% 6,228 25.8% 12,738 52.8% 2,632 10.91% 2,090 8.7%
05 11,496 7.73% 1,495 13.0% 8,525 74.2% 600 5.22% 671 5.8%
06 17,669 11.87% 9,779 55.3% 4,407 24.9% 886 5.01% 2,372 13.4%
District 03: Citizen Voting Age Population 151,052
03 136,935 90.65% 29,074 21.2% 81,247 59.3% 7,269 5.31% 17,726 12.9%
05 201 0.13% 5 2.5% 181 89.7% 1 0.49% 13 6.5%
11 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 #DIV/0! 0 0.0%
12 13,917 9.21% 4,709 33.8% 5321 38.2% 1,136 8.17% 2,563 18.4%
District 04: Citizen Voting Age Population 181,138
02 35,701 19.71% 4,516 12.7% 25,289 70.8% 2,543 7.12% 2,842 8.0%
04 107,712 59.46% 12,776 11.9% 71,914 66.8% 6,160 5.72% 15,241 14.1%
05 29,795 16.45% 2,101 7.1% 24,782 83.2% 1,057 3.55% 1,512 5.1%
10 7,931 4.38% 1,246 15.7% 1,896 23.9% 1,103 13.91% 3,596 45.3%
13 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 #DIV/0! 0 0.0%
District 05: Citizen Voting Age Population 183,671
04 223 0.12% 10 4.4% 144 64.4% 8 3.59% 61 27.2%
05 154,366 84.04% 11,711 7.6% 114,054 73.9% 5,577 3.61% 21,073 13.7%
06 59 0.03% 5 9.1% 44 75.0% 2 3.34% 7 11.2%
10 15,712 8.55% 4,288 27.3% 6,195 39.4% 2,451 15.60% 2,392 15.2%




Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map Current Total CVAP of % of the Final Map Latino CVAP of % Latino CVAP of White CVAP of % White CVAP of Black CVAP of % Black CVAP of Asian CVAP of % Asian CVAP of
District Districts Population from District CVAP Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from
(2001) within Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District
Final Map
District
11 6,773 3.69% 1,623 24.0% 2,985 44.1% 623 9.20% 1,362 20.1%
12 6,539 3.56% 1,006 15.4% 4,565 69.8% 337 5.16% 525 8.0%
District 06: Citizen Voting Age Population 112,058
02 148 0.13% 18 12.1% 122 82.1% 0 0.00% 6 4.3%
06 87,416 78.01% 46,038 52.7% 24,736 28.3% 5,000 5.72% 10,538 12.1%
07 19,229 17.16% 10,942 56.9% 2,825 14.7% 1,375 7.15% 3,866 20.1%
12 5,267 4.70% 1,473 28.0% 2,995 56.9% 214 4.06% 512 9.7%
District 07: Citizen Voting Age Population 132,292
02 36,891 27.89% 6,777 18.4% 25,173 68.2% 828 2.24% 3,559 9.6%
06 4,523 3.42% 3,820 84.5% 299 6.6% 62 1.36% 292 6.5%
07 90,879 68.70% 61,418 67.6% 15,234 16.8% 6,312 6.95% 6,898 7.6%
District 08: Citizen Voting Age Population 119,263
01 4,381 3.67% 2,759 63.0% 619 14.1% 571 13.02% 383 8.7%
08 94,083 78.89% 27,889 29.6% 2,630 2.8% 59,837 63.60% 1,727 1.8%
09 17,294 14.50% 8,071 46.7% 275 1.6% 8,374 48.42% 252 1.5%
11 3,506 2.94% 393 11.2% 929 26.5% 1,860 53.04% 246 7.0%
District 09: Citizen Voting Age Population 86,754
08 27,854 32.11% 8,001 28.7% 5,776 20.7% 10,640 38.20% 2,988 10.7%
09 55,144 63.56% 34,138 61.9% 1,249 2.3% 18,187 32.98% 803 1.5%
15 3,756 4.33% 1,663 44.3% 38 1.0% 1,957 52.11% 13 0.3%
District 10: Citizen Voting Age Population 125,680
01 2,521 2.01% 1,613 64.0% 118 4.7% 189 7.51% 591 23.4%
04 12,401 9.87% 3,687 29.7% 1,795 14.5% 1,295 10.45% 5,478 44.2%
08 13,388 10.65% 955 7.1% 715 5.3% 11,068 82.67% 374 2.8%
10 97,371 77.48% 28,404 29.2% 11,331 11.6% 41,653 42.78% 14,023 14.4%
District 11: Citizen Voting Age Population 185,934




Table 3: Total Citizen Voting Age Population - 2006 - 2010

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map Current Total CVAP of % of the Final Map Latino CVAP of % Latino CVAP of White CVAP of % White CVAP of Black CVAP of % Black CVAP of Asian CVAP of % Asian CVAP of
District Districts Population from District CVAP Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from Population from
(2001) within Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District Current District
Final Map
District
05 5,095 2.74% 791 15.5% 3,101 60.9% 121 2.37% 973 19.1%
11 180,839 97.26% 24,033 13.3% 122,273 67.6% 9,021 4.99% 22,635 12.5%
District 12: Citizen Voting Age Population 173,488
03 28,617 16.50% 4,581 16.0% 18,444 64.5% 1,046 3.65% 4,189 14.6%
12 144,872 83.51% 30,021 20.7% 79,927 55.2% 7,365 5.08% 25,533 17.6%
District 13: Citizen Voting Age Population 123,102
01 2,198 1.79% 849 38.6% 182 8.3% 176 8.00% 976 44.4%
04 18,289 14.86% 3,434 18.8% 10,209 55.8% 1,273 6.96% 3,076 16.8%
13 102,616 83.36% 37,096 36.2% 34,826 33.9% 6,170 6.01% 23,138 22.5%
District 14: Citizen Voting Age Population 132,421
01 2,945 2.22% 603 20.5% 875 29.7% 283 9.61% 1,141 38.7%
09 22,142 16.72% 3,593 16.2% 6,451 29.1% 6,001 27.10% 5,661 25.6%
13 3,916 2.96% 2,426 62.0% 571 14.6% 98 2.51% 794 20.3%
14 103,419 78.10% 61,253 59.2% 18,956 18.3% 7,465 7.22% 14,562 14.1%
District 15: Citizen Voting Age Population 129,669
15 129,670 100.00% 57,775 44.6% 34,921 26.9% 23,033 17.76% 11,261 8.7%




Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map| Current Total % of the Final Spanish %Spanish African- %African- Asian %Asian Jewish %Jewish Armenian %Armenian No Ethnic % No Ethnic
District Districts |Registration of| Map District Surname Surname American American Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname
(2001) Population Voter Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of
within | from Current | Registration Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population
Final Map District from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current
District District District District District District District District District District District District District
District 01: Total Registered Voters 74,163
01 55,169 74.39% 31,688 57.4% 3,763 6.8% 7,915 14.35% 389 0.7% 50 0.1% 11,255 20.4%
10 1,364 1.84% 585 42.9% 154 11.3% 428 31.38% 4 0.3% ) 0.1% 197 14.4%
13 1,981 2.67% 959 48.4% 47 2.4% 218 11.00% 34 1.7% 3 0.2% 756 38.2%
14 15,649 21.10% 6,906 44.1% 531 3.4% 1,607 10.27% 282 1.8% 39 0.2% 6,580 42.0%
District 02: Total Registered Voters 111,376
02 72,609 65.19% 16,771 23.1% 3,765 5.2% 3,106 4.28% 4,600 6.3% 5477 75% 48,658 67.0%
04 17,035 15.30% 3,950 23.2% 1,933 11.3% 683 4.01% 586 3.4% 355 2.1% 10,279 60.3%
05 9,498 8.53% 829 8.7% 506 5.3% 322 3.39% 1,170 12.3% 179 1.9% 7835 82.5%
06 12,234 10.98% 6,807 55.6% 707 5.8% 771 6.30% 162 1.3% 569 2.7% 3,925 32.1%
District 03: Total Registered Voters 116,413
03 106,659 91.62% 19,539 18.3% 5,672 5.3% 7,392 6.93% 9,011 8.4% 2,386 22% 72,433 67.9%
05 172 0.15% 1 0.6% 1 0.6% 4 2.33% 18 10.5% 20 11.6% 166 96.5%
11 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
12 9,582 8.23% 2,639 27.5% 962 10.0% 900 9.39% 286 3.0% 106 1.1% 5,077 53.0%
District 04: Total Registered Voters 148,474
02 28,121 18.94% 2,793 9.9% 2,038 7.2% 1,191 4.24% 2,663 9.5% 598 21% 21,083 78.2%
04 87,408 58.87% 8,824 10.1% 5,410 6.2% 7,034 8.05% 5,546 6.3% 2386 2.7% 65,755 75.2%
05 27,076 18.24% 1,237 4.6% 945 3.5% 929 3.43% 4,080 15.1% 378 1.4% 23,679 87.5%
10 5,869 3.95% 1,017 17.3% 1,096 18.7% 1,635 27.86% 145 2.5% 9 0.2% 2,039 34.7%
13 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.00% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
District 05: Total Registered Voters 150,406
04 190 0.13% 5 2.6% 9 4.7% 35 18.42% 30 15.8% 5 2.6% 141 78.2%
05 127,546 84.80% 7,123 5.6% 4,600 3.6% 9,782 7.67% 20,535 16.1% 1,501 1.2% 103,821 81.4%




Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map| Current Total % of the Final Spanish %Spanish African- %African- Asian %Asian Jewish %Jewish Armenian %Armenian No Ethnic % No Ethnic
District Districts |Registration of| Map District Surname Surname American American Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname
(2001) Population Voter Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of
within | from Current | Registration Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population
Final Map District from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current
District District District District District District District District District District District District District
06 43 0.03% 7 16.3% 2 4.7% 0 0.00% 2 4.7% ) 47% 34 79.1%
10 12,256 8.15% 2,626 21.4% 2,223 18.1% 1,033 8.43% 511 4.2% 27 0.2% 6,249 51.0%
11 5,041 3.35% 827 16.4% 591 11.7% 592 11.74% 208 4.1% 18 0.4% 3015 59.8%
12 5,330 3.54% 706 13.2% 261 4.9% 237 4.45% 579 10.9% 127 2.4% 4,074 76.4%
District 06: Total Registered Voters 78,894
02 170 0.22% 40 23.5% 0 0.0% 4 2.35% 2 1.2% 4 2.4% 105 61.8%
06 61,849 78.40% 31,351 50.7% 3,904 6.3% 3,756 6.07% 1,069 1.7% 1,886 3.0% 22,305 36.1%
07 12,224 15.49% 6,982 57.1% 1,221 10.0% 1,135 9.29% 94 0.8% 114 0.9% 2,865 23.4%
12 4,651 5.90% 1,144 24.6% 208 4.5% 219 4.71% 225 4.8% 180 3.9% 3,069 66.0%
District 07: Total Registered Voters 98,333
02 28,509 28.99% 4,619 16.2% 661 2.3% 1,349 4.73% 433 1.5% 3151 11.1% 21,834 76.6%
06 3,364 3.42% 2,739 81.4% 72 2.1% 112 3.33% 13 0.4% 3 0.1% 426 12.7%
07 66,460 67.59% 41,264 62.1% 6,154 9.3% 3,037 4.57% 527 0.8% 261 0.4% 15,586 23.5%
District 08: Total Registered Voters 106,492
01 3,436 3.23% 2,203 64.1% 492 14.3% 153 4.45% 14 0.4% ) 0.1% 554 16.1%
08 84,803 79.63% 19,996 23.6% 57,722 68.1% 1,521 1.79% 399 0.5% 19 0.0% 4,229 5.0%
09 15,416 14.48% 6,214 40.3% 8,114 52.6% 294 1.91% 40 0.3% 0 0.0% 576 3.7%
11 2,837 2.66% 312 11.0% 1,579 55.7% 111 3.91% 44 1.6% 1 0.0% 835 29.4%
District 09: Total Registered Voters 68,663
08 19,984 29.12% 5,308 26.6% 10,160 50.8% 932 4.66% 221 1.1% 10 0.1% 2,888 14.5%
09 45,349 66.07% 24,534 54.1% 17,558 38.7% 847 1.87% 100 0.2% 6 0.0% 1,684 3.7%
15 3,300 4.81% 1,213 36.8% 1,845 55.9% 38 1.15% 9 0.3% 0 0.0% 111 3.4%
District 10: Total Registered Voters 101,780
01 1,686 1.66% 998 59.2% 188 11.2% 322 19.10% 2 0.1% 0 0.0% 178 10.6%




Table 4: 2011 Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Map| Current Total % of the Final Spanish %Spanish African- %African- Asian %Asian Jewish %Jewish Armenian %Armenian No Ethnic % No Ethnic
District Districts |Registration of| Map District Surname Surname American American Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname Surname
(2001) Population Voter Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of|Registration of
within | from Current | Registration Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population
Final Map District from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current | from Current
District District District District District District District District District District District District District
04 7,682 7.55% 2,172 28.3% 1,368 17.8% 2,063 26.85% 60 0.8% 2 0.3% 2,079 27.1%
08 12,704 12.48% 640 5.0% 10,636 83.7% 242 1.90% 140 1.1% 18 0.1% 1,008 7.9%
10 79,708 78.31% 19,591 24.6% 39,347 49.4% 6,779 8.50% 974 1.2% 70 0.1% 13,337 16.7%
District 11: Total Registered Voters 156,364
05 4,419 2.83% 437 9.9% 123 2.8% 524 11.86% 341 7.7% 15 0.3% 3332 75.4%
11 151,945 97.17% 15,904 10.5% 7,240 4.8% 11,122 7.32% 12,383 8.1% 754 0.5% 115,122 75.8%
District 12: Total Registered Voters 142,834
03 24,433 17.11% 3,384 13.9% 952 3.9% 1,928 7.89% 2,098 8.6% 442 1.8% 18,135 78.2%
12 118,401 82.89% 21,281 18.0% 6,290 5.3% 11,873 10.03% 6,662 5.6% 4,012 3.4% 78,194 66.0%
District 13: Total Registered Voters 93,768
01 1,309 1.40% 421 32.2% 237 18.1% 365 27.88% 5 0.4% 0 0.0% 286 21.8%
04 13,872 14.79% 2,518 18.2% 1,071 7.7% 1,271 9.16% 484 3.5% 278 2.0% 8,917 64.3%
13 78,587 83.81% 30,986 39.4% 5,440 6.9% 8,067 10.27% 1,477 1.9% 2,089 2.7% 33758 43.0%
District 14: Total Registered Voters 95,229
01 1,510 1.59% 521 34.5% 177 11.7% 232 15.36% 18 1.2% 3 0.2% 473 31.3%
09 13,355 14.02% 1,818 13.6% 3,774 28.3% 2,697 20.19% 230 1.7% 39 0.3% 4,736 35.5%
13 2,910 3.06% 1,818 62.5% 100 3.4% 348 11.96% 24 0.8% 12 0.4% 634 21.8%
14 77,454 81.33% 47,882 61.8% 3,397 4.4% 6,478 8.36% 665 0.9% 208 0.4% 18,798 24.3%
District 15: Total Registered Voters 100,072
15 100,072 100.00% 38,083 38.1% 22,250 22.2% 5,255 5.25% 744 0.7% 101 0.1% 33,071 33.0%




Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Current | Total Asian | % of the Final Chinese %Chinese Filipino %Filipino Indian %Indian Japanese %Japanese Korean % Korean | Vietnamese | %Vietnamese
Map Districts | Surname Reg.| Map District | Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.| Surname Reg. | Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.| Surname |Surname Reg.| Surname Surname |Surname Reg.| Surname Reg.
District | (2001) | of Population Asian from Current of Asian from Current of Asian from Current of Asian Reg. from of Asian Reg. from Reg. of | from Current of Asian
within | from Current Surname District Surname Reg. District Surname Reg. District Surname Reg.| Current |SurnameReg.| Current Asian District Surname Reg.
Final Map District Voter Reg. from Current from Current from Current District from Current District Surname from Current
District District District District District Reg. from District
Current
District
District 01: Total Registered Voters 74,163, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 10,168
01 7,915 77.8% 3,221 40.7% 930 11.7% 120 1.5% 180 2.3% 2,195 27.7% 1269 16.0%
10 428 4.2% 55 12.9% 34 7.9% 3 0.7% 6 1.4% 326 76.2% 4 0.9%
13 218 2.1% 80 36.7% 71 32.6% 3 1.4% 1 5.0% 1 5.0% 42 19.3%
14 1,607 15.8% 454 28.3% 738 45.9% 48 3.0% 160 10.0% 107 6.7% 100 6.2%
District 02: Total Registered Voters 111,376, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 4,882
02 3,106 63.6% 586 18.9% 1,053 33.9% 394 12.7% 356 11.5% 494 15.9% 223 7.2%
04 683 14.0% 118 17.3% 213 31.2% 1 16.3% 60 3.8% 113 16.5% 68 10.0%
05 322 6.6% 72 22.4% 94 29.2% 51 15.8% 50 15.5% 32 9.9% 23 71%
06 771 15.8% 83 10.8% 416 54.0% 61 7.9% 48 6.2% 77 10.0% 36 11.2%
District 03: Total Registered Voters 116,413, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 8,296
03 7,392 89.1% 1,280 17.3% 1,783 24.1% 1,504 20.3% 537 73% 692 9.4% 1596 21.6%
05 4 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ) 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
12 900 10.8% 115 12.8% 221 24.6% 211 23.4% 45 5.0% 61 6.8% 247 27.4%
District 04: Total Registered Voters 148,474, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 10,789
02 1,191 11.0% 295 24.8% 310 26.0% 179 15.0% 152 12.8% 172 14.4% 83 7.0%
04 7,034 65.2% 1,610 22.9% 1,143 16.2% 563 8.0% 702 10.0% 2793 39.7% 223 3.2%
05 929 8.6% 289 31.1% 184 19.8% 168 18.1% 112 12.1% 125 13.5% 51 5.5%
10 1,635 15.2% 211 12.9% 87 5.3% 24 1.5% 74 4.5% 1,199 73.3% 40 2.4%
13 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
District 05: Total Registered Voters 150,406, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 11,679
04 35 0.3% 9 25.7% 3 8.6% 1 2.9% 0 0.0% 19 54.3% 3 8.6%
05 9,782 83.8% 3,780 38.6% 1,039 10.6% 1,770 18.1% 954 9.8% 1,389 14.2% 850 8.7%




Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Current | Total Asian | % of the Final Chinese %Chinese Filipino %Filipino Indian %Indian Japanese %Japanese Korean % Korean | Vietnamese | %Vietnamese
Map Districts | Surname Reg.| Map District | Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.| Surname Reg. | Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.| Surname |Surname Reg.| Surname Surname |Surname Reg.| Surname Reg.
District | (2001) | of Population Asian from Current of Asian from Current of Asian from Current of Asian Reg. from of Asian Reg. from Reg. of | from Current of Asian
within | from Current Surname District Surname Reg. District Surname Reg. District Surname Reg.| Current |SurnameReg.| Current Asian District Surname Reg.
Final Map District Voter Reg. from Current from Current from Current District from Current District Surname from Current
District District District District District Reg. from District
Current
District
06 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
10 1,033 8.8% 239 23.1% 220 21.3% 252 24.4% 117 11.3% 136 13.2% 69 6.7%
11 592 5.1% 165 27.9% 73 12.3% 165 27.9% 67 11.3% 85 14.4% 37 6.3%
12 237 2.0% 45 19.0% 52 21.9% 58 24.5% 37 15.6% 28 11.8% 17 7.2%
District 06: Total Registered Voters 78,894, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 5,114
02 4 0.1% 3 75.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
06 3,756 73.4% 394 10.5% 1,917 51.0% 332 8.8% 310 8.3% 398 10.6% 205 10.8%
07 1,135 22.2% 109 9.6% 664 58.5% 95 8.4% 47 21% 63 5.6% 157 13.8%
12 219 4.3% 43 19.6% 75 34.2% 22 10.0% 2 11.0% 2% 11.9% 29 13.2%
District 07: Total Registered Voters 98,333, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 4,498
02 1,349 30.0% 185 13.7% 404 29.9% 119 8.8% 107 7.9% 485 36.0% 49 3.6%
06 112 2.5% 19 17.0% 59 52.7% 10 8.9% 6 5.4% 15 13.4% 3 2.7%
07 3,037 67.5% 294 9.7% 1,618 53.3% 288 9.5% 280 9.2% 338 11.1% 219 7.2%
District 08: Total Registered Voters 106,492, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 2,079
01 153 7.4% 30 19.6% 63 41.2% 28 18.3% 5 3.3% 16 10.5% 1 7.2%
08 1,521 73.2% 289 19.0% 567 37.3% 252 16.6% 113 7.0% 232 15.3% 68 4.5%
09 294 14.1% 39 13.3% 167 56.8% 38 12.9% 3 2.7% 35 11.9% 7 2.4%
1 111 5.3% 26 23.4% 29 26.1% 21 18.9% 1 9.9% 14 12.6% 10 9.0%
District 09: Total Registered Voters 68,663, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 1,817
08 932 51.3% 342 36.7% 127 13.6% 142 15.2% 63 6.8% 197 21.1% 61 6.5%
09 847 46.6% 110 13.0% 519 61.3% 85 10.0% 29 3.4% 87 10.3% 17 2.0%
15 38 2.1% 2 5.3% 25 65.8% 9 23.7% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 1 2.6%
District 10: Total Registered Voters 101,780, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,406
01 322 3.4% 26 8.1% 54 16.8% 3 0.9% 17 5.3% 219 68.0% 3 0.9%




Table 5: 2011 Asian Surname Voter Registration

LACCRC Final Map Recommendation Districts by Constituent Current (2001) Districts - Feb. 22, 2012

Final Current | Total Asian | % of the Final Chinese %Chinese Filipino %Filipino Indian %Indian Japanese %Japanese Korean % Korean | Vietnamese | %Vietnamese
Map Districts | Surname Reg.| Map District | Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.| Surname Reg. | Surname Reg.|Surname Reg.| Surname |Surname Reg.| Surname Surname |Surname Reg.| Surname Reg.
District | (2001) | of Population Asian from Current of Asian from Current of Asian from Current of Asian Reg. from of Asian Reg. from Reg. of | from Current of Asian
within | from Current Surname District Surname Reg. District Surname Reg. District Surname Reg.| Current |SurnameReg.| Current Asian District Surname Reg.
Final Map District Voter Reg. from Current from Current from Current District from Current District Surname from Current
District District District District District Reg. from District
Current
District
04 2,063 202 9.8% 414 20.1% 154 7.5% 58 2.8% 1208 58.6% 27 1.3%
08 242 66 27.3% 46 19.0% 33 13.6% 73 30.2% 20 8.3% 4 1.7%
10 6,779 845 12.5% 966 14.2% 365 5.4% 850 12.5% 3586 52.9% 167 25%
District 11: Total Registered Voters 156,364, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 11,646
05 524 180 34.4% 54 10.3% 99 18.9% 82 15.6% 90 17.2% 19 3.6%
11 11,122 3,294 29.6% 1,445 13.0% 1,398 12.6% 2968 26.7% 1362 12.2% 655 5.0%
District 12: Total Registered Voters 142,834, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 13,801
03 1,928 545 28.3% 358 18.6% 310 16.1% 157 8.1% 239 12.4% 319 16.5%
12 11,873 2,417 20.4% 2,458 20.7% 2,211 18.6% 985 8.3% 2909 24.5% 393 75%
District 13: Total Registered Voters 93,768, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,703
01 365 55 15.1% 56 15.3% 12 3.3% 10 2.7% 229 62.7% 3 0.8%
04 1,271 220 17.3% 274 21.6% 103 8.1% 142 11.2% 484 38.1% 48 3.8%
13 8,067 1,377 17.1% 3,631 45.0% 388 4.8% 525 6.5% 1757 21.8% 389 4.8%
District 14: Total Registered Voters 95,229, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 9,755
01 232 51 22.0% 27 11.6% 9 3.9% 6 2.6% 136 58.6% 3 1.3%
09 2,697 771 28.6% 144 5.3% 104 3.9% 292 10.8% 1307 48.5% 79 2.9%
13 348 80 23.0% 162 46.6% 4 1.1% 17 2.9% 25 72% 60 17.2%
14 6,478 1,916 29.6% 2,352 36.3% 226 3.5% 663 10.2% 338 12.9% 483 7.5%
District 15: Total Registered Voters 100,072, Total Asian Surname Registered Voters 5,255
15 5,255 791 15.1% 1,663 31.6% 324 6.2% 1429 27.2% 739 14.1% 300 5.9%




Appendix E: Metes and Bounds Descriptions of Recommended Districts



First District.

The region bounded and described as follows: Beginning at the point of intersection of S Normandie Ave and
Unnamed (TLID:89330787), and proceeding northerly along S Normandie Ave to N Normandie Ave, and
proceeding northerly along N Normandie Ave to S Normandie Ave, and proceeding northerly along S Normandie
Ave to W Olympic Blvd, and proceeding easterly along W Olympic Blvd to S Vermont Ave, and proceeding
northerly along S Vermont Ave to W 7th St, and proceeding easterly along W 7th St to Wilshire P1, and proceeding
northerly along Wilshire PI to Sunset P, and proceeding easterly along Sunset P1to S Hoover St, and proceeding
southerly along S Hoover St to S Lafayette Park PI, and proceeding northerly along S Lafayette Park P1 to Unnamed
(TLID:89500517), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:89500517) to W 6th St, and proceeding easterly
along W 6th St to S Rampart Blvd, and proceeding northerly along S Rampart Blvd to W 3rd St, and proceeding
easterly along W 3rd St to Lucas Ave, and proceeding northerly along Lucas Ave to Unnamed (TLID:89553356),
and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:89553356) to Glendale Blvd, and proceeding northerly along
Glendale Blvd to W Temple St, and proceeding easterly along W Temple St to N Echo Park Ave, and proceeding
northerly along N Echo Park Ave to Unnamed (TLID:89518988), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:89518988) to N Echo Park Ave, and proceeding northerly along N Echo Park Ave to Unnamed
(TLID:89519446), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:89519446) to Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding
easterly along Hollywood Fwy to Unnamed (TLID:89560488), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:89560488) to Unnamed (TLID:89560478), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:89560478) to
Unnamed (TLID:89560519), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:89560519) to Unnamed
(TLID:89560526), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:89560526) to N Echo Park Ave, and proceeding
northerly along N Echo Park Ave to Echo Park Ave, and proceeding northerly along Echo Park Ave to Park Ave,
and proceeding westerly along Park Ave to Logan St, and proceeding northerly along Logan St to W Sunset Blvd,
and proceeding easterly along W Sunset Blvd to Echo Park Ave, and proceeding northerly along Echo Park Ave to
Scott Ave, and proceeding easterly along Scott Ave to Unnamed (TLID:89563966), and proceeding easterly along
Unnamed (TLID:89563966) to Scott Ave, and proceeding easterly along Scott Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93481114),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93481114) to Sargent Ct, and proceeding northerly along Sargent
Ct to Unnamed (TLID:93481130), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93481130) to Sargent P1, and
proceeding northerly along Sargent Pl to Park Dr, and proceeding northerly along Park Dr to Unnamed
(TLID:93483950), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93483950) to Unnamed (TLID:93483956),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93483956) to Unnamed (TLID:93483969), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93483969) to Unnamed (TLID:93483975), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93483975) to Cerro Gordo St, and proceeding northerly along Cerro Gordo St to Vista Gordo Dr,
and proceeding northerly along Vista Gordo Dr to Unnamed (TLID:93484120), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93484120) to Valley View Dr, and proceeding northerly along Valley View Dr to Unnamed
(TLID:93484221), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93484221) to Unnamed (TLID:93498132),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93498132) to Stadium Way, and proceeding northerly along
Stadium Way to Unnamed (TLID:93498104), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93498104) to I- 5,
and proceeding southerly along I- 5 to Unnamed (TLID:93502051), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93502051) to I- 5, and proceeding easterly along I- 5 to Unnamed (TLID:93502093), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93502093) to Unnamed (TLID:93502127), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93502127) to Unnamed (TLID:93502530), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93502530) to Unnamed (TLID:93503800), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93503800) to
Unnamed (TLID:93499437), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93499437) to Unnamed
(TLID:93504740), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93504740) to Unnamed (TLID:93505240),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93505240) to Unnamed (TLID:93496791), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93496791) to Unnamed (TLID:93496166), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93496166) to Glendale Fwy, and proceeding northerly along Glendale Fwy to Unnamed
(TLID:93496659), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93496659) to Glendale Fwy, and proceeding
easterly along Glendale Fwy to Southern Pacific RR, and proceeding easterly along Southern Pacific RR to Glendale
Fwy, and proceeding westerly along Glendale Fwy to I- 5 Bus, and proceeding southerly along I- 5 Bus to W San
Fernando Rd, and proceeding southerly along W San Fernando Rd to Eagle Rock Blvd, and proceeding southerly
along Eagle Rock Blvd to Verdugo Rd, and proceeding northerly along Verdugo Rd to W Ave 33, and proceeding
westerly along W Ave 33 to Eagle Rock Blvd, and proceeding northerly along Eagle Rock Blvd to N Eagle Rock
Blvd, and proceeding northerly along N Eagle Rock Blvd to Eagle Rock Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Eagle
Rock Blvd to N Eagle Rock Blvd, and proceeding easterly along N Eagle Rock Blvd to York Blvd, and proceeding
easterly along York Blvd to N Ave 49, and proceeding northerly along N Ave 49 to Meridian St, and proceeding



easterly along Meridian St to N Ave 50, and proceeding northerly along N Ave 50 to Range View Ave, and
proceeding easterly along Range View Ave to N Ave 51, and proceeding northerly along N Ave 51 to Coringa Dr,
and proceeding easterly along Coringa Dr to N Ave 52, and proceeding northerly along N Ave 52 to Unnamed
(TLID:94508089), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:94508089) to Unnamed (TLID:94508164), and
proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:94508164) to N Ave 56, and proceeding southerly along N Ave 56 to
Raber St, and proceeding easterly along Raber St to Nolden St, and proceeding northerly along Nolden St to
Unnamed (TLID:94554692), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:94554692) to Buena Vista Ter, and
proceeding easterly along Buena Vista Ter to Tipton Ter, and proceeding southerly along Tipton Ter to Tipton Way,
and proceeding easterly along Tipton Way to N Figueroa St, and proceeding southerly along N Figueroa St to
Figueroa St, and proceeding southerly along Figueroa St to N Figueroa St, and proceeding southerly along N
Figueroa St to Unnamed (TLID:94552353), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:94552353) to N
Figueroa St, and proceeding southerly along N Figueroa St to at and Sf Rlwy, and proceeding easterly along at and
St Rlwy to Unnamed (TLID:94525682), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:94525682) to Unnamed
(TLID:94522379), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:94522379) to Unnamed (TLID:94521819),
and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:94521819) to Via Marisol, and proceeding easterly along Via
Marisol to Unnamed (TLID:94521738), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:94521738) to Unnamed
(TLID:94519773), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:94519773) to Unnamed (TLID:94519462),
and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:94519462) to Pullman St, and proceeding easterly along Pullman St
to Unnamed (TLID:94520001), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:94520001) to Unnamed
(TLID:94519817), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:94519817) to Monterey Rd, and proceeding
southerly along Monterey Rd to Huntington Dr N, and proceeding westerly along Huntington Dr N to N Soto St, and
proceeding southerly along N Soto St to Huntington Dr S, and proceeding southerly along Huntington Dr S to
Unnamed (TLID:91205335), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:91205335) to N Soto St, and
proceeding southerly along N Soto St to Valley Blvd, and proceeding westerly along Valley Blvd to N Mission Rd,
and proceeding westerly along N Mission Rd to Alhambra Ave, and proceeding westerly along Alhambra Ave to N
Alhambra Ave, and proceeding westerly along N Alhambra Ave to Unnamed (TLID:91139874), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:91139874) to Unnamed (TLID:91139815), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:91139815) to Unnamed (TLID:91139753), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:91139753) to Unnamed (TLID:91136804), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:91136804) to
Moulton Ave, and proceeding northerly along Moulton Ave to N Main St, and proceeding westerly along N Main St
to Southern Pacific RR, and proceeding westerly along Southern Pacific RR to Unnamed (TLID:91135240), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:91135240) to Unnamed (TLID:91135224), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:91135224) to Unnamed (TLID:91135203), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:91135203) to Unnamed (TLID:91135197), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:91135197) to
Unnamed (TLID:91135184), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:91135184) to Alhambra Ave, and
proceeding westerly along Alhambra Ave to N Main St, and proceeding southerly along N Main St to W Cesar E
Chavez Ave, and proceeding westerly along W Cesar E Chavez Ave to N Hill St, and proceeding southerly along N
Hill St to Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding westerly along Hollywood Fwy to S Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding
northerly along S Hollywood Fwy to Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding northerly along Hollywood Fwy to Harbor
Frwy & Transit Way, and proceeding southerly along Harbor Frwy & Transit Way to Unnamed (TLID:89564527),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:89564527) to Unnamed (TLID:89564540), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:89564540) to Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding northerly along Hollywood Fwy to
N Beaudry Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Beaudry Ave to S Beaudry Ave, and proceeding southerly along
S Beaudry Ave to Miramar St, and proceeding westerly along Miramar St to S Bixel St, and proceeding southerly
along S Bixel St to W 6th St, and proceeding westerly along W 6th St to Witmer St, and proceeding southerly along
Witmer St to W 7th St, and proceeding easterly along W 7th St to S Bixel St, and proceeding southerly along S
Bixel St to W 8th St, and proceeding easterly along W 8th St to Unnamed (TLID:89509063), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:89509063) to Unnamed (TLID:89508677), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:89508677) to Unnamed (TLID:89508412), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:89508412) to W 8th Pl, and proceeding southerly along W 8th P1 to Harbor Frwy & Transit Way, and
proceeding westerly along Harbor Frwy & Transit Way to W 9th St, and proceeding easterly along W 9th St to
Harbor Frwy & Transit Way, and proceeding westerly along Harbor Frwy & Transit Way to N Harbor Fwy, and
proceeding southerly along N Harbor Fwy to Unnamed (TLID:89483702), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:89483702) to Harbor Frwy & Transit Way, and proceeding southerly along Harbor Frwy &
Transit Way to Unnamed (TLID:89483125), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:89483125) to
Harbor Frwy & Transit Way, and proceeding southerly along Harbor Frwy & Transit Way to I- 10, and proceeding



westerly along I- 10 to Unnamed (TLID:89467954), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:89467954) to
I- 10, and proceeding westerly along I- 10 to S Normandie Ave, and proceeding northerly along S Normandie Ave
to Unnamed (TLID:89330787), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:89330787) to the point of
beginning.

Second District.

The region bounded and described as follows: Beginning at the point of intersection of Van Nuys Blvd and Sherman
Way, and proceeding northerly along Van Nuys Blvd to Southern Pacific RR, and proceeding easterly along
Southern Pacific RR to Tujunga Wash, and proceeding northerly along Tujunga Wash to Roscoe Blvd, and
proceeding easterly along Roscoe Blvd to Unnamed (TLID:93096944), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93096944) to Roscoe Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Roscoe Blvd to Laurel Canyon Blvd, and
proceeding southerly along Laurel Canyon Blvd to Saticoy St, and proceeding easterly along Saticoy St to Vineland
Ave, and proceeding northerly along Vineland Ave to Sunland Blvd, and proceeding northerly along Sunland Blvd
to I- 5, and proceeding easterly along I- 5 to Roscoe Blvd, and proceeding northerly along Roscoe Blvd to Glenoaks
Blvd, and proceeding northerly along Glenoaks Blvd to Vinedale St, and proceeding easterly along Vinedale St to
Unnamed (TLID:93132542), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93132542) to Unnamed
(TLID:93650690), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93650690) to Unnamed (TLID:93651495), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93651495) to Unnamed (TLID:93650649), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93650649) to Unnamed (TLID:93656415), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93656415) to Unnamed (TLID:93656449), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93656449) to
Unnamed (TLID:93656386), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93656386) to Unnamed
(TLID:93650545), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93650545) to Unnamed (TLID:93649667),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93649667) to Unnamed (TLID:93649613), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93649613) to Unnamed (TLID:93649678), and proceeding easterly along
Unnamed (TLID:93649678) to Unnamed (TLID:93654082), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93654082) to Unnamed (TLID:93654165), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93654165) to
Unnamed (TLID:93654575), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93654575) to Unnamed
(TLID:93655756), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93655756) to Unnamed (TLID:93655824), and
proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93655824) to Unnamed (TLID:93656066), and proceeding southerly
along Unnamed (TLID:93656066) to Unnamed (TLID:93656035), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93656035) to Unnamed (TLID:93655894), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93655894) to
Unnamed (TLID:93655270), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93655270) to Unnamed
(TLID:93654707), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93654707) to Unnamed (TLID:93653568),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93653568) to Unnamed (TLID:93653000), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93653000) to Unnamed (TLID:93652936), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93652936) to Unnamed (TLID:93652391), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93652391) to Unnamed (TLID:93367991), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93367991) to
Unnamed (TLID:93367954), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93367954) to Cohasset St, and
proceeding westerly along Cohasset St to Unnamed (TLID:93355115), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93355115) to Cohasset St, and proceeding westerly along Cohasset St to Unnamed (TLID:93355025), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93355025) to Unnamed (TLID:93354987), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:93354987) to Unnamed (TLID:93353327), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93353327) to Unnamed (TLID:93353308), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93353308) to
Unnamed (TLID:93353296), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93353296) to Cohasset St, and
proceeding westerly along Cohasset St to Unnamed (TLID:93353200), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93353200) to Unnamed (TLID:93353169), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93353169) to
Unnamed (TLID:93352835), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93352835) to Unnamed
(TLID:93352829), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93352829) to Unnamed (TLID:92910592), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92910592) to Unnamed (TLID:92910293), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92910293) to Unnamed (TLID:92910273), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92910273) to Unnamed (TLID:92910267), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92910267) to
Cohasset St, and proceeding westerly along Cohasset St to Clybourn Ave, and proceeding southerly along Clybourn
Ave to Sherman Way, and proceeding westerly along Sherman Way to Vineland Ave, and proceeding southerly
along Vineland Ave to Unnamed (TLID:92907786), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92907786) to
Unnamed (TLID:92908880), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92908880) to Unnamed
(TLID:92909341), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92909341) to Unnamed (TLID:92909379),



and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92909379) to Unnamed (TLID:92907128), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92907128) to Unnamed (TLID:92907115), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92907115) to Unnamed (TLID:92907007), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92907007) to Unnamed (TLID:92906541), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92906541) to
Unnamed (TLID:92906563), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92906563) to Clybourn Ave, and
proceeding southerly along Clybourn Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93324420), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93324420) to Clybourn Ave, and proceeding southerly along Clybourn Ave to Southern Pacific
RR, and proceeding westerly along Southern Pacific RR to Unnamed (TLID:92893172), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92893172) to Cahuenga Blvd, and proceeding southerly along Cahuenga Blvd to Camarillo
St, and proceeding westerly along Camarillo St to Denny Ave, and proceeding southerly along Denny Ave to
Unnamed (TLID:92887964), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92887964) to Unnamed
(TLID:92887923), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92887923) to Ventura Fwy, and proceeding
westerly along Ventura Fwy to Vineland Ave, and proceeding northerly along Vineland Ave to Ventura Fwy, and
proceeding westerly along Ventura Fwy to N Vineland Ave, and proceeding northerly along N Vineland Ave to
Sarah St, and proceeding westerly along Sarah St to Vineland P1, and proceeding northerly along Vineland Pl to
Camarillo St, and proceeding westerly along Camarillo St to Riverside Dr, and proceeding westerly along Riverside
Dr to Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding southerly along Hollywood Fwy to Vineland Ave, and proceeding northerly
along Vineland Ave to Whipple St, and proceeding easterly along Whipple St to Lankershim Blvd, and proceeding
southerly along Lankershim Blvd to Unnamed (TLID:92821829), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92821829) to Unnamed (TLID:92821806), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92821806) to
Willowcrest Ave, and proceeding southerly along Willowcrest Ave to Valleyheart Dr, and proceeding easterly along
Valleyheart Dr to Bluffside Dr, and proceeding southerly along Bluffside Dr to Willowcrest Ave, and proceeding
southerly along Willowcrest Ave to Universal P, and proceeding easterly along Universal Pl to Lankershim Blvd,
and proceeding southerly along Lankershim Blvd to Vineland Ave, and proceeding northerly along Vineland Ave to
Unnamed (TLID:92818676), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92818676) to Unnamed
(TLID:92818160), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92818160) to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding
westerly along Mulholland Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92810502), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92810502) to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding southerly along Mulholland Dr to Unnamed
(TLID:92741638), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92741638) to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding
westerly along Mulholland Dr to N Split Rock Rd, and proceeding northerly along N Split Rock Rd to Unnamed
(TLID:92739610), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92739610) to Blairwood Dr, and proceeding
westerly along Blairwood Dr to Longridge Ave, and proceeding northerly along Longridge Ave to W Ventura Blvd,
and proceeding westerly along W Ventura Blvd to Fulton Ave, and proceeding northerly along Fulton Ave to
Valleyheart Dr, and proceeding southerly along Valleyheart Dr to Ethel Ave, and proceeding easterly along Ethel
Ave to Sarah St, and proceeding easterly along Sarah St to Van Noord Ave, and proceeding northerly along Van
Noord Ave to Kling St, and proceeding easterly along Kling St to Coldwater Canyon Ave, and proceeding northerly
along Coldwater Canyon Ave to Unnamed (TLID:92827752), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92827752) to Coldwater Canyon Ave, and proceeding northerly along Coldwater Canyon Ave to Ventura
Fwy, and proceeding easterly along Ventura Fwy to Unnamed (TLID:92836873), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92836873) to Whitsett Ave, and proceeding northerly along Whitsett Ave to Riverside Dr, and
proceeding westerly along Riverside Dr to Tujunga Wash, and proceeding westerly along Tujunga Wash to Burbank
Blvd, and proceeding westerly along Burbank Blvd to Hazeltine Ave, and proceeding northerly along Hazeltine Ave
to Gilmore St, and proceeding westerly along Gilmore St to Sylmar Ave, and proceeding northerly along Sylmar
Ave to Vanowen St, and proceeding easterly along Vanowen St to Hazeltine Ave, and proceeding northerly along
Hazeltine Ave to Sherman Way, and proceeding westerly along Sherman Way to the point of beginning.

Third District.

The region bounded and described as follows: Beginning at the point of intersection of Victory Blvd and Unnamed
(TLID:82092329), and proceeding easterly along Victory Blvd to Unnamed (TLID:82093433), and proceeding
easterly along Unnamed (TLID:82093433) to Victory Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Victory Blvd to Shoup
Ave, and proceeding northerly along Shoup Ave to Roscoe Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Roscoe Blvd to
Topanga Canyon Blvd, and proceeding northerly along Topanga Canyon Blvd to Santa Susana Crk, and proceeding
easterly along Santa Susana Crk to Nordhoff St, and proceeding easterly along Nordhoff St to Winnetka Ave, and
proceeding southerly along Winnetka Ave to Parthenia St, and proceeding easterly along Parthenia St to Corbin
Ave, and proceeding southerly along Corbin Ave to Roscoe Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Roscoe Blvd to
Unnamed (TLID:82706842), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82706842) to Unnamed



(TLID:82706545), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82706545) to Unnamed (TLID:82706491),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82706491) to Unnamed (TLID:82705798), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82705798) to Unnamed (TLID:82705920), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:82705920) to Strathern St, and proceeding easterly along Strathern St to Yolanda Ave, and
proceeding southerly along Yolanda Ave to Arminta St, and proceeding easterly along Arminta St to Reseda Blvd,
and proceeding southerly along Reseda Blvd to Saticoy St, and proceeding easterly along Saticoy St to White Oak
Ave, and proceeding southerly along White Oak Ave to Victory Blvd, and proceeding westerly along Victory Blvd
to Lindley Ave, and proceeding southerly along Lindley Ave to Unnamed (TLID:82529621), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82529621) to Unnamed (TLID:82526865), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:82526865) to Unnamed (TLID:82526774), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82526774) to Unnamed (TLID:82526660), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82526660) to
Unnamed (TLID:82526542), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82526542) to Unnamed
(TLID:82496821), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82496821) to Unnamed (TLID:82496220),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82496220) to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding easterly along
Mulholland Dr to Farmer Fire Rd, and proceeding westerly along Farmer Fire Rd to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding
westerly along Mulholland Dr to Unnamed (TLID:82394214), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82394214) to Owen Brown Rd, and proceeding southerly along Owen Brown Rd to Unnamed
(TLID:82393884), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82393884) to Unnamed (TLID:82393878), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82393878) to Unnamed (TLID:82393868), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:82393868) to Unnamed (TLID:82392433), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82392433) to Unnamed (TLID:82390748), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82390748) to
Unnamed (TLID:82390913), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82390913) to Unnamed
(TLID:82390759), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82390759) to Unnamed (TLID:82379186), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82379186) to Unnamed (TLID:82379094), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:82379094) to Unnamed (TLID:82379192), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82379192) to Unnamed (TLID:82378510), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82378510) to
Unnamed (TLID:82376835), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82376835) to Unnamed
(TLID:82375944), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82375944) to Unnamed (TLID:82411896), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82411896) to Unnamed (TLID:82402241), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:82402241) to Unnamed (TLID:82402224), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82402224) to Unnamed (TLID:82402155), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82402155) to
Unnamed (TLID:82401802), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82401802) to Unnamed
(TLID:82401796), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82401796) to Unnamed (TLID:82401302), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82401302) to Unnamed (TLID:82398294), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:82398294) to Unnamed (TLID:82397540), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82397540) to Unnamed (TLID:82128787), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82128787) to
Unnamed (TLID:82128633), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82128633) to Unnamed
(TLID:82127753), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82127753) to Unnamed (TLID:82123830), and
proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82123830) to Unnamed (TLID:82124910), and proceeding northerly
along Unnamed (TLID:82124910) to Unnamed (TLID:82124897), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82124897) to Unnamed (TLID:82125009), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82125009) to
Unnamed (TLID:82125000), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82125000) to Unnamed
(TLID:82124965), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82124965) to Unnamed (TLID:82124955),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82124955) to Unnamed (TLID:82124532), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82124532) to Unnamed (TLID:82124467), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:82124467) to Unnamed (TLID:82124422), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82124422) to Unnamed (TLID:82124416), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82124416) to
Unnamed (TLID:82125583), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82125583) to Calabasas Rd, and
proceeding westerly along Calabasas Rd to Unnamed (TLID:82110851), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82110851) to Unnamed (TLID:82110857), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82110857) to
Unnamed (TLID:82110863), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82110863) to Unnamed
(TLID:82110882), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82110882) to Unnamed (TLID:82110901),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82110901) to Unnamed (TLID:82110944), and proceeding
easterly along Unnamed (TLID:82110944) to Unnamed (TLID:82112437), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:82112437) to Unnamed (TLID:82112452), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:82112452) to Long Valley Rd, and proceeding southerly along Long Valley Rd to Unnamed



(TLID:82112508), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82112508) to Unnamed (TLID:82112422),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82112422) to Unnamed (TLID:82111480), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82111480) to Unnamed (TLID:82118960), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:82118960) to Unnamed (TLID:82118896), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82118896) to Unnamed (TLID:82118396), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82118396) to
Unnamed (TLID:82115992), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82115992) to Unnamed
(TLID:82116042), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82116042) to Unnamed (TLID:82115429),
and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82115429) to Unnamed (TLID:82114481), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82114481) to Unnamed (TLID:82086120), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:82086120) to Unnamed (TLID:82086891), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82086891) to Unnamed (TLID:82086879), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82086879) to
Unnamed (TLID:82086947), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82086947) to Unnamed
(TLID:82086959), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82086959) to Unnamed (TLID:82086984),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82086984) to Unnamed (TLID:82087598), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82087598) to Unnamed (TLID:82087628), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:82087628) to Unnamed (TLID:82088014), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82088014) to Unnamed (TLID:82088020), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82088020) to
Unnamed (TLID:82087568), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82087568) to Unnamed
(TLID:82083274), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82083274) to Unnamed (TLID:82083079), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:82083079) to Unnamed (TLID:82081966), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:82081966) to Unnamed (TLID:82081745), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82081745) to Unnamed (TLID:82091597), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82091597) to
Unnamed (TLID:82092227), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82092227) to Unnamed
(TLID:82092233), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82092233) to Unnamed (TLID:82092316),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82092316) to Unnamed (TLID:82092329), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82092329) to the point of beginning.

Fourth District.

The region bounded and described as follows: 1. Beginning at the point of intersection of I- 405 and Mulholland Dr,
and proceeding northerly along I- 405 to Unnamed (TLID:92639650), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92639650) to I- 405, and proceeding northerly along I- 405 to Unnamed (TLID:92641405), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92641405) to I- 405, and proceeding northerly along I- 405 to Unnamed
(TLID:92648540), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92648540) to I- 405, and proceeding northerly
along I- 405 to Unnamed (TLID:92649824), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92649824) to I- 405,
and proceeding northerly along I- 405 to Unnamed (TLID:92660355), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:92660355) to Unnamed (TLID:92660361), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92660361) to
Oxnard St, and proceeding easterly along Oxnard St to Hazeltine Ave, and proceeding southerly along Hazeltine
Ave to Burbank Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Burbank Blvd to Tujunga Wash, and proceeding southerly
along Tujunga Wash to Riverside Dr, and proceeding easterly along Riverside Dr to Whitsett Ave, and proceeding
southerly along Whitsett Ave to Unnamed (TLID:92836873), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:92836873) to Ventura Fwy, and proceeding westerly along Ventura Fwy to Coldwater Canyon Ave, and
proceeding southerly along Coldwater Canyon Ave to Unnamed (TLID:92827752), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92827752) to Coldwater Canyon Ave, and proceeding southerly along Coldwater Canyon Ave to
Kling St, and proceeding westerly along Kling St to Van Noord Ave, and proceeding southerly along Van Noord
Ave to Sarah St, and proceeding westerly along Sarah St to Ethel Ave, and proceeding southerly along Ethel Ave to
Valleyheart Dr, and proceeding westerly along Valleyheart Dr to Fulton Ave, and proceeding southerly along Fulton
Ave to W Ventura Blvd, and proceeding easterly along W Ventura Blvd to Longridge Ave, and proceeding
southerly along Longridge Ave to Blairwood Dr, and proceeding easterly along Blairwood Dr to Unnamed
(TLID:92739610), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92739610) to N Split Rock Rd, and proceeding
southerly along N Split Rock Rd to Unnamed (TLID:92740775), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92740775) to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding easterly along Mulholland Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92741638),
and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92741638) to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding southerly along
Mulholland Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92745386), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92745386) to
Mulholland Dr, and proceeding southerly along Mulholland Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92745561), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92745561) to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding southerly along Mulholland Dr to N
Bowmont Dr, and proceeding southerly along N Bowmont Dr to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding easterly along



Mulholland Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92818160), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92818160) to
Unnamed (TLID:92818676), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92818676) to Vineland Ave, and
proceeding southerly along Vineland Ave to Lankershim Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Lankershim Blvd to
Universal Pl, and proceeding westerly along Universal Pl to Willowcrest Ave, and proceeding northerly along
Willowcrest Ave to Bluffside Dr, and proceeding northerly along Bluffside Dr to Valleyheart Dr, and proceeding
westerly along Valleyheart Dr to Willowcrest Ave, and proceeding northerly along Willowcrest Ave to Unnamed
(TLID:92821806), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92821806) to Unnamed (TLID:92821829), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92821829) to Lankershim Blvd, and proceeding northerly along
Lankershim Blvd to Whipple St, and proceeding westerly along Whipple St to Vineland Ave, and proceeding
southerly along Vineland Ave to Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding westerly along Hollywood Fwy to Riverside Dr,
and proceeding easterly along Riverside Dr to Camarillo St, and proceeding easterly along Camarillo St to Vineland
PL, and proceeding southerly along Vineland P1 to Sarah St, and proceeding easterly along Sarah St to N Vineland
Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Vineland Ave to Ventura Fwy, and proceeding easterly along Ventura Fwy
to Vineland Ave, and proceeding southerly along Vineland Ave to Ventura Fwy, and proceeding easterly along
Ventura Fwy to Unnamed (TLID:92887923), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92887923) to
Unnamed (TLID:92887964), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92887964) to Denny Ave, and
proceeding northerly along Denny Ave to Camarillo St, and proceeding easterly along Camarillo St to Cahuenga
Blvd, and proceeding northerly along Cahuenga Blvd to Unnamed (TLID:92893172), and proceeding easterly along
Unnamed (TLID:92893172) to Southern Pacific RR, and proceeding easterly along Southern Pacific RR to
Clybourn Ave, and proceeding southerly along Clybourn Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93323211), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93323211) to Clybourn Ave, and proceeding southerly along Clybourn Ave to N
Clybourn Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Clybourn Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93323258), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93323258) to Unnamed (TLID:93323234), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93323234) to N Ford St, and proceeding northerly along N Ford St to Magnolia Blvd, and
proceeding westerly along Magnolia Blvd to Unnamed (TLID:93323051), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93323051) to Ledge Ave, and proceeding southerly along Ledge Ave to W Clark Ave, and
proceeding easterly along W Clark Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93322993), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93322993) to Unnamed (TLID:93323679), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93323679) to
Clybourn Ave, and proceeding southerly along Clybourn Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93316411), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93316411) to Clybourn Ave, and proceeding southerly along Clybourn Ave to
Unnamed (TLID:93316684), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93316684) to Unnamed
(TLID:93257189), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93257189) to Unnamed (TLID:93257177),
and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93257177) to Unnamed (TLID:93257216), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93257216) to Unnamed (TLID:93317891), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93317891) to Unnamed (TLID:93330671), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93330671) to
Unnamed (TLID:93331036), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93331036) to Unnamed
(TLID:93331092), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93331092) to Unnamed (TLID:93331148), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93331148) to Unnamed (TLID:93331155), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93331155) to Unnamed (TLID:93331167), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93331167) to Unnamed (TLID:93331619), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93331619) to
Unnamed (TLID:93331613), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93331613) to Unnamed
(TLID:93331651), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93331651) to Unnamed (TLID:93331712), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93331712) to Unnamed (TLID:93332390), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93332390) to Unnamed (TLID:93332406), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93332406) to Unnamed (TLID:93332441), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93332441) to
Unnamed (TLID:93332871), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93332871) to Unnamed
(TLID:93333028), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93333028) to Unnamed (TLID:93336453), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93336453) to Unnamed (TLID:93336466), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93336466) to Unnamed (TLID:93336503), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93336503) to Unnamed (TLID:93337111), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93337111) to
Unnamed (TLID:93337174), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93337174) to Unnamed
(TLID:93337306), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93337306) to Unnamed (TLID:93337325), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93337325) to Unnamed (TLID:93337832), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93337832) to Unnamed (TLID:93337867), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93337867) to Unnamed (TLID:93337991), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93337991) to
Unnamed (TLID:93339120), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93339120) to Unnamed



(TLID:93339197), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93339197) to Unnamed (TLID:93339250),
and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93339250) to Unnamed (TLID:93339647), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93339647) to Unnamed (TLID:93373867), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93373867) to Unnamed (TLID:93373895), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93373895) to
Unnamed (TLID:93373941), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93373941) to Unnamed
(TLID:93374330), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93374330) to Unnamed (TLID:93374451), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93374451) to Unnamed (TLID:93375180), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93375180) to Unnamed (TLID:93375432), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93375432) to Unnamed (TLID:93376614), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93376614) to
Unnamed (TLID:93376555), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93376555) to Unnamed
(TLID:93376561), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93376561) to Unnamed (TLID:93376596),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93376596) to Unnamed (TLID:93376580), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93376580) to Unnamed (TLID:93376468), and proceeding easterly along
Unnamed (TLID:93376468) to Unnamed (TLID:93377023), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93377023) to Unnamed (TLID:93377750), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93377750) to
Unnamed (TLID:93377838), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93377838) to Unnamed
(TLID:93377845), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93377845) to Unnamed (TLID:93377851),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93377851) to Unnamed (TLID:93377865), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93377865) to Unnamed (TLID:93377871), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93377871) to Unnamed (TLID:93378152), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93378152) to Unnamed (TLID:93382159), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93382159) to
Unnamed (TLID:93388784), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93388784) to Unnamed
(TLID:93388815), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93388815) to Unnamed (TLID:93385026), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93385026) to Unnamed (TLID:93385032), and proceeding southerly
along Unnamed (TLID:93385032) to Unnamed (TLID:93385082), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93385082) to Unnamed (TLID:93385045), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93385045) to
Unnamed (TLID:93385051), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93385051) to Unnamed
(TLID:93385765), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93385765) to Unnamed (TLID:93385759), and
proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93385759) to Rancho Ave, and proceeding easterly along Rancho Ave
to Riverside Dr, and proceeding easterly along Riverside Dr to Unnamed (TLID:93387055), and proceeding
easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93387055) to Unnamed (TLID:93387107), and proceeding easterly along
Unnamed (TLID:93387107) to Unnamed (TLID:93387464), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93387464) to Unnamed (TLID:93388076), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93388076) to
Unnamed (TLID:93388116), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93388116) to Garden St, and
proceeding easterly along Garden St to Unnamed (TLID:93388267), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93388267) to Unnamed (TLID:93544823), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93544823) to
Unnamed (TLID:93544835), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93544835) to Unnamed
(TLID:93544890), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93544890) to Unnamed (TLID:93545021), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93545021) to Unnamed (TLID:93545126), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93545126) to Unnamed (TLID:93545886), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93545886) to Unnamed (TLID:93546538), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93546538) to
Unnamed (TLID:93548565), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93548565) to Unnamed
(TLID:93550127), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93550127) to Unnamed (TLID:93550100),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93550106) to Unnamed (TLID:93549600), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93549600) to Unnamed (TLID:93549606), and proceeding easterly along
Unnamed (TLID:93549606) to Unnamed (TLID:93549655), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93549655) to Ventura Fwy, and proceeding easterly along Ventura Fwy to Unnamed (TLID:93550053), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93550053) to Unnamed (TLID:93550059), and proceeding southerly
along Unnamed (TLID:93550059) to Unnamed (TLID:93550037), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93550037) to Unnamed (TLID:93549938), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93549938) to
Unnamed (TLID:93548205), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93548205) to Unnamed
(TLID:93547540), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93547540) to Unnamed (TLID:93462373),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93462373) to Unnamed (TLID:93462288), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93462288) to Unnamed (TLID:93462241), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93462241) to Unnamed (TLID:93471458), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93471458) to Unnamed (TLID:93471446), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93471446) to



Unnamed (TLID:93470708), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93470708) to Unnamed
(TLID:93470685), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93470685) to Unnamed (TLID:93466150),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93466150) to Unnamed (TLID:93466011), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93466011) to Unnamed (TLID:93467969), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93467969) to Unnamed (TLID:93467703), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:93467703) to Glendale Blvd, and proceeding southerly along Glendale Blvd to Hyperion Ave, and
proceeding westerly along Hyperion Ave to Waverly Dr, and proceeding easterly along Waverly Dr to Glendale
Blvd, and proceeding southerly along Glendale Blvd to Lakewood Ave, and proceeding westerly along Lakewood
Ave to Armstrong Ave, and proceeding southerly along Armstrong Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93454905), and
proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93454905) to Unnamed (TLID:93454423), and proceeding southerly
along Unnamed (TLID:93454423) to Unnamed (TLID:93454104), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93454104) to Unnamed (TLID:93453897), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93453897) to
Unnamed (TLID:93453872), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93453872) to Redesdale Ave, and
proceeding westerly along Redesdale Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93453521), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93453521) to Landa St, and proceeding westerly along Landa St to Unnamed (TLID:93450622), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93450622) to Landa St, and proceeding westerly along Landa St to
Maltman Ave, and proceeding westerly along Maltman Ave to Landa St, and proceeding westerly along Landa St to
Griffith Park Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Griffith Park Blvd to Landa St, and proceeding westerly along
Landa St to Fountain Ave, and proceeding westerly along Fountain Ave to Sunset Blvd, and proceeding northerly
along Sunset Blvd to Unnamed (TLID:93435036), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93435036) to
Hollywood Blvd, and proceeding westerly along Hollywood Blvd to N Normandie Ave, and proceeding northerly
along N Normandie Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93288577), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93288577) to Unnamed (TLID:93288521), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93288521) to N
Kingsley Dr, and proceeding northerly along N Kingsley Dr to Unnamed (TLID:93288500), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93288500) to Unnamed (TLID:93288046), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93288046) to Unnamed (TLID:93288002), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93288002) to N Western Ave, and proceeding northerly along N Western Ave to Franklin Ave, and
proceeding westerly along Franklin Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93276514), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93276514) to Franklin Ave, and proceeding westerly along Franklin Ave to Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding
westerly along Hollywood Fwy to N Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding westerly along N Hollywood Fwy to
Hollywood Fwy, and proceeding westerly along Hollywood Fwy to Odin St, and proceeding westerly along Odin St
to N Highland Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Highland Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93234632), and
proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93234632) to N Highland Ave, and proceeding southerly along N
Highland Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93234532), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:93234532) to W
Camrose Dr, and proceeding westerly along W Camrose Dr to Camrose Dr, and proceeding westerly along Camrose
Dr to N Sycamore Ave, and proceeding northerly along N Sycamore Ave to Fitch Dr, and proceeding southerly
along Fitch Dr to N Sycamore Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Sycamore Ave to Franklin Ave, and
proceeding westerly along Franklin Ave to N la Brea Ave, and proceeding southerly along N la Brea Ave to Sunset
Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Sunset Blvd to N Highland Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Highland
Ave to de Longpre Ave, and proceeding easterly along de Longpre Ave to N McCadden Pl, and proceeding
southerly along N McCadden Pl to Fountain Ave, and proceeding easterly along Fountain Ave to N Las Palmas
Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Las Palmas Ave to Lexington Ave, and proceeding easterly along Lexington
Ave to Wilcox Ave, and proceeding southerly along Wilcox Ave to Melrose Ave, and proceeding easterly along
Melrose Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93270762), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93270762) to
Melrose Ave, and proceeding easterly along Melrose Ave to Unnamed (TLID:93270781), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93270781) to Melrose Ave, and proceeding easterly along Melrose Ave to Unnamed
(TLID:93271152), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93271152) to Melrose Ave, and proceeding
easterly along Melrose Ave to N Western Ave, and proceeding southerly along N Western Ave to S Western Ave,
and proceeding southerly along S Western Ave to W 6th St, and proceeding westerly along W 6th St to S Wilton PI,
and proceeding southerly along S Wilton Pl to Unnamed (TLID:89335937), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:89335937) to S Wilton P1, and proceeding southerly along S Wilton Pl to W 7th St, and
proceeding easterly along W 7th St to S Western Ave, and proceeding southerly along S Western Ave to W Olympic
Blvd, and proceeding westerly along W Olympic Blvd to Unnamed (TLID:89306482), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:89306482) to W Olympic Blvd, and proceeding westerly along W Olympic Blvd to
Unnamed (TLID:89295172), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:89295172) to W Olympic Blvd, and
proceeding westerly along W Olympic Blvd to S Cochran Ave, and proceeding southerly along S Cochran Ave to



San Vicente Blvd, and proceeding westerly along San Vicente Blvd to W Olympic Blvd, and proceeding westerly
along W Olympic Blvd to S Fairfax Ave, and proceeding northerly along S Fairfax Ave to Unnamed
(TLID:88640376), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:88640376) to S Fairfax Ave, and proceeding
northerly along S Fairfax Ave to Unnamed (TLID:88640466), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:88640466) to S Fairfax Ave, and proceeding northerly along S Fairfax Ave to N Fairfax Ave, and proceeding
northerly along N Fairfax Ave to Beverly Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Beverly Blvd to Genesee Ave, and
proceeding southerly along Genesee Ave to Unnamed (TLID:89299123), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:89299123) to Beverly Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Beverly Blvd to N Gardner St, and proceeding
southerly along N Gardner St to S Gardner St, and proceeding southerly along S Gardner St to W 3rd St, and
proceeding easterly along W 3rd St to la Brea Ave, and proceeding southerly along la Brea Ave to W 4th St, and
proceeding easterly along W 4th St to S Highland Ave, and proceeding northerly along S Highland Ave to N
Highland Ave, and proceeding northerly along N Highland Ave to Willoughby Ave, and proceeding westerly along
Willoughby Ave to N la Brea Ave, and proceeding northerly along N la Brea Ave to Romaine St, and proceeding
easterly along Romaine St to Unnamed (TLID:93220267), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93220267) to Unnamed (TLID:93220295), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93220295) to
Unnamed (TLID:93220730), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93220730) to Unnamed
(TLID:93220761), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93220761) to Fountain Ave, and proceeding
westerly along Fountain Ave to N Fairfax Ave, and proceeding northerly along N Fairfax Ave to Unnamed
(TLID:92790609), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92790609) to Unnamed (TLID:92789928),
and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92789928) to Unnamed (TLID:92789884), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92789884) to Unnamed (TLID:92789452), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92789452) to Unnamed (TLID:92785359), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92785359) to Unnamed (TLID:92785375), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92785375) to
Unnamed (TLID:92785388), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92785388) to Unnamed
(TLID:92784900), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92784900) to Unnamed (TLID:92784866), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92784866) to Unnamed (TLID:92784728), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92784728) to Unnamed (TLID:92783344), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92783344) to Unnamed (TLID:92782896), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92782896) to
Unnamed (TLID:92782717), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92782717) to Unnamed
(TLID:92782606), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92782606) to Unnamed (TLID:92764418), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92764418) to Unnamed (TLID:92764370), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92764370) to Unnamed (TLID:92764224), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92764224) to Unnamed (TLID:92763145), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92763145) to
Unnamed (TLID:92763076), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92763076) to Unnamed
(TLID:92762852), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92762852) to Unnamed (TLID:92759882), and
proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92759882) to Unnamed (TLID:92759844), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92759844) to Larrabee St, and proceeding southerly along Larrabee St to Unnamed
(TLID:92759430), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92759430) to Ozeta Ter, and proceeding
southerly along Ozeta Ter to N Clark St, and proceeding northerly along N Clark St to Ozeta Ter, and proceeding
southerly along Ozeta Ter to Unnamed (TLID:92759299), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92759299) to Unnamed (TLID:92759266), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92759266) to
Unnamed (TLID:92758179), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92758179) to Unnamed
(TLID:92757894), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92757894) to Unnamed (TLID:92757809), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92757809) to Unnamed (TLID:92726020), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92726020) to Unnamed (TLID:92725794), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92725794) to Unnamed (TLID:92724739), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92724739) to
Unnamed (TLID:92724732), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92724732) to Unnamed
(TLID:92725045), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92725045) to Unnamed (TLID:92725109),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92725109) to Unnamed (TLID:92725091), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92725091) to Unnamed (TLID:92725097), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92725097) to W Sierra Mar Dr, and proceeding westerly along W Sierra Mar Dr to Unnamed
(TLID:92729910), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92729910) to Unnamed (TLID:92729944), and
proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92729944) to Unnamed (TLID:92730195), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:92730195) to Unnamed (TLID:92730211), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:92730211) to Unnamed (TLID:92730996), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92730996) to
Unnamed (TLID:92731381), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92731381) to Unnamed



(TLID:92731406), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92731406) to Unnamed (TLID:92731527),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92731527) to Unnamed (TLID:92732711), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92732711) to Unnamed (TLID:92732724), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92732724) to Crescent Dr, and proceeding northerly along Crescent Dr to Unnamed
(TLID:92732754), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92732754) to Unnamed (TLID:92732760),
and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92732760) to Unnamed (TLID:92732947), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92732947) to Unnamed (TLID:92767099), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92767099) to Unnamed (TLID:92733062), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92733062) to Unnamed (TLID:92747798), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92747798) to
Unnamed (TLID:92747375), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92747375) to Unnamed
(TLID:92747369), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92747369) to Unnamed (TLID:92747156), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92747156) to Unnamed (TLID:92746912), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92746912) to Unnamed (TLID:92746870), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92746870) to W Cherokee Ln, and proceeding westerly along W Cherokee Ln to Loma Vista Dr, and
proceeding westerly along Loma Vista Dr to Cherokee Ln, and proceeding westerly along Cherokee Ln to Unnamed
(TLID:92729405), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92729405) to Unnamed (TLID:92729411), and
proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92729411) to Unnamed (TLID:92729424), and proceeding southerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92729424) to Unnamed (TLID:92729291), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92729291) to Unnamed (TLID:92729232), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92729232) to
Unnamed (TLID:92729149), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92729149) to Unnamed
(TLID:92728422), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92728422) to Unnamed (TLID:92728157),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92728157) to Unnamed (TLID:92728164), and proceeding
easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92728164) to Unnamed (TLID:92728087), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92728087) to Ridgecrest Dr, and proceeding westerly along Ridgecrest Dr to Unnamed
(TLID:92721950), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92721950) to Unnamed (TLID:92721944),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92721944) to Unnamed (TLID:92721931), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92721931) to Unnamed (TLID:92721632), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92721632) to Unnamed (TLID:92721198), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92721198) to Unnamed (TLID:92721043), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92721043) to
Unnamed (TLID:92726711), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92726711) to Unnamed
(TLID:92726692), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92726692) to Unnamed (TLID:92726591),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92726591) to Unnamed (TLID:92726598), and proceeding
northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92726598) to Unnamed (TLID:92726669), and proceeding northerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92726669) to Unnamed (TLID:92727201), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92727201) to Unnamed (TLID:92727255), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92727255) to
Monte Cielo Dr, and proceeding westerly along Monte Cielo Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92718650), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718650) to Unnamed (TLID:92718258), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92718258) to Unnamed (TLID:92718245), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92718245) to Unnamed (TLID:92718216), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718216) to
Unnamed (TLID:92718182), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718182) to Unnamed
(TLID:92718113), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718113) to Unnamed (TLID:92718095),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718095) to Lago Vista Dr, and proceeding southerly along
Lago Vista Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92718030), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718030) to
Unnamed (TLID:92718012), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718012) to Unnamed
(TLID:92717935), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92717935) to Unnamed (TLID:92717866),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92717866) to Unnamed (TLID:92717840), and proceeding
southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92717840) to Unnamed (TLID:92717825), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92717825) to Unnamed (TLID:92714331), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92714331) to Unnamed (TLID:92714074), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92714074) to
Unnamed (TLID:92713963), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92713963) to Sutton Way, and
proceeding southerly along Sutton Way to Unnamed (TLID:92713484), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92713484) to Unnamed (TLID:92713464), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92713464) to
N Beverly Dr, and proceeding northerly along N Beverly Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92713296), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92713296) to Unnamed (TLID:92711177), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92711177) to Unnamed (TLID:92710832), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92710832) to Unnamed (TLID:92710567), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92710567) to



Unnamed (TLID:92709606), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92709606) to Unnamed
(TLID:92709500), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92709500) to Unnamed (TLID:92709416), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92709416) to Tower Rd, and proceeding southerly along Tower Rd to
Unnamed (TLID:92709054), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92709054) to Unnamed
(TLID:92708920), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:92708920) to Tower Rd, and proceeding
westerly along Tower Rd to Unnamed (TLID:92708898), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92708898) to N Tower Rd, and proceeding westerly along N Tower Rd to Unnamed (TLID:92603059), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92603059) to Unnamed (TLID:92603031), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92603031) to Unnamed (TLID:92602481), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92602481) to Benedict Canon, and proceeding northerly along Benedict Canon to N Benedict Canon Dr, and
proceeding northerly along N Benedict Canon Dr to Benedict Canon, and proceeding westerly along Benedict
Canon to N Benedict Canon Dr, and proceeding northerly along N Benedict Canon Dr to Benedict Canon, and
proceeding northerly along Benedict Canon to N Benedict Canyon Dr, and proceeding northerly along N Benedict
Canyon Dr to Unnamed (TLID:92620643), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92620643) to N
Benedict Canyon Dr, and proceeding northerly along N Benedict Canyon Dr to W Mulholland Dr, and proceeding
westerly along W Mulholland Dr to W Mullholland Dr, and proceeding westerly along W Mullholland Dr to W
Mulholland Dr, and proceeding westerly along W Mulholland Dr to Mulholland Dr, and proceeding westerly along
Mulholland Dr to the point of beginning. 2. Except for beginning at the point of intersection of Unnamed
(TLID:92820808) and Lankershim Blvd, and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92820808) to Unnamed
(TLID:93253446), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93253446) to Unnamed (TLID:93253225), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93253225) to Unnamed (TLID:93253371), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:93253371) to Unnamed (TLID:93254737), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93254737) to Unnamed (TLID:93254750), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93254750) to
Unnamed (TLID:93254884), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93254884) to Unnamed
(TLID:93255050), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:93255050) to Unnamed (TLID:93255989), and
proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93255989) to Unnamed (TLID:93256936), and proceeding northerly
along Unnamed (TLID:93256936) to Unnamed (TLID:93256986), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:93256986) to Unnamed (TLID:93256992), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:93256992) to
Unnamed (TLID:93257146), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:93257146) to Los Angeles Riv, and
proceeding westerly along Los Angeles Riv to Unnamed (TLID:93253847), and proceeding westerly along
Unnamed (TLID:93253847) to Los Angeles Riv, and proceeding westerly along Los Angeles Riv to Unnamed
(TLID:92822362), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92822362) to Unnamed (TLID:92822316), and
proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92822316) to Lankershim Blvd, and proceeding southerly along
Lankershim Blvd to the point of beginning. 3. Except for beginning at the point of intersection of Franklin Canyon
Dr and Unnamed (TLID:92716923), and proceeding southerly along Franklin Canyon Dr to Unnamed
(TLID:92716987), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92716987) to Unnamed (TLID:92716993), and
proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92716993) to Unnamed (TLID:92717033), and proceeding easterly
along Unnamed (TLID:92717033) to Unnamed (TLID:92718677), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed
(TLID:92718677) to Unnamed (TLID:92718709), and proceeding easterly along Unnamed (TLID:92718709) to
Unnamed (TLID:92718861), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718861) to Unnamed
(TLID:92718837), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718837) to Unnamed (TLID:92718780), and
proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92718780) to Unnamed (TLID:92735615), and proceeding westerly
along Unnamed (TLID:92735615) to Unnamed (TLID:92735561), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92735561) to Unnamed (TLID:92733921), and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92733921) to
Unnamed (TLID:92733886), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92733886) to Unnamed
(TLID:92733895), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:92733895) to Unnamed (TLID:92733871),
and proceeding westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92733871) to Unnamed (TLID:92733831), and proceeding
westerly along Unnamed (TLID:92733831) to Unnamed (TLID:92717099), and proceeding southerly along
Unnamed (TLID:92717099) to Unnamed (TLID:92716923), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed
(TLID:92716923) to the point of beginning.

Fifth District.

The region bounded and described as follows: Beginning at the point of intersection of Unnamed (TLID:82496821)
and Unnamed (TLID:82496220), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82496821) to Unnamed
(TLID:82526542), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82526542) to Unnamed (TLID:82526660),
and proceeding northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82526660) to Unnamed (TLID:82526774), and proceeding



northerly along Unnamed (TLID:82526774) to Unnamed (TLID:82526865), and proceeding easterly along
Unnamed (TLID:82526865) to Unnamed (TLID:82529621), and proceeding northerly along Unnamed
(TLID:82529621) to Lindley Ave, and proceeding northerly along Lindley Ave to Victory Blvd, and proceeding
easterly along Victory Blvd to White Oak Ave, and proceeding southerly along White Oak Ave to Unnamed
(TLID:82579186), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82579186) to Unnamed (TLID:82579127),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82579127) to Unnamed (TLID:82579117), and proceeding
easterly along Unnamed (TLID:82579117) to Oxnard St, and proceeding easterly along Oxnard St to Unnamed
(TLID:82581513), and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82581513) to Bullock St, and proceeding
southerly along Bullock St to Wish Ave, and proceeding southerly along Wish Ave to Unnamed (TLID:82567796),
and proceeding southerly along Unnamed (TLID:82567796) to Burbank Blvd, and proceeding easterly along
Burbank Blv