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Case 2:25-cv-10616-JLS-WLH-KKL Document 188-16  Filed 12/19/25 Page 1 of 26
Page ID #:12817

To Whom It May Concern,

We are pleased to submit this proposed congressional map to the California legislature for their
consideration. We strongly believe that this map serves the best interest of California voters,
while also attempting to push back against the corrupt scheme occurring in Texas and other
Republican-majority states where Republicans — doing the bidding of their DC party bosses —
are considering adopting a clearly racially gerrymandered, partisan map at the expense of their
voters.

Our proposed map was created using traditional redistricting criteria, consistent with guidelines
laid out by the California’s Citizen Redistricting Commission. It allows for more compact
districts than in the current Commission-drawn map, keeps more communities and
neighborhoods together, splits fewer cities, and makes minimal disruptions to the Commission-
drawn map so as to impact as few residents as possible. This is a striking contrast from Texas’
proposed gerrymander which redrew all but one of their 38 congressional districts to minimize
the state’s growing minority voting strength.

Democrats cannot sit idly by while Texas Republicans and their DC party bosses attempt to
steal congressional seats and rig the election in their favor, well before any votes have been
cast. Unlike what Texas Republicans are attempting to do in letting politicians choose their own

voters, we believe that voters should be able to decide who represents them.
Sincerely,

Julie Merz
Executive Director, DCCC

App. 466
Exhibit 501 - 1
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o7\ olc] BageIDi#12819

2020 Census

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
Population 760,065 760,065 760,067 760,065 760,066 760,067 760,065 760,066 760,065
Deviation -1 -1 1 -1 -0 1 -1 -0 -1
Deviation % -0.0% -0.0% 0.0% -0.0% -0.0% 0.0% -0.0% -0.0% -0.0%
Other 523144 606,989 496,639 435,860 478,414 450,475 369,399 292,991 245,353
Other % 68.8% 79.9% 65.3% 57.3% 62.9% 59.3% 48.6% 38.5% 32.3%
Latino 198,815 12,645 141,407 236,841 219,949 169,635 176,798 238,586 288,030
Latino % 26.2% 14.8% 18.6% 31.2% 28.9% 22.3% 23.3% 31.4% 37.9%
Asian 27,489 31,013 82,986 70,893 46,888 89,139 150,498 131,301 142,995
Asian % 3.6% 41% 10.9% 9.3% 6.2% 1.7% 19.8% 17.3% 18.8%
Black 10,617 9,418 39,035 16,471 14,815 50,818 63,370 97,188 83,687
Black % 1.4% 1.2% 51% 22% 1.9% 6.7% 8.3% 12.8% 11.0%

Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)

) 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
Total CVAP 548,648 567,772 546,805 535,082 550,500 531,282 548,294 513,705 501,043
Other CVAP 414,210 474372 378,205 339,142 372,767 324,899 283,519 217,120 186,892
Other CVAP % 75.5% 83.5% 69.2% 63.4% 67.7% 61.2% 51.7% 42.3% 37.3%
Latino CVAP 100,965 56,557 79,213 125,083 130,591 98,792 103,298 120,045 155,537
Latino CVAP % 18.4% 10.0% 14.5% 23.4% 23.7% 18.6% 18.8% 23.4% 31.0%
Asian CVAP 21,957 25,465 52,822 52,713 32,224 65,016 106,512 95,862 96,249
Asian CVAP % 4.0% 4.5% 9.7% 9.9% 5.9% 12.2% 19.4% 18.7% 19.2%
Black CVAP 1,516 Nn,378 36,565 18,144 14,918 42,575 54,965 80,678 62,365
Black CVAP % 2.1% 2.0% 6.7% 3.4% 2.7% 8.0% 10.0% 15.7% 12.4%

App- 468
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2020 Census

10 n 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Population 760,066 760,067 760,065 760,067 760,065 760,066 760,066 760,067 760,066
Deviation -0 1 -1 1 -1 -0 -0 1 -0
Deviation % -0.0% 0.0% -0.0% 0.0% -0.0% -0.0% -0.0% 0.0% -0.0%
Other 428,804 380,316 307,417 188,414 234,353 267,088 369,295 197,375 170,354
Other % 56.4% 50.0% 40.4% 24.8% 30.8% 35.1% 48.6% 26.0% 22.4%
Latino 151,209 107,106 179,534 492,863 177,264 201,867 151,126 130,456 500,484
Latino % 19.9% 14.1% 23.6% 64.8% 23.3% 26.6% 19.9% 17.2% 65.8%
Asian 150,844 232,590 156,144 52,698 313,556 271935 225,345 416,497 77,477
Asian % 19.8% 30.6% 20.5% 6.9% 41.3% 35.8% 29.6% 54.8% 10.2%
Black 29,209 40,055 16,970 26,092 34,892 19,176 14,300 15,739 1,751
Black % 3.8% 53% 15.4% 3.4% 4.6% 2.5% 1.9% 2.1% 1.5%

Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)

10 n 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Total CVAP 524,308 544,105 522,733 415,543 464,109 490,568 483,495 424,767 412,566
Other CVAP 312,031 265,528 222,959 135,349 164,956 183,124 252,784 137,624 126,693
Other CVAP % 59.5% 48.8% 42.7% 32.6% 355% 37.3% 52.3% 32.4% 30.7%
Latino CVAP 80,445 62,690 85,819 223,570 93,757 101,204 76,093 69,266 218,496
Latino CVAP % 15.3% 1.5% 16.4% 53.8% 20.2% 20.6% 15.7% 16.3% 53.0%
Asian CVAP 103,114 180,975 16,513 36,147 174,608 188,931 140,622 204,198 55,939
Asian CVAP % 19.7% 33.3% 22.3% 8.7% 37.6% 38.5% 29.1% 48.1% 13.6%
Black CVAP 28,718 34,912 97,442 20,477 30,788 17,309 13,996 13,679 1,438
Black CVAP % 5.5% 6.4% 18.6% 4.9% 6.6% 3.5% 2.9% 32% 2.8%

App- 469
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CA Cor:crreEehttyal

2020 Census

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
Population 760,067 760,065 760,067 760,066 760,066 760,065 760,066 760,067 760,067
Deviation 1 -1 1 -0 -0 -1 -0 1 1
Deviation % 0.0% -0.0% 0.0% -0.0% -0.0% -0.0% -0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Other 414,266 402,996 171,122 129,317 343,181 417,826 245,987 362,114 272,963
Other % 54.5% 53.0% 22.5% 17.0% 452% 55.0% 32.4% 47.6% 35.9%
Latino 187,658 288,988 482,325 563,305 324,842 294,734 464,876 317,496 346,015
Latino % 24.7% 38.0% 63.5% 741% 42.7% 38.8% 61.2% 41.8% 45.5%
Asian 141,729 45,270 71,545 35132 29,686 37,890 23,690 63,926 67,289
Asian % 18.6% 6.0% 9.4% 4.6% 3.9% 5.0% 31% 8.4% 8.9%
Black 16,414 22,81 35,075 32,312 62,357 9,615 25,513 16,531 73,800
Black % 2.2% 3.0% 4.6% 4.3% 8.2% 1.3% 3.4% 22% 9.7%

Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
Total CVAP 540,894 512,729 458,902 398,979 514,103 532,407 494,546 503,784 491,708
Other CVAP 322,791 295,310 137,159 95,023 254,813 339,167 197,163 272,151 191,818
Other CVAP % 59.7% 57.6% 29.9% 23.8% 49.6% 63.7% 39.9% 54.0% 39.0%
Latino CVAP 102,722 163,165 249,611 260,843 190,014 150,929 257,693 170,702 194,051
Latino CVAP % 19.0% 31.8% 54.4% 65.4% 37.0% 28.3% 52.1% 33.9% 39.5%
Asian CVAP 99,372 33,814 44,824 19,905 22,557 30,697 17,043 44,656 48,679
Asian CVAP % 18.4% 6.6% 9.8% 5.0% 4.4% 5.8% 3.4% 8.9% 9.9%
Black CVAP 16,009 20,440 27,308 23,208 46,719 1,614 22,647 16,275 57,60
Black CVAP % 3.0% 4.0% 6.0% 5.8% 9.1% 2.2% 4.6% 32% 11.6%

App- 470
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2020 Census

28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36
Population 760,065 760,066 760,066 760,066 760,065 760,067 760,067 760,066 760,066
Deviation -1 -0 -0 -0 -1 1 1 -0 -0
Deviation % -0.0% -0.0% -0.0% -0.0% -0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -0.0% -0.0%
Other 231,227 195,337 460,657 165,868 447,933 167,505 103,292 167,836 474,998
Other % 30.4% 25.7% 60.6% 21.8% 58.9% 22.0% 13.6% 22.1% 62.5%
Latino 210,705 477,560 178,51 429,185 189,453 459,436 497,280 446,255 126,932
Latino % 27.7% 62.8% 23.5% 56.5% 24.9% 60.4% 65.4% 58.7% 16.7%
Asian 288,737 58,158 95,096 140,443 94,693 56,399 128,548 101,513 131,473
Asian % 38.0% 7.7% 12.5% 18.5% 12.5% 7.4% 16.9% 13.4% 17.3%
Black 29,396 29,01 25,802 24,570 27,986 76,727 30,947 44,462 26,663
Black % 3.9% 3.8% 3.4% 3.2% 3.7% 10.1% 4.1% 5.8% 3.5%

Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)

28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36
Total CVAP 519,416 452,149 547,252 502,061 548,661 475,755 430,418 481,931 545,928
Other CVAP 175,492 139,842 333,360 121,938 335,861 18,596 77,745 124,220 337,185
Other CVAP % 33.8% 30.9% 60.9% 24.3% 61.2% 24.9% 18.1% 25.8% 61.8%
Latino CVAP 133,810 242,495 10,51 262,046 10,131 259,509 236,352 255,710 80,469
Latino CVAP % 25.8% 53.6% 20.2% 52.2% 20.1% 54.5% 54.9% 53.1% 14.7%
Asian CVAP 181,708 42,451 72,569 93,452 73,284 36,866 85,671 64,071 100,377
Asian CVAP % 35.0% 9.4% 13.3% 18.6% 13.4% 7.7% 19.9% 13.3% 18.4%
Black CVAP 28,406 27,361 30,812 24,625 29,385 60,784 30,650 37,930 27,897
Black CVAP % 5.5% 6.1% 5.6% 4.9% 5.4% 12.8% 7.1% 7.9% 51%

App- 471
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CA Cor:crreehttyzl

2020 Census

37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45
Population 760,066 760,067 760,067 760,066 760,065 760,066 760,067 760,067 760,066
Deviation -0 1 1 -0 -1 -0 1 1 -0
Deviation % -0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -0.0% -0.0% -0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -0.0%
Other 131,743 18,512 178,497 405171 190,955 387,873 81,626 84,841 180,920
Other % 17.3% 15.6% 23.5% 53.3% 25.1% 51.0% 10.7% 1.2% 23.8%
Latino 409,691 450,094 473,263 243980 461976 243,557 433,512 535,795 263,412
Latino % 53.9% 59.2% 62.3% 321% 60.8% 32.0% 57.0% 70.5% 34.7%
Asian 47,245 182,917 43,859 79,899 78,136 86,854 62,451 67,863 297,463
Asian % 6.2% 24.1% 5.8% 10.5% 10.3% 11.4% 8.2% 8.9% 39.1%
Black 171,387 8,544 64,448 31,016 28,998 41,782 182,478 71,568 18,271
Black % 22.5% 11% 8.5% 4.1% 3.8% 55% 24.0% 9.4% 2.4%

Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)

37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45
Total CVAP 438,620 465,896 486,150 543,973 509,320 547,104 434,357 437,942 492,914
Other CVAP 86,261 89,906 133,237 300,038 148,870 305,580 50,844 59,698 137,833
Other CVAP % 19.7% 19.3% 27.4% 55.2% 29.2% 55.9% 1.7% 13.6% 28.0%
Latino CVAP 174,716 245,091 263,801 152,392 280,278 136,331 201,766 272,815 139,346
Latino CVAP % 39.8% 52.6% 54.3% 28.0% 55.0% 24.9% 46.5% 62.3% 28.3%
Asian CVAP 33,768 122,795 33,846 63,206 56,755 69,176 43,559 49,777 201,275
Asian CVAP % 7.7% 26.4% 7.0% 11.6% 1.1% 12.6% 10.0% 1.4% 40.8%
Black CVAP 143,875 8,104 55,266 28,337 23,417 36,017 138,188 55,652 14,460
Black CVAP % 32.8% 1.7% 1M.4% 52% 4.6% 6.6% 31.8% 12.7% 2.9%

App.- 472
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2020 Census

46 47 48 49 50 51 52
Population 760,067 760,065 760,066 760,067 760,066 760,067 760,066
Deviation 1 -1 -0 1 -0 1 -0
Deviation % 0.0% -0.0% -0.0% 0.0% -0.0% 0.0% -0.0%
Other 156,687 399,795 372,920 485,717 472,232 441,328 151,060
Other % 20.6% 52.6% 49.1% 63.9% 62.1% 58.1% 19.9%
Latino 483,599 137,878 304,909 164,145 140,896 205,434 459,616
Latino % 63.6% 18.1% 40.1% 21.6% 18.5% 27.0% 60.5%
Asian 105,923 209,399 52,867 94,807 125,897 62,598 98,430
Asian % 13.9% 27.6% 7.0% 12.5% 16.6% 8.2% 13.0%
Black 13,858 12,993 29,370 15,398 21,041 50,707 50,960
Black % 1.8% 1.7% 3.9% 2.0% 2.8% 6.7% 6.7%

Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)

46 47 48 49 50 51 52
Total CVAP 447,003 514,402 518,620 525,988 560,570 573,012 490,770
Other CVAP 122,085 292,459 281,580 345,015 360,404 342,684 119,463
Other CVAP % 27.3% 56.9% 54.3% 65.6% 64.3% 59.8% 24.3%
Latino CVAP 233,581 78,502 166,118 96,790 90,355 132,681 254,254
Latino CVAP % 52.3% 15.3% 32.0% 18.4% 16.1% 232% 51.8%
Asian CVAP 79,934 130,254 43,349 67,875 88,402 53,569 73,71
Asian CVAP % 17.9% 253% 8.4% 12.9% 15.8% 9.3% 15.0%
Black CVAP 1,403 13,187 27573 16,308 21,409 44,078 43,342
Black CVAP % 2.6% 2.6% 53% 3.1% 3.8% 7.7% 8.8%

App.- 473
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CA Cong:caiesic!

District O1 Voter Registration

41%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

75%

18%
o ‘ - 4% 2%
— I
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
SACRAMENTO
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %

760,065 -1 -0.0% 523144 68.8% 198,815 26.2% 27,489 3.6% 10,617 1.4%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %

548,648 414,210 75.5% 100,965 18.4% 21,957 4.0% 1,516 2.1%
App- 474
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District 02 Voter Registration
45%

l 27% 26%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP
Citizen Voting Age Population
83%
10%

4% 2%

Other % Latino % Asian % Black %

Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other

Other % Latino Latino %
760,065 -1 -0.0%

Asian Asian % Black
606,989 79.9% 112,645

14.8% 31,013 4.1%

Black %
9,418 1.2%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP %

Black CVAP Black CVAP %
567,772 474,372 83.5%

4.5% 1,378 2.0%

56,557 10.0% 25,465

App.- 475
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CA Cong:caiesic!

District 03 Voter Registration

39%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

69%

14%

9%

6%

Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 496,639 65.3% 141,407 18.6% 82,986 10.9% 39,035 51%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
546,805 378,205 69.2% 79,213 14.5% 52,822 9.7% 36,565 6.7%
App- 476
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CA Cong:caiesic!

District 04 i i
Voter Registration
43%
VUBA CITY Democrat Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
63%
SACRAMENTO
9%
3%
e Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 435,860 57.3% 236,841 31.2% 70,893 9.3% 16,471 2.2%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
535,082 339,142 63.4% 125,083 23.4% 52,713 9.9% 18,144 3.4%
App. 477
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CA Cong:caiesic!

District 05 Voter Registration

44%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

67%

CALIFORNIA
O,
5% 2%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %

760,066 -0 -0.0% 478,414 62.9% 219,949 28.9% 46,888 6.2% 14,815 1.9%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %

550,500 372,767 67.7% 130,591 23.7% 32,224 5.9% 14,918 2.7%

App- 478
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CA Cong:caiesic!

District 06 Voter Registration

39%

ROSEVILLE

Democrat

Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
61%
FOLSOM
18%
12%
SACRAMENTO Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 450,475 59.3% 169,635 22.3% 89,139 1.7% 50,818 6.7%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
531,282 324,899 61.2% 98,792 18.6% 65,016 12.2% 42,575 8.0%
App- 479
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District 07 Voter Registration

43%

Democrat
SACRAMENTO i

Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
51%
18% 19%
10%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 369,399 48.6% 176,798 23.3% 150,498 19.8% 63,370 8.3%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
548294 283,519 51.7% 103,298 18.8% 106,512 19.4% 54,965 10.0%
App- 480
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CA Cong:caiesic!

District 08 i i
Voter Registration
o ot 52%
SACRAMENTO Cordova
27%
: .
LE Democrat Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
NO )
42%
15%
VALLE]
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
STOCKTON
BERKELEY
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 292,991 38.5% 238,586 31.4% 131,301 17.3% 97,188 12.8%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
513,705 217,120 42.3% 120,045 23.4% 95,862 18.7% 80,678 15.7%
App- 481
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CA Cong:caiesic!

District 09 Voter Registration

46%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

37%

12%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
IVERH
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 245353 32.3% 288,030 37.9% 142,995 18.8% 83,687 1.0%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
501,043 186,892 37.3% 155,537 31.0% 96,249 19.2% 62,365 12.4%
App.- 482
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District 10 Voter Registration
49%
i 28%
I ] .
J B -
Democrat Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
DiscotbhBay 59%
ERKELEY e
J o 19%.
KLAND 15%
ALAME! [
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
LIVERMORE
LAY RD
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 428,804 56.4% 151,209 19.9% 150,844 19.8% 29,209 3.8%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
524,308 312,031 59.5% 80,445 15.3% 103114 19.7% 28,718 5.5%
App- 483
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District 11 Voter Registration

64%

28%

7%
Democrat Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
SAN FRANCISC
33%
1%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 380,316 50.0% 107,106 141% 232,590 30.6% 40,055 53%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
54405 265,528 48.8% 62,690 1.5% 180,975 333% 34,912 6.4%
App- 484
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District 12 Voter Registration
68%
25%
9 6%
I
Democrat Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
] E 42%
SAN FRANCISCC
22%
-18% -
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 307,417 40.4% 179,534 23.6% 156,144 20.5% 116,970 15.4%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
522,733 222,959 42.7% 85,819 16.4% 116,513 22.3% 97,442 18.6%
App.- 485
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District 13 Voter Registration
42%
STOCKTON T
MODESTO
Democrat Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
" 53%
MERCED
/o 8%
CRUZ |
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
FRESNO
SALINAS
MOMTEDEY
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 188,414 24.8% 492,863 64.8% 52,698 6.9% 26,092 3.4%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
415,543 135,349 32.6% 223,570 53.8% 36,147 8.7% 20,477 4.9%
App- 486
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District 14 Voter Registration

50%

31%

Democrat

Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

35% 37%

6%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
ILPt
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 234,353 30.8% 177,264 23.3% 313,556 41.3% 34,892 4.6%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
464,109 164,956 355% 93,757 20.2% 174,608 37.6% 30,788 6.6%
App. 487
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District 15 Voter Registration

55%

30%

13%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

“37% —8%-

20%

3%

Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 267,088 351% 201,867 26.6% 271,935 35.8% 19,176 2.5%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
490,568 183,124 37.3% 101,204 20.6% 188,931 38.5% 17,309 3.5%
App.- 488
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District 16 Voter Registration

31%
- .
Democrat Republican Other/NPP
L] L] L] o
Citizen Voting Age Population
52%
29%
15%
I
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 369,295 48.6% 151,126 19.9% 225345 29.6% 14,300 1.9%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
483,495 252,784 52.3% 76,093 15.7% 140,622 29.1% 13,996 2.9%
App- 489
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District 17 Voter Registration

49%

34%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

48%

32%

16%

3%

Other % Latino % Asian % Black %

Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other

Other % Latino Latino %
760,067 1 0.0%

Asian Asian % Black
416,497 54.8% 15,739

Black %
21%

197,375 26.0% 130,456 17.2%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
424,767 137,624 32.4% 69,266 16.3%

13,679 32%

204,198 48.1%

App- 490
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District 18 Voter Registration

51%

MERCED

28%
19%
SaNTALS Democrat Republican Other/NPP
Citizen Voting Age Population

SALINAS

53%

13%
2%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %

760,066 -0 -0.0% 170,354 22.4% 500,484 65.8% 77,477 10.2% 1,751 1.5%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %

412,566 126,693 30.7% 218,496 53.0% 55,939 13.6% 1,438 2.8%
App- 491
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District 19
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian %

760,067 1 0.0% 414,266 54.5% 187,658 24.7% 141,729 18.6%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %

540,894 322,791 59.7% 102,722 19.0% 99,372 18.4%

16,009

Voter Registration

49%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

59%

18%
3%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
App. 492
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District 20 Voter Registration
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ST o N —
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| — 7
L \mL
=
];mﬁ
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 402,996 53.0% 288,988 38.0% 45,270 6.0% 22,811 3.0%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
512,729 295,310 57.6% 163,165 31.8% 33,814 6.6% 20,440 4.0%

App.- 493
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District 21

Population
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Deviation Deviation %  Other

|

Other %
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Latino
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L

Asian

Asian % Black

.

|

Black %

760,067

1

0.0%

171122

22.5%

482,325

63.5%

71,545

9.4% 35,075

4.6%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP %

Black CVAP Black CVAP %

458,902

137,159

29.9%

249,611

54.4%

44,824

9.8%

27,308

6.0%

Voter Registration

41%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

54%

9%

6%

Other % Latino % Asian % Black %

App.- 494
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L] L]
District 22
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 129,317 17.0% 563,305 741% 35132 4.6%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP %

Black CVAP Black CVAP %

398,979 95,023 23.8% 260,843 65.4% 19,905 5.0%

Voter Registration

42%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

65%

5% 5%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
App. 495
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District 23 Voter Registration

38%
32%
29%

\ . l .

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

49%

37%

9%

4%
I

Other % Latino % Asian % Black %

Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 34381 45.2% 324,842 42.7% 29,686 3.9% 62,357 8.2%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
514,103 254,813 49.6% 190,014 37.0% 22,557 4.4% 46,719 9.1%

App.- 496
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45%
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L’ Democrat Republican Other/NPP
Citizen Voting Age Population
63%
Q

\f/\/\r\\f\
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0

0,
5% 2%

Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
@
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 417,826 55.0% 294,734 38.8% 37,890 5.0% 9,615 1.3% “
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP % My
532,407 339,167 63.7% 150,929 28.3% 30,697 5.8% n,e14 2.2% -
App. 497
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43%
ﬁl’7 l ) 28%
Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

.y
\\
52%
39%

3% 4%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
D
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 245987 32.4% 464,876 61.2% 23,690 31% 25,513 3.4%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
494,546 197,163 39.9% 257,693 52.1% 17,043 3.4% 22,647 4.6% ‘:‘
App. 498
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.
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 362,114 47.6% 317,496 41.8% 63,926 8.4% 16,531 2.2%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP %

Black CVAP Black CVAP %

503,784 272,151 54.0% 170,702 33.9%

44,656 8.9% 16,275 32%

App.- 499
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42%

7
Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population
ol 39% 39%

1%

9%

\ Other % Latino % Asian % Black %

Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 272,963 35.9% 346,015 45.5% 67,289 8.9% 73,800 9.7%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP % ’.
491,708 191,818 39.0% 194,051 39.5% 48,679 9.9% 57,60 1.6%

App. 500
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District 28 Voter Registration
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 231,227 30.4% 210,705 27.7% 288,737 38.0% 29,396 3.9%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
519,416 175,492 33.8% 133,810 25.8% 181,708 35.0% 28,406 5.5%

App. 501
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District 29
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w
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Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
“\
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X \

Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 195,337 25.7% 477,560 62.8% 58,158 7.7% 29,01 3.8%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
452,149 139,842 30.9% 242,495 53.6% 42,451 9.4% 27,361 6.1%

App. 502
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 460,657 60.6% 178,51 23.5% 95,096 12.5% 25,802 3.4%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
547,252 333,360 60.9% 10,51 20.2% 72,569 13.3% 30,812 5.6%

App. 503
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 165,868 21.8% 429,185 56.5% 140,443 18.5% 24,570 32%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %

502,061 121,938 24.3% 262,046 52.2% 93,452 18.6% 24,625 4.9%

Voter Registration

44%

29%
25%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

52%

18%
4%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
App. 504
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District 32
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Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,065 -1 -0.0% 447933 58.9% 189,453 249% 94,693 12.5% 27,986 3.7%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
548,661 335,861 61.2% 10,131 20.1% 73,284 13.4% 29,385 5.4%
App. 505
Exhibit 501 - 40




CA Cong:oios

District 33

\ \\\\ -
J Yy /1—‘ “
N/ \
T
/// e N
1<

o
EH | ng ]_H
?1 J ,
L J 1 ,,J
a H | ~
Lg ~ S
I L
L
: ] 3
ot (
;% :‘J“;fffé
J/
S LT
[:V‘LJ[ L
Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 167,505 22.0% 459,436 60.4% 56,399 7.4% 76,727 10.1%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP %

Black CVAP Black CVAP %

475,755 118,596 24.9% 259,509 54.5% 36,866 7.7%

60,784

12.8%

Voter Registration

44%

Democrat Republican Other/NPP

Citizen Voting Age Population

54%

12%
7%
Other % Latino % Asian % Black %
App. 506
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 103,292 13.6% 497,280 65.4% 128,548 16.9% 30,947 41%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
430,418 77,745 18.1% 236,352 54.9% 85,671 19.9% 30,650 7.1%
App. 507
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 167,836 221% 446,255 58.7% 101,513 13.4% 44,462 5.8%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
481,931 124,220 25.8% 255,710 531% 64,071 13.3% 37,930 7.9%

App. 508
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 474,998 62.5% 126,932 16.7% 131,473 17.3% 26,663 3.5%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
545,928 337,185 61.8% 80,469 14.7% 100,377 18.4% 27,897 51%
App. 509
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,066 -0 -0.0% 131,743 17.3% 409,691 53.9% 47,245 6.2% 171,387 22.5%
Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
438,620 86,261 19.7% 174,716 39.8% 33,768 7.7% 143,875 32.8%
App. 510
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Population  Deviation Deviation %  Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
760,067 1 0.0% 18,512 15.6% 450,094 59.2% 182,917 241% 8,544 11%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
465,896 89,906 19.3% 245,091 52.6% 122,795 26.4% 8,104 1.7%

App. 511
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Introduction — 1

My name is Sean Trende and I am at least 18 years of age. I have been asked to
respond to points made, where appropriate in the Declaration of Dr. Bernard Grofman
Supporting Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ and Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Motions for
Preliminary Injunction, dated December 3, 2025 (“Grofman Report”), Expert Report of
Dr. Jonathan Rodden in Support of DCCC’s Response in Opposition to Plaintiffs’ and
the United States” Motions for a Preliminary Injunction, dated December 3, 2025 (“Rod-
den Report”), and the Response Report of Anthony E. Fairfax On The 2025 California
Congressional District Plan, dated December 3, 2025 (“Fairfax Report”). Collectively,
I'll refer to these reports as the “Opposing Reports,” and the collective authors as the
“Opposing Experts.” 1 will also refer to the map in effect for the 2022 and 2024 elections
the “Commission Map,” while I will refer to the map passed in the referendum as the
“Assembly Map.” For the reasons below, nothing in these reports causes me to reassess

my conclusion.
1 Introduction

Suppose that someone were to show you the following map of election results, and
tell you that you are to draw a political gerrymander, entering the area from the south,

and ask what areas you would most heavily prioritize for inclusion:
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Introduction — 2

Figure 1: Stockton Area Block Groups, by 2024 Presidential Election Result

Perhaps reasonable minds can disagree, but I suspect the response would be that
you would want to get most of the area in the south and central portion of the map.
But that is not what the Assembly Map does. In fact, it avoids much of this area,

heading instead into politically marginal territory to the east.
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Introduction — 3

Figure 2: Stockton Area Block Groups, by 2024 Presidential Election Result, with As-
sembly Map boundaries superimposed

Now suppose that, instead, I show you the following map, and tell you that your
job is to draw a racial gerrymander. I again ask what areas you would want to be sure

and include.
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Introduction — 4

Figure 3: Stockton Area Block Groups, by estimated HCVAP

e

My guess is that you would want to include the triangle in central-eastern portion
of the map, and the square to the southwest of it. This is ezactly what the Assembly
Map does, with near-surgical precision, in the process creating a district feature that is

shaped vaguely like Scotland, only rotated 45 degrees clockwise.
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Introduction — 5

Figure 4: Stockton Area Block Groups, by estimated HCVAP, with Assembly Map bound-
aries superimposed
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Introduction — 6

Figure 5: Stockton Area Block Groups, by estimated HCVAP, with Assembly Map bound-
aries superimposed

Over the course of almost 100 pages of expert reports, the Opposing Experts
attempt to distract from the obvious conclusion from the above: That the mapmaker
prioritized racial results over partisan results. This is bolstered by a point made by
plaintiff’s own expert, Dr. Rodden. The map removes a substantial Hispanic population
from the Southern portion of the map, which would lower the HCVAP. That removal,
however, is countered by the addition of population in San Joaquin County that almost
perfectly balances the HCVAP of the population removed to the South. By so doing,
the district’s HCVAP lands in a narrow band that characterizes the majority-Hispanic
districts in the map overall. Again, this is accomplished by surgically carving out the
Hispanic block groups from the other block groups in Stockton.

This is bolstered by three maps that demonstrate that this was not necessary to

accomplish the mapmaker’s partisan goals. A more straightforward partisan gerrymander
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verview and Background Assumptions — 7

of the area, that does not reach across Stockton into two separate Census Designated
Places, two of which include Democratic areas in the southern portion of the district that
the Assembly Map also bypasses, produce similar or somewhat better partisan outcomes.
This comes at the cost of a lower HCVAP, but that is the point; the only real reason to
include these portions of the district is to include that Hispanic population.

No one really seems to dispute any of this. Instead, they bicker about data choices,
suggest that the partisan and racial makeup of the districts doesn’t really change all that
much, and question some of the choices in the demonstration maps. Much of it is wrong;
most of it is irrelevant. The bottom line remains that, as a part of a five-way split of San
Joaquin County, these maps carefully cut up the Stockton area almost perfectly along
racial lines, rather than political lines. That doesn’t mean that there was no preference
for politics; I have never taken that stance. What it does mean, though, is that when

push came to shove, it was race, rather than politics, that got priority.
2 Overview and Background Assumptions

The Opposing Experts and I in many ways seem to be having a vicious agreement.
In many instances the Opposing Reports cite to my report as proof of their claims. This
not because of slip-ups or misunderstandings on my part. To the extent that we disagree,
it would be about the upshot of these findings. In other words, we don’t really disagree
about the facts, we simply disagree about the relevance of those facts.

This is, of course, something for lawyers ultimately to argue about and lawyers
to decide, but to summarize, my task was straightforward: To identify the best example
of subverting traditional principles to racial goals, to explain it, and to draw maps that
would achieve the partisan goals while meeting the other “non-racial” goals. That was
found in District 13, particularly in the “peninsula” jutting into Stockton. I focused here
particularly because, in my understanding, the Supreme Court has drawn attention to
tentacles, appendages and the like as signs of a gerrymander. To be clear, these sorts of

features can arise in both political and racial gerrymanders. The reason I think you can

App. 535
Exhibit 511 - 10



Case 2:25-cv-10616-JLS-WLH-KKL Document 188-19 Filed 12/19/25 Page 341 of
1926 P%ge ID #:13217

verview and Background Assumptions — 8

distinguish between the two here is because the legislature bypassed an area of heavily
Democratic non-Hispanics in favor of less-heavily Democratic Hispanics, distorting the
district boundaries to do so. The alternative maps confirm that it would have been
possible for the mapmaker to draw more heavily Democratic districts without sacrificing
other goals, except perhaps the racial ones.

The areas of disagreement between myself and the Opposing Reports can probably
be clarified and perhaps narrowed by setting forth some of my understandings of law.
This isn’t to tell the Court how it should rule on these issues—that’s plainly for lawyers to
argue about and judges to decide—but experts nevertheless are often required to operate
under legal assumptions or understandings in order to carry out their examination. These
are some legal assumptions or understandings under which I operated. Indeed, it seems
like much of the disagreement between myself and the other three experts comes down

to whether these assumptions are correct:

e A map can be a political gerrymander overall, but the 14th Amendment racial
gerrymandering inquiry is district-specific. That is to say, it’s possible for a map to
have 51 districts that are drawn entirely with respect to politics and still have one

district struck down because race predominated.

e A district can have parts that are drawn without respect to race, and parts that
are, and still have race as a predominate interest. That is to say, if an otherwise-
circular district has an odd-shaped appendage that reaches out to carve out a
minority population, the district is drawn with racial intent, and that is a district

in which race predominated.

e A district can have both partisan motives and racial motives. Given that race and
partisanship often correlate, that might often appear to be the case. The question
then becomes “which predominates?” That question can be answered by examining
whether, when forced to choose, the mapmaker privileges the partisan outcome or

the racial outcome. That’s the focus of this report.
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3 Response to Grofman Report

I begin with Dr. Grofman’s report because it succinctly states the most relevant
claims made in other reports. The opening theme of Dr. Grofman’s report is that, taken
as a whole, the Assembly map operates as a partisan gerrymander. Grofman Report
991-7. 1 certainly agree that the map achieves certain partisan goals. 1 don’t think
Modoc County was paired with Marin County for any reason other than partisanship.
To the extent we have any disagreement, it is on the impact of that shared conclusion on
particular districts.

Dr. Grofman claims that [ am “nitpicking or cherry-picking the data.” Grofman
Report €12. I certainly disagree that I cherry-pick data. As for nitpicking, because racial
gerrymandering is illegal, it wouldn’t be surprising to see a capable map drawer produce
a map where the devil is found in the details.

Next, Dr. Grofman offers an argument that is echoed across the other reports:
“The Hispanic CVAP share of CD 13 actually goes down from the CRC map to the
Prop 50 map, while in contrast, the Democratic share goes up by 3 percentage points in
the Prop 50 map compared to the CRC map, using 2023 CVAP data.” Grofman Report
q12. His report, using 2023 data, describes the HCVAP of the district as 54% under the
Commission lines, versus 53.8% under the Assembly Lines.

We actually don’t know that the HCVAP is lower. The CVAP data are based upon
the ACS. The ACS is a survey, rather than an actual enumeration like the decennial
census. Like all surveys, it comes complete with error margins. At the congressional
district level, the error margins are typically small-less than a percentage points—but the
difference observed here is small as well. Regardless, the fact that the district is radically
altered but the HCVAP remains the same, combined other facts in the report, buttresses
the idea that this is a racial gerrymander, rather than working against it.

Dr. Grofman notes that there are places where “there were areas where Hispanic

population could have been added but was not added.” Grofman Report 12. In Madera,
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the legislature does appear to exclude areas that are both Hispanic and Republican
while including areas that are both Hispanic and Democrat. In other words, as between
Hispanic Republicans and Hispanic Democrats, the legislature preferred the Democrats
here. This is fully consistent with my overall opinion though. As among Hispanics, the
preference was for Democrats — that choice doesn’t impact race since we are talking about
Hispanics either way. The problem comes when the choice is between similarly situated
non-Hispanic Democrats and voters who are Hispanic-but-less-Democrat (or Republican).
Someone drawing race-blind with partisan intent should select the latter at the expense
of the former, especially if the former are less readily available.

In fact, Dr. Grofman’s report illustrates an interesting effect. In Table 2A; it
is noticeable that of the 16 majority-Hispanic districts reported, all but two fall in a
narrow band between 51% and 55% HCVAP. In its submission to the commission, HOPE
noted that “If these districts were between 52% and 54% Latino CVAP, for instance,
they would still be very likely to elect Latino candidates of choice. The Commission may
want to consider the optimal allocation of Latino CVAP in L.A. County so as to create
one additional very-high Latino CVAP-majority or plurality districts in this area while
retaining these four Latino-CVAP-majority districts.” (Ex.A). Recall that this is the same
group Mr. Mitchell was speaking to, cited in my initial report, where he emphasized that
he had bolstered the VRA seats to make them most effective.

Dr. Grofman observes “Dr. Trende acknowledges that the Assembly map increased
the Democratic vote share in the district compared to the CRC map.” Grofman Report
€12. This is true. It also, in my view, misses the point. Elsewhere in his report,
Dr. Grofman distinguishes between an “efficient” gerrymander and a “fully efficient”
gerrymander, with the latter occurring if the map is “drawn in such a fashion that its
effects are likely to be durable.” Grofman Report at 7. In other words, it is preferable to
draw districts where the partisan advantage is likely to survive.

Dr. Grofman relies on the Cook Political Report’s race ratings in describing the

map. Grofman Report n.11. It shows that indeed, a number of California districts are
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Figure 6: Cook Political Change in Race Ratings, Following Passage of Assembly Map

made safely Democratic. See https://www.cookpolitical.com/ratings/house-r
ace-ratings. What is missing from the analysis is that Cook rates District 13 as a
“tossup.” This is confirmed in Dr. Grofman’s Table 1B, which shows that then-Vice
President Kamala Harris won the district by just 0.5%. That’s an improvement over
the Commission Map, but it would not seem to be “fully efficient” or necessarily even
“efficient.” Driving the point home further, from an article to which Dr. Grofman cites:
Cook Political made 11 race rating changes in response to the new map. These did
not include District 13. Erin Covey, “California’s Newly Passed Map Spurs 11 Ratings
Changes,” (Nov. 4, 2025), available at https://www.cookpolitical.com/analysis/h
ouse/redistricting/californias—-newly-passed-map-spurs-1l-ratings-changes.
To be clear, it is more difficult for Republicans to win, but in the big picture, the district
was considered a tossup before the redraw, and it is considered a tossup today. This
might not be interesting if this were the best the map drawer could do, but it is not.
Dr. Grofman states that “Dr. Trende also asserts that it would have been possible
to draw a more compact District 13 with fewer Hispanic voters,” before showing that some
of the compactness numbers for the Demonstration Maps are higher and some are lower

than the Assembly Map. Grofman Report €13. Respectfully (in a genuine sense, not
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the passive aggressive way that term is often used), Dr. Grofman misstates my claim.
After all, the compactness numbers are set forth in my report; there was no attempt to
hide or elide this ball. The claim is that it is possible “to draw a district with a more
regular configuration that does not target race.” Trende Report at 22. To understand
this requires understanding two other things. In a footnote, Dr. Grofman writes “I am
aware of no requirement to create the most compact district possible.” Grofman Report
n.41. I concur. As I understand it, the purpose of such “Alexander” maps is to show
that a mapmaker could have drawn a map without the racial features provided while also
achieving other goals. Thus, I understood my task to be to provide a map with similar
compactness scores, municipal splits, and political outcomes without the odd “reach”
into northeastern Stockton, Garden Acres, and August that characterize the Assembly
Map.

Second, to understand why I didn’t weight the lower Reock score heavily, we should
understand what Reock scores measure. To calculate a Reock score, we draw the smallest
circle around the district that we can that will not slice it. We call this the Minimum
Bounding Circle. We calculate the area of that circle. We then calculate the area of the
district. The Reock score is then the percentage of that circle that the district would
fill. As a district becomes more elongated, the area of that circle that a district fills will
generally fall.

Reock scores are useful, but they have very real limitations. Consider the Assembly
Map District 13, provided below with the Minimum Bounding Circle drawn around it
(it appears as an oval here because of the curvature of the Earth. As you can see, the
peninsula does not touch the Minimum Bounding Circle, and thus is irrelevant to its

area.
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Figure 7: Assembly District 13, with Minimum Bounding Circle

Now consider Map A:

Figure 8: Demonstration Map A, with Minimum Bounding Circle

There is no question, to my eye, that the northern boundary of this map is more
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regularly configured. But because the peninsula touches the Minimum Bounding Circle
slightly, it actually increases the area of that circle. However, the area of the district does
not change much: The area of the Assembly Bill District is 3,853.3 square miles while
that of Map A is 3,934 square miles. Thus, Map A technically does fill less of the district.
Directly comparing the maps, however, it is plain to me which is more regularly shaped,
but that is for the Court ultimately decide.

Map B illustrates another shortcoming of the Reock score. Here, the Minimum
Bounding Circle once again increases a bit, because the district is brought out more
consistently to the San Joaquin/Alameda county line. The area is roughly the same
however, taking up 3,854.7 square miles. This, then, is the problem with Reock. One
could remove the eastern “bulge” from Merced County and turn it into a meandering,
snakelike series of precincts. As long as that appendage does not expand the minimum
bounding circle or decrease the area of the district, the score will be unchanged. In fact,
if the area of the district increases (by using larger, less densely populated precincts) it

would improve the score.

Figure 9: Demonstration Map B, with Minimum Bounding Circle
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That’s why its important to consider a variety of scores, and why “eyeball tests,”
while imprecise, can be of use as well.

Dr. Grofman notes that things such as incumbent addresses place limitations on
districts that can be drawn and that there is an incumbent who lives in Tracy. Grofman
Report 14. That is the point of having multiple alternative maps, which show that there
are configurations available that do not involve the City of Tracy. Note that neither
Dr. Grofman nor any of the other experts ever state that I place the incumbent in
question in District 13; it is left as a suggestion. I do not want to give out the name
or the home address of an incumbent in closely watched, heavily charged litigation in
our current environment for reasons that I think should be obvious. I will note that the
incumbent’s FEC filings list Manteca as his address. Regardless, I do not believe the
relevant incumbent is ever placed in District 13 in any of the maps. To the extent the
incumbent’s residence in the City of Tracy is the relevant one, it is not placed in District
13.

Dr. Grofman suggests that I erred in calling Ceres “Republican territory.” Grof-
man Report §15. He points to the 2024 Senate election, where the Democrat won 51.8%
of the vote, and the 2018 governor’s race, where he won 60%. But Adam Schiff won
over 58% of the vote in 2024, while Gavin Newsom won over 61% of the vote in 2018.
In all of these elections, Ceres was to the right of the Democrat. But, if Dr. Grofman
would prefer to call it “swing” territory I could be persuaded to go along. Moreover,
this is unhelpful without reference to any changes in vote share for other places in this
area. In other words, the area might be more Democratic, depending upon which elec-
tion one references, but this is irrelevant if the other areas in question are also even more
Democratic.

He also suggests that the mapmaker might have looked at Adam Gray’s historical
performance in Ceres in his seven elections to the General Assembly. Dr. Grofman
provides no citation for these results. I count five such elections, from 2012-2020, but

regardless, I am not sure that the results are as compelling as he suggests. In 2018, his
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opponent was a Libertarian. https://elections.cdn.sos.ca.gov/sov/2018-general /sov /68-
state-assemblymember.pdf. By 2016 we are getting into decade-old election data, but in
2016, he obliterated a nominal Republican opponent by almost 40 points, suggesting a
poor datapoint for forecasting a potentially competitive House district. That leaves 2012,
2014 and 2020 as years which were more competitive, with 2020 probably providing the
only still-relevant data.

Dr. Grofman suggests that CD 9 and CD 5 are also part of the Democrats’ political
gerrymander. Grofman Report €916-18. The point of the alternative maps is that the
mapmaker left areas on the table for District 5 that could have been useful in further
shoring up CD 13, and appears to have done so primarily for racial reasons. As to District
9, it is true that redistricting is an exercise in robbing Peter to pay Paul, and that any
move that makes District 13 more Democratic via San Joaquin County will necessarily
make District 9 more Republican. The problem is that District 9 is made substantially
more Democratic, largely on account of the appendage into overwhelmingly Democratic
cities in Contra Costa County. Cook Political now rates it as “Solid Democrat.” In other
words, District 9 doesn’t need the heavily Democratic White areas in Stockton to perform
well or to be a part of a “fully efficient” gerrymander. But they would help District 13.
In all of the three Demonstration maps, District 9 remains more Democratic than it
was in the Commission Map, it remains more Democratic than District 13 was in the
Commission Map, and it remains more Democratic than District 13 is in the Assembly

Map.
4 Response to Mr. Fairfax

As noted above, many of the claims in the other two reports echo those made by
Dr. Grofman. I will not repeat all of them here. Mr. Fairfax notes that District 13 in the
Assembly Map is both more Democratic and less Hispanic than in the Commission Map.
Fairfax Report, at 10-11. As explained above, that does not affect any of my conclusions.

With respect to Madera, Mr. Fairfax claims I “never state[] that region reflects
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racial gerrymandering.” Fairfax Report at 11. In fact, I state the opposite. The point
here is that these are not non-falsifiable analyses; there are examinations one can conduct
with this approach that would not suggest a racial gerrymander.

Mr. Fairfax states that “the 13-color thematic map Dr. Trende uses has too many
colors that blend together to be effective or comprehensible.” Fairfax Report, at 12. These
type of choices are ultimately in the eye of the beholder, and all data visualizations have
tradeoffs. Make the bands too broad, and you lose important granularity. Note that his
map includes bands as wide as 20 points, with others as narrow as 10. More importantly,
Mr. Fairfax misses the point of my maps. The color gradations run on a continuous scale,
with the legend simply marking the color at certain points along the spectrum. This is
important as well. One problem with Mr. Fairfax’s approach is that someone might look
at a 49% HCVAP block group and a 51% HCVAP block group and conclude that they are
radically different, when in fact their impact on a 700,000 person congressional district
may be minimal. My approach keeps those block groups shaded roughly the same color;
even if one can’t identify them with precision, one can certainly identify them as “close.”
Mr. Fairfax’s approach, however, would treat this two point gradation the same as a
20-point gradation (40% versus 60%). There’s no “right” or “wrong” way to do this and
both views can be useful; neither changes my conclusions.

Mr. Fairfax states that “His intent, I believe, is to show that the boundaries of CD
13 do not fully align with the region’s partisan divisions.” Fairfax Report at 14-15. What
I meant was what I said: “Here, we can see the district boundaries much more neatly
capturing the Democratic areas, although the area is overall politically marginal.” In other
words, the district does carve out Democratic areas, capturing heavily Democratic areas
while excluding Republican areas. I simply observe that overall, the area is marginal,
which I think is true.

Mr. Fairfax faults me for not comparing the Legislative Map to the Commission
Map around Ceres and Modesto. He claims that there was a similar bulge in the Com-

mission Map. This missed the point. The Commission makes no claim that it relied
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on politics, and I did not explore whether the Commission relied improperly upon race
in drawing its district boundaries. Regardless, the Commission was operating under an
entirely different set of constraints than the legislature, which makes for a poor compara-
tor. Mr. Fairfax notes that I split Modesto and split both Ceres and Modesto in Map C.
Again, this misunderstands my report. The concern is not that the Assembly map splits
Ceres or Modesto as such, it is how they split those jurisdictions.

Mr Fairfax suggests that the reason that the Assembly map is split the way it
is split is because it follows the boundaries of certain landmark areas in Modesto. As I
understand it, to the extent “landmarks” area a mapmaker’s goal, the goal is typically
to keep landmark areas together rather than to use them as a boundary to follow. I'm
also unsure that they have ever been a part of the criteria for California map drawing.
Regardless, this is all an exercise in robbing Peter to pay Paul. The legislative map
follows certain Landmark boundaries, but so too did the Commission plan. Moreover,
my understanding is that everyone agrees that the Assembly Map is a gerrymander;
the only disagreement is as to what kind of gerrymander this is. One presumes that
Landmarks, however defined, were not something likely to stand in the way between the
mapmaker and his goals.

Mr. Fairfax then turns to Stockton. Mr. Fairfax hypothesizes that “a straightfor-
ward answer to Dr. Trende’s question about leaving Democrats out of CD 13 is that the
legislature did not seek to lower Democratic performance in CD 9, the adjacent district.”
This might be credible if CD 9 were also a tossup district, or would become a tossup
district if these voters were included in CD 13. But no one provides any evidence that
this might be the case, because there is no such evidence. CD 9 is safely Democratic,
regardless of whether or not these voters are included within its boundaries.

Mr. Fairfax dismisses the claim that the plume into San Joaquin County is of
any interest because the Commission Map extended into San Joaquin. Fairfax Report,
at 20. This misconstrues what I actually said: “But the northern split, near Stockton,

is one of the more egregious examples. The large plume off the top of the district might
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make sense as a Democratic gerrymander at first blush.” Trende Report, at 16 (emphasis
supplied). In other words, I wasn’t focusing on San Joaquin being split, I was focusing
on its odd-shaped extension into Stockton.

Mr. Fairfax claims that “[tJhe 2025 Plan merely extends the district further into
San Joaquin. This is important because the extension was not first created in the 2025
Plan. It had already started in the 2021 Plan.” But the extension, such as it was, in the
Commission Plan was simply adding the entire city of Lathrop to the district. Not one
doubts that following city boundaries can result in ungainly district lines. But nothing
in the inclusion of Lathrop demanded that the district later be stretched into Stockton.
More importantly, nothing demanded that the district bypass the first heavily Democratic
areas one encounters when heading northbound to grab other areas.

Finally, to my eye at least, examining a map of San Joaquin County in the Com-
mission Map, versus in the Assembly Map is sufficient to reject a claim that the Assembly
Map merely reflects an extension or alteration to the Commission Map. In the map be-
low, the colored districts demarcated by dotted lines reflect the Assembly Map 5-way
split of San Joaquin. The solid line reflects the Commission Map split. This is some-
thing ultimately for the Court to decide, but to my eye, the “plume” into Stockton is

meaningfully different in the Commission Map.
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Figure 10: Five-Way Division of San Joaquin County, Assembly Map, Compared to Two-
Way Division in the Commission Map

Mr. Fairfax complains that I don’t show municipalities or communities of interest,
such as census-designated places or socioeconomic data. First, that’s not entirely true,
since I note that the Demonstration maps all split as few or fewer boundaries than the
Legislative Map, which splits French Camp, Stockton, Garden Acres and August. Mr.
Fairfax claims that the split of August is to conform with a census tract boundary, but it
also seems notable that the area that the map excludes has an estimated 32% HCVAP,
the only area in August where Hispanics are not reported as a majority. But this is the
type of analysis in which one typically engages when trying to determine whether a map
is a “good government” map, or whether it is a gerrymander. Here, no one seems to
dispute that this is a gerrymander. The only dispute it over what type of gerrymander
it represents.

Again, the explanation that continues to be lacking is why one would bypass a
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heavy cluster of voters just to the west of the interstate, just as one enters Stockton
from the south, in favor of a less heavily Democratic group of voters across town and
in other towns. After all, the point is that the areas in Stockton to the west of I-5 and
south of the Ort Lofthus Expressway have about 26,000 residents and went for Kamala
Harris by around 30 points. Garden Acres and August have about 20,000 residents, but
went for her by 6. It makes no sense from a political gerrymandering perspective to
include the latter but exclude the former. If, however, you want to hit a racial target,
including the roughly 70% estimated HCVAP area in the latter versus the roughly 35%
estimated HCVAP area in the former makes much more sense. Again, the entire point of
the Hlustrative Maps is that one can achieve better political performance in District 13
by making exactly these types of obvious decisions; it just results in a lower HCVAP.

Mr. Fairfax then provides a map of census tract level geographies shaded by
degree of high school education. There are three problems with this. First, it’s obvious
that the Assembly Map does not, in fact, adhere to the socioeconomic boundaries Mr.
Fairfax describes. Second, along these lines, there’s no real evidence that the mapmaker
considered this factor and (more seriously) that if they did, they would be particularly
motivated by the difference between a tract with, say, 71% high school education and
74% high school education. Mr. Fairfax is careful to avoid this claim. Third, and most
importantly, if these were, in fact, important communities of interest, rather than an
attempted post-hoc rationalization, one assumes that they would be included in the map
drawn by an independent body laboring under a demand that communities of interest be
kept together, and not knitted together via legislation that suspended that requirement
as a part of an express attempt to counteract Republican political gerrymandering in
Texas. No one, to my knowledge, claims that this is a good government map, and I
conducted my analysis accordingly.

Mr. Fairfax continues with the type of “standard” analysis when “analyzing allega-
tions of racial gerrymandering.” But again, no one claims that this map reflects anything

but a political gerrymander, and it makes no sense to analyze it under traditional re-
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districting criteria that were suspended. Moreover, some of the criteria that he includes
are obvious for any map: That the map meets one-person-one-vote requirements and is
contiguous is not the type of thing a map should be rewarded for.

Mr. Fairfax concludes by examining my districts, and claims that they include
non-contiguous areas and fail to meet one-person-one-vote requirements. Fairfax Report
at 30. I honestly do not know what he is referring to. I created the maps in Dave’s
Redistricting, a commonly used software package that is routinely employed to draw
congressional and state legislative maps. To doublecheck myself, I re-loaded my copy of
Map A to see if the files had somehow become corrupted. As the following screenshots

show, there is no evidence of population deviations or non-contiguous districts.
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Figure 11: Contiguity Report for Dave’s Redistricting. The gray entries suggest no
unassigned areas or non-contiguous districts
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Figure 12: Population Deviations, from Dave’s Redistricting
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What makes this more bizarre is that Mr. Fairfax finds the supposed non-contiguous
areas in places like the district 1-2 boundary, along the California/Arizona state line, or
in the Channel Islands; none seem to occur in the actual districts I examine. The natural
conclusion from something like this would seemingly be an error.

But to be absolutely clear, I never changed these district lines, did not have oc-
casion to look at these district lines when drawing the demonstration maps, and these
district lines are not changed even when I re-load the map into my redistricting software.
The only thing I altered in any way was the district boundaries between district 5, 9 and
13. T genuinely have no explanation for Mr. Fairfax’s findings.

In the interest of disclosure, I did find three stray census blocks in Map C across
District 13 and District 5. But these are all zero population and would not affect the
calculations were they assigned to the correct district.

Beyond this, Mr. Fairfax writes “All of Dr. Trende’s demonstrative plans have
the same boundaries for the Madera area as the 2025 Plan (see Appendix E). It is curious
why he chose to follow the exact boundaries that he included in his analysis report on race
predominance.” Fairfax Report, p. 35. There is nothing curious about this. I expressly
state politics predominated over racial considerations here. I also do not change the
western boundary of the district, which obviously follows a county boundary. The point
of an “Alexander map,” as | understand it, is simply to show that the same goals of the
mapmaker could have been achieved without the racial considerations.

He next writes “[fJor the Modesto/Ceres area for CD 13, Dr. Trende’s Plan A’s
CD 13 contains the exact boundaries as the 2025 Plan (see Appendix E). Once again, it
is curious why he chose to follow the same boundaries he questioned as evidencing race
predominating. Dr. Trende’s Plans B and C show changes from the 2025 Plan in the
Modesto region: in both, the boundaries are drawn in a less compact manner than the
2025 Plan, and Plan C splits Ceres.” As to the compactness, see my discussion under Dr.
Grofman’s claims. The reasons I kept the Modesto lines intact in Map A are twofold.

First, there’s no guarantee the Court will agree with me about Modesto, so I wanted
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a map that left that area intact to show that the goals could be met without changing
Modesto. Plan C does split Ceres but that should not be a problem, as Mr. Fairfax
elsewhere ignores slight changes in splits for the Assembly Map vis-a-vis the Commission
Map.

Mr. Fairfax complains that I include a large block group in Map A that is
Republican-leaning. I do so because some of the area falls within the Stockton bound-
aries. I could have split it, but it helps with compactness, and it cast only 204 votes in the
2024 election; it does not measurably upset the partisan goals of the map. He also notes
that I include some of the “plume” into Stockton. But of course the point is to illustrate
what an effective partisan gerrymander would look like, if it were not subordinated to
racial concerns. It is not to draw a good government map.

Mr. Fairfax observes that I avoid a Democratic area in French Camp and Demo-
cratic areas to the east of Tracy. Herein lies the danger of reporting data in “bins” rather
than on a continuous scale. The “high-Democratic area in yellow with a square notch
carved out in the north (to include French Camp CDP),” does, in fact, serve to keep
French Camp intact, which Mr. Fairfax has elsewhere described as a reasonable consid-
eration. More importantly, the area to which he refers voted for Harris 49% to 48.7%.
This is not a “high-Democratic” area and including it would actually weaken Democratic
performance in the district. He’s correct that it probably would have been a marginally
better gerrymander if I had included the block at the northern tip of the district that
went 161-84 for Harris. The difference is that there’s no evidence that this was done
in pursuit of a racial target. Mr. Fairfax also notes the non-compact exclusion of the
areas to the east of Tracy. This is plainly done for political purposes. One of the two
arcas in the southern portion of San Joaquin to the east of Tracy gave Harris 75 votes
to Trump’s 75, while the other one went 199 for Trump to 112 for Harris. Using the
2020-2024 composite from Dave’s Redistricting, the former is 53.2% Republican to 46%
Democrat, while the latter is 63.1% Republican to 36.6% Democrat. Neither would help

the map’s Democratic performance; in a subsequent iteration I included them to smooth
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out the district boundary.

Finally, Mr. Fairfax observes that “Plans A, B, and C do not present any ap-
preciable increase in the Democratic performance of CD 13 over the 2025 Plan.” Fairfax
Report at 38. This, again, misses the point of the exercise. The point is that one does
not need to extend into heavily Hispanic areas of Stockton in order to hit a political
target. In fact, it makes better sense not to do so. The only reason to do so is for a
racial target. Mr. Fairfax can dismiss the improvements in Democratic performance as
“not appreciable,” but this is an area that has routinely been marked by races decided
by a few hundred votes. The idea that even a slight improvement in performance is not

meaningful is belied by history here.
5 Response to Dr. Rodden

It simply isn’t possible to respond to every word in Dr. Rodden’s 31-page, single
spaced report here (I say that with a touch of admiration for the volume of analysis
produced, not to be snarky). Fortunately, much of it has been responded to in the earlier
portions of this report. In the big picture, Dr. Rodden finds fault with the fact that I
failed to discuss the previous iteration of the map. Rodden Report at 3, 4. But that
endeavor assumes that the previous map can meaningfully be said to have provided the
basis for the current map. As he observes, the previous map was altered substantially,
and I'm unsure of the utility of comparing the current map to a map that was drawn
under an entirely different set of constraints.

One quick clarification is useful, however: I focused my analysis on recent elections.
I did so for two reasons. First, as a map drawer and elections analyst, the most recent
data are generally the most helpful, all other things being equal. This is especially true
where large numbers Hispanic voters are involved, since they have (somewhat famously)
trended toward the GOP in recent years. In the absence of statements from the map
drawer that older data were relied upon, or a legislative command to use older data (as is

the case in Ohio, with which Dr. Rodden and I are both familiar), I would have a strong
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preference for the newer data. The maps which I provided use 2024 presidential results.
If this was not adequately clear from my maps, it should have been clear from the code
that I provided.

Regardless, Dr. Rodden shows that the rural area removed from the southern area
of the Commission’s District 13 had an HVAP of 72% and an estimated HCVAP of 60%.
He then shows that the portion added to the District from San Joaquin County had an
HVAP of 68% and an estimated HCVAP of 62%. The area added to the district, however,
was more heavily Democratic. The net effect was little change in the overall composition
of the district.

I'm not sure this shows what Dr. Rodden suggests that it shows; if anything
this seems to help the claim plaintiffs are making. Dr. Rodden seems to suggest that
100,000 residents were removed from the southern end of the district, while another
100,000 were added, with a completely different socio-economic and political profile, and
yet the HVAP and HCVAP, without any racial cues, remained unchanged. Moreover,
the ultimate HCVAP fell directly within the range that an interest group to which the
map drawer speaks regularly had suggested, along with 13 other districts in the same
map. I'm not sure what the chances of this occurring randomly are, but they seem low.
What combined with the evidence above about how the Modesto and Stockton areas were
drawn, the conclusion seems to be that race played an overwhelming role in configuring
the district.

In other words, this evidence Dr. Rodden describes would provide a firmer foun-
dation for what the Trende Report finds. The way this balance is achieved is by driving
the extension into Stockton past less heavily Hispanic (but more Democratic) territory
in the city, through the City of Stockton, and into August and Garden Acres. Without
that move, the district doesn’t maintain the racial balance Dr. Rodden describes. This
is what the Demonstration Maps actually demonstrate.

Dr. Rodden suggests that without evidence of “a racial asymmetry between the

areas moved into and out of the challenged district . . . . it is difficult to see how
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one might suggest race or ethnicity was the predominant driver in the reconfiguration
of the district.” Rodden Report, at 8. The answer would be the same as it is with any
other racial gerrymandering claim: By demonstrating that absent racial considerations,
the racial makeup would have been different, and that there are areas where race seemed
to predominate over other considerations. Indeed, if a racial target is involved that the
previous iteration of the district met, this is exactly what we would expect to happen.

Indeed, I have been involved in cases where district courts have raised their eye-
brows at “too neat” outcomes. One of them, to which Dr. Rodden cites (Alezander v.
S.C. Conf. of the NAACP, 602 U.S. 1 (2024)) involved precisely the finding that Dr.
Rodden describes (it was too unlikely that the racial makeup of a district would remain
unchanged). While this case (and the recent Texas case) were rejected by the Supreme
Court, it was largely because plaintiffs in those maps, unlike the ones here, did not offer
demonstration districts that show other configurations were available that achieve the
non-racial goals of the map — here, mostly, partisan outcome — while avoiding the racial-
ized line-drawing aspects of the line drawing. Again, the more natural way to draw the
map, even when gerrymandering politically, is to avoid those reaches. Unless, of course,
the non-negotiable concern is that one wants to keep the HCVAP in the district from
falling.

Dr. Rodden describes the difficulty in translating precinct shares to census block
and other census levels in California. While I'm not familiar with every in-and-out of
California’s system of election administration, I do know that the relationship between
California’s precincts and census geographies is at best complex, and that precinct bound-
aries sometimes don’t always line up neatly with census blocks. This is part of why I
reproduce maps from Dave’s Redistricting, rather than drawing my own maps, as Dr.
Rodden knows is my typical approach. Because of the disaggregation issues, I thought it
was best to employ a neutral source upon which multiple experts rely than to attempt
my own allocation of population data from split blocks and precincts.

With that said, to my understanding everyone suffers from this blurring issue,
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at least to some extent, both from political data and from population data. A 14th
Amendment claim focuses on intent. By reflecting the data as a map drawer might
encounter it, we can probe intent. Note too that Dr. Rodden refers to vote share data
with precision throughout his report, notwithstanding any “blurring” issues that might
be present.

Dr. Rodden uses dot density maps as an alternative approach to the choropleth
maps that I offer. 1, too, employ dot density maps from time-to-time. They can be useful
but also have substantial shortcomings. For one thing, the heavy rounding employed can
give an illusions of “empty” space, when in fact an area has a fair number of residents.
This is particularly true in some of Dr. Rodden’s maps where a single dot might represent
100 residents. To wit: in his dot density map of Modesto and Ceres, the block group to
the southeast of Ceres looks practically empty. In fact, it has 830 residents (curiously,
it appears to have nine dots). The block group to its east has 833 residents. Second,
because of something called “overplotting,” densely populated areas can be misleading.
One dot layer has to be placed on top of the other; this can distort the ratio between
groups. Third, I am unaware of anyone drawing maps primarily with dot density maps in
front of them. Most mapping programs provide choropleth maps. This is because a dot
density map is unhelpful for this purpose. An area with a large number of Republican
votes — say 40 red dots in a relatively small area — may look tempting. But it might just
be a heavily populated area with 60 blue dots. Unless the eye can distinguish between
a 40-60 split of tiny red dots and, say, a 50-50 split, the mapmaker would be led astray.
This is why I've traditionally used choropleth maps to illustrate intent, while I utilize dot
density maps to illustrate the compactness of different groups.

Dr. Rodden claims that the appendage follows the city boundaries of August and
Garden Acres. Rodden Report at 17. As discussed above, this is untrue. In fact, the one
area of August that is excluded has a reasonable population (around 600) and involves an
area that has a low Hispanic CVAP. The split of Garden Acres is smaller (two residents)

but nevertheless present.
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Dr. Rodden explains that the areas outside the Garden Acres/August boundary
become Republican and rural quickly. But the question is not “why doesn’t the district
stretch beyond Garden Acres or August?” It is “why does it stretch that far at all?” As
explained above, Garden Acres and August have been politically marginal territory in
recent years. They do, however, have very high HCVAPs. What’s more interesting is
that the map stretches here while passing by the densely packed, more readily accessible
cluster of blue dots to the west of the district boundary, as illustrated by Dr. Rodden’s
map on page 18.

Dr. Rodden later claims that this district calls to mind the 2000 district lines,
and that this map merely “bring[s|] back this configuration.” Rodden Report at 21. This
is interesting speculation, but I'm unsure what a rough similarity to district lines drawn
almost a quarter century ago, when California had almost 6 million fewer residents (at a
time when political gerrymandering was legal), tells us about today. To the extent that
a discussion of this map is useful, note that the western edge includes much of western
Stockton that is excluded today.

Dr. Rodden observes that “it cannot always be possible for a party-motivated
district-drawer to grab every conceivable partisan due to” a variety of considerations.
Rodden Report at 23. That is the purpose of illustrative maps. Dr. Rodden, like other
experts, posits that the need to make District 9 more Democratic acted as a constraint.
But once again, the data rich report is suddenly barren of actual data here. That is
because District 9 remains strongly Democratic in all of the Demonstration Maps. More-
over, here it is Dr. Rodden who offers only a partial look at the district. District 9
becomes more Democratic not due to changes here, but by adding 214,000 voters in Con-
tra Costa County, who gave Kamala Harris a 30-point win. As he notes, “the Democratic
vote share of District 13 increased by around 3 percentage points, [but| the Democratic
vote share of District 9 increased by more than 6 percentage points.” Rodden Report at
23. But District 9 was less in need of “help” than was District 13; District 9 was the more

Democratic of the two districts to start. Yet it receives the larger increase in Democratic
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vote share. Regardless, in Map A, Harris won District 9 by 11 points; in maps B and C,
Harris won it by 12 points. Keeping District 9 safely Democratic was not a constraining
factor.

Dr. Rodden claims that I “made efforts” to further reduce the Hispanic voting-
age population share of District 13. In fact, what I did was to try to draw a Democratic
district without further distorting the overall district boundary. That required little
effort. That’s just the point: Extending into August and Garden Acres isn’t a natural
choice unless one has a racial target to hit.

Dr. Rodden claims that I maintain boundaries that I claim provide evidence of
racial gerrymandering. Rodden Report at 26. As noted above, I didn’t change Modesto
because the Court might disagree about the Modesto line drawing and I wanted a map
that reflected that possibility. I kept the eastern boundary of the district because going to
the east would either introduce a split in Manteca — where the FEC claims an incumbent
lives — or extend the boundary of the district even further. But the problem isn’t that
the district doesn’t go far east enough, it is that it goes needlessly east, ignoring a
trove of Democratic-but-not-Hispanic voters in the southwest of the district (where my
demonstration maps do go). Incidentally, the map on page 27 shows the problem with
dot density maps; Manteca, to my eye, appears overwhelmingly Republican, while it has,
in fact, been politically marginal territory for years (Trump won it by six points in 2024,
after losing it by single digits in 2016 and 2020).

In a footnote, Dr. Rodden observes that, using 2022 and 2024 elections, the district
becomes slightly more Democratic. As the tables in my initial report make clear, and for
the reasons explained above, these are the elections upon which I relied. Rodden Report,

nn.12-14.
6 Conclusion

Nothing in the Opposing Experts’ Reports changes any of my conclusions. Race

predominated in the drawing of District 13. It balances the removal of Hispanic voters
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to the South almost perfectly by carving up the district along racial lines in the Stockton
and Modesto areas. This is the forest, and it shouldn’t be obscured by the trees to which

the Opposing Experts attempt to point.
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Ohio that the
foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. Executed on De-

cember 10th, 2025 in Delaware, Ohio.

Sean P Trende

Sean P. Trende
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CA MID-DECADE REDISTRICTING

The effort undertaken do adjust the Congressional District Boundaries
adopted by the California Citizens Redistricting Commission keeps fidelity with
the 2021 Process

» US Constitutional / Federal Law — Equal Population / VRA
e Contiguity — literal and functional criteria

 Communities of Interest - Must preserve identified communities of
interest when possible.

* Cities and Counties - Respect city and county boundaries

* Compactness - Districts should not bypass nearby populations to grab
distant ones.
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CA MID-DECADE REDISTRICTING

Adjustments to the California Congressional Districts will be supported by
multiple types of evidence:

e Actual 2021 CRC Commissioner testimony on draft maps or
instructions for mapping options given to staff

* Public maps presented to the commission
e Public testimony to the commission

e Draft or completed 2021 or 2011 Commission maps.
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MINIMIZE DISRUPTION

These maps are an ADJUSTMENT of the existing Citizens Redistricting
Commission drawn maps.

e 10 districts are not touched at all, another 12 have less than 5% change.

* There are no changes to any of the historic black districts in Los Angeles or
Oakland.

* No changes were made to the map that were not consistent with the goals
set forward by the delegation — pushing back on the mid-decade
redistricting plans from Texas and other states.
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MINIMIZE DISRUPTION

These maps are an ADJUSTMENT of the existing Citizens Redistricting
Commission drawn maps.

The three districts with highest Asian CVAP are preserved and work was
done in CA45 to improve that community of interest, we have received
data from the Asian Law Caucus to assist in these efforts.

For purposes partisan impact we considered performance of Latinos in
Democratic seats and used Harris/Trump in concert with other metrics to

make sure there was not a new Latino voter trend that could be masked by
using older data.

App. 567
EXHIBIT 528 - 5



Case 2:25-cv-10616-JLS-WLH-KKL  Document 188-20 Filed 12/19/25 Page 97 of 123
Page ID #:14899

ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE

* The current map has several swing, likely
and lean Democratic contests, with
seven seats that Democrats won in 2018
and have fought to hold and/or win back
in subsequent elections.
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ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE

* The existing map had five seats needing
significant resources to defend, with real
vulnerability for frontliners and only one
or two chances for a pickup in 2026

* Into one that puts California on track to
win 48 Democratic seats in 2026
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ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE

 The new map creates FIVE new
Democratic pickup opportunities,
including one district that is moved
entirely from conservative Riverside
County to the most Latino communities
in Los Angeles (Calvert)

* This new map can also bolster frontline
Democrats, moving five seats in a
stronger position going into 2026,
moving two seats that Trump won into
Harris Victories.
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PARTISAN IMPROVEMENTS

Statewide Partisan Lean Statewide Partisan Lean
District Current Submission District ‘ Current Submission
Lean Democratic

Lean Republican
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Statewide Partisan Lean

District Current Submission

Lean Republican

District

Current Submission

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
T
38
38
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

Lean Democratic

Lean Democratic
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TEAM EFFORT

* No current member of Congress is being
placed at risk as a result of this
redistricting effort, as that would not
support goals. But this is not an
incumbent preference gerrymander.

* A number of districts made significant
changes with over 40% of their current
voter population used to support this
effort.

 Several members were moved out of
their “Home Base” and will be learning
new communities.
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KEY REGIONS

For the purposes of achieving the partisan
goals, we focused on specific parts of the
state that create opportunities.

Northern California * Inland Empire
* Sacramento Region * San Diego

* Central Valley

* Los Angeles

* Orange County
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal
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Norcal

App. 587
EXHIBIT 528 - 25



Case 2:25-cv-10616-JLS-WLH-KKL Document 188-20 Filed 12/19/25 Page 117 of 123
Page ID #:14919

Norcal

App. 588
EXHIBIT 528 - 26



Case 2:25-cv-10616-JLS-WLH-KKL Document 188-20 Filed 12/19/25 Page 118 of 123
Page ID #:14920

Norcal
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Norcal

App. 590
EXHIBIT 528 - 28



Case 2:25-cv-10616-JLS-WLH-KKL  Document 188-20 Filed 12/19/25 Page 120 of 123
Page ID #:14922

App. 591
EXHIBIT 528 - 29



Case 2:25-cv-10616-JLS-WLH-KKL Document 188-20 Filed 12/19/25 Page 121 of 123
Page ID #:14923

Norcal
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