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PROPOSED PRESS RELEASE 

For release Thursday Mo, April 26. 

Governor Ronald Reagan announced today that a bill is being introduced in the 

Assembly, with bipartisan support, to permit the Governor to reorganize the top 

executive structure by Executive Order~ The bill will be authored by 

Mike Cullen, (D·Long Beach) and coauthored by Senator Donald Grunsky (R·Watsonville). 

The bill gives the Governor the authority to change the names of the four major 

Agencies headed by Cabinet Secretaries. Departments, Boards, and Commissions 

could be assigned or reassigned to or from the four Agencies by executive order, 

but the Governor would not have the authority to abolish these operating entities 

of the Executive Branch. 

In announcing the introduction of the bill, the Governor commented that this 

measure will have little impact during his Administration, as a good 

management tool, proposal will provide for legislative review and the 

availability of current organization structure information to the public while 

giving Chief the management flexibility needed to meet the ever-

changing needs of a large and dynamic society. 

Manning J. Post, Chairman of the Commission on California State Government 

Organization and 

said the Commission 

, more popularly known as the 'Little Hoover Commission', 

long supported the concept of a Governor having the 

authority to assign departments to cabinet~level agencies by executive order. 

The Commission therefore commends this bipartisan approach to executive 

flexibility as a sound management principle. 
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D!GE~T OF l~.E:MJ\.PJ(S 

OR HIS REPRESEh'TATIVE TO THE SPECIAL MASTERS 
ON REAPPORTIONMENT, JUNE 28, 1973 

The legitimate goals of reapportionment should be 

to achieve fair and equal representation in the Legislature 
-···----- . 

and in congress for all the people of California and to 
. 

improve the capacity of our legislators to repr.esent their 

constituents. So called "gerrymandering" based on politi.cal 

or racial considerations is inconsistent with those goals. 

Instead of allowing such motives to distort the districting 

process, I bel1.eve the Legislature should adhere consistently 

to such criteria as relative equality of population, compactness, 

preservation of local boundaries and communities of interest, 

and other factors which would result in districts which preserve 

and enhance the quality of legislative representation. 

The principle that the legislature should be guided 

by standards or criteria in reapportioning itself and the 

State's Congressional districts has a long history. Article 

IV, Section 6 of the California Constitution, adopted in 1926, 

provided in part as follows: 

ft• •• such districts shall be com:posed of contigu-
·~ ous territory, and districts shall be as 

nearly equal in population as may be •• oln the 
formation of assembly districts no county, or city 
and county, shall be divided, unless it contains 
sufficient population within itself to form two or 
more districts, ..... nor shall a part of any cot:mty, 
or of any city and county, be united with any other 
county, or city and county~ in forming. any assembly 
or senatorial district." 

Article IV, ~ection 27 of the California Constitution contains 

similar provisions for congressional districts. 

During the mid-1960's, the United States Supreme 

should govern State Legislatures in redistricting themselves 

was the achievement of population equality between districts. 



\ 
Supreme Court has this cold 

rule where State legislative, as distinguished from congressional, 

districting is concerned. Specifically, it held that the Virginia 

Leqislature, in drawing a redi$trictiriq plan for the lower house 

which respected the boundaries of local governmental subdivisions, 

was permitted greater flexibility in population deviation between 

the districts. Other decisions of the United States Supreme court 

have struck down racial gerrymanders. 

The California Legislature has set forth in Government 

Code section 25001 the criteria which should be followed in 

reapportioning CO\mty supervisorial districts.. That section 

provides that the boards may consider, in addition to equality 

of population, the following: 

". • • (a) topography, (b) geography, (c) cohe
siveness, contiguity, integrity, and compactness 
of territory, and (d) com.munity of interests of 
the districts." 

.With the recent ~-lfil. decision further confirming the 

language of the California Constitution and of my veto messages 

of January, 1972, I wish to reemphasize criteria which should 

be considered as a basis for a fair and equal redistricting. 

These are as follows: 

1. Districts should be as nearly equal in population 

as possible. 

2. Districts should be as compact as possible and 

provide easy accessibility between different areas in the 

districts .. 

3. Districts should be composed of contiguous 

territory. 

4. District lines should follow existing county and 

city .. 

s. Districts should be composed of communities which 

share common historical, geographical, topographic, cultural, 

and other interests. 
2. 



6. District lines should be drawn solely with regard 

to the above criteria and without regard to race or ethnic back

ground. District boundaries should not attempt to exclude or 

include particular ethnic or racial minorities in one constituency 
I 

to dilute the voting strength of such minorities, anawhen such 

minorities exist in large communities, those communities should 

not be carved up a.~ong several districts in order to protect 

incumbents of another race or ethnic background. 

These principles imp~ove citizen access and identi

fication with their elected representatives, facilitate com

munications of representatives with their constituents, and 

reduce the costs of campaigns. Moreover, these criteria 

preclude meandering lines which reach out in order to attach 

portions of other communities ·which may be many miles away 

and separated from the-:'heart of the district by mountain 

ranges or large expanses of unpopulated territory. In summary, 

such criteria, consistently applied, will produce districts 

which are fair to all Californians and which enhance rather 

than impair the representative proces$. 

The none person, one vote" rule was applied to 

eliminate gross population disparities am.ong districts. By 

1971, the courts were requiring mathematical exactness between 

districts. Unfortunately, many legislatures concluded from 

this development that population equality was the only yard

stick for measuring the legality and fairness of a redistricting 

plan -- that any plan, no matter how absurd, would be acceptable 

if its districts were preciaely equal. 

Armed with census and political data, applying the 

equality of population, legislatures developed redistricting 

plans which made a mockery of the goal of fair and equal 

representation and reached new heights of sophisticated 

political gerrymandering. 
,d 



The irement of equality of population is a 

good one and provides an important starting point for fair 

and equal districting, but it cannot stand alone. Its use 

in combination with the computer and without any other cri

teria can lead to a distortion of the entire representative 

process. Conversely, the computer combined with unbiased 

criteria can be used to create equitable districts with 

population variations within accep~able limits. 

I believe the current controversy over reapportionment 

in California, now well into its third year, demonstrates the 

need to restore balance to the redistricting process by requiring 

the consistent application of common sense criteria such as those 

outlined above. 

Although the Special Masters face an enormously difficult 

task, they also have an historic opportunity to restore ra.tion

ality and fairness to the districting process in California. As 

a citizen. and voter,. I join millions of others throughout the 

State in the hope that the Special Masters will achieve success 

in their efforts to provide California with the kind of equitable 

reapportionment to which it is entitled, under gu~delines similar 

to those presented here. 

In a day when too many already doubt the ability of 

government to act fairly in the interest of trie voters, it would 

be tragic should the redistricting process result in the debasement 

of t.he voters' franchise through modern versions of the ancient 

gerrymanders .. 

We look to you to draw ~edistricting lines that will 

enable the people of California to be fairly and effectively 

represented. 



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
Sacramento, California 
Contact: Paul Beck 
445-4571 12-30-71 

RELEASE: Immediate 

#729 

Governor Ronald Reagan today issued the following statement: 

"When the legislature adjourned its regular session early this 

month without complying with its constitutional mandate to reapportion 

the Assembly, Senate and Congressional districts, I immediately called 

them back. In doing so, I shared the hopes of all Californians that 

their elected representatives would put aside strictly selfish, parti-

san interests and instead work out a fair plan putting the interests 

of the people and their communities first. 

"But our hopes quickly faded as once again the legislative process 

deteriorated into blatant partisanship. The Democrats, who control 

the legislature, were in a position to work out a good and fair plan 

giving the highest priority to preserving community interests and fair 

representation for ethnic minorities. 

"Regrettably, the Democratic leadership ignored these and other 

important factors. So they drew tortuous boundary lines around arti-

f icial and bizarre shaped districts aimed solely at perpetuating them-

selves in office. 

"The Democrats made no secret of the fact that their bills were 

totally partisan---and therefore unfair to their Republican colleagues. 

Far worse# however, was the unfair way in which these gerrymandered 

bills split communities throughout the state and minim.i.zed representa

tion of minority groups who hoped that finally their particular concerns 

might be met. 
unsupportable 

"These bills did such odd and I things as placing the same 

people in two different districts at the same time through overlapping 

boundaries, and using precinct boundaries instead of census tract lines. 

That makes it impossible to prove a district has equal population 

because precincts only show party registration. 

11 The U.S. Supreme Court has held that legislatures must prove that 

they have made a good faith effort to achieve substantial equality 

between districts according to populationo It has also been held by 

other courts throughout the country that a reapportionment plan can o.r 

should give attention to contiguity, compactness, preservation of 

communities of interest, avoidance of partisan gerrymanders, protection 

of the rights of minority groups, and access between different regions 

within a district. 
-1-
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"These bills clearl~ falL short of these standards. 

"I would be derelict in my re13ponsibility as gcve:rnor, to sign 

these bills into law. I cannot take pleasure, however, in announcing 

that I have today vetoed these three bills. 

ttBecause of the seeming impasse of the legislature and its 

inability to act, at least so far, I sincerely hope the Reapportionment 

Commission under the leadership of the lieutenant governor, will con

tinue its studies. 

"Our goal is still a fair reapportionment---something California 

has not had for many years. 

11 0ut of all our deliberations, including the work of the Reappor

tionment Commission and the legislature, we can still make a new and 

positive beginning toward preventing the difficulties we have experienced 

on reapportionment---difficulties which have cast the entire 

governmental process into disrepute. 

"But more important, we can seek to assure the people of 

California that they will be fairly and honestly represented in the 

legislature and the congress." 

### 
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OFFitE OF THE GOVERNOR 
Sacramento, California 
Contact: Paul Beck 
445-4571 12-30-71 

MEMO TO THE PRESS 

#730 

Enclosed are maps of various Assembly, 

Senate and Congressional districts as proposed 

by bills enacted by the Democratic-dominated 

legislature. The following descriptions are 

aimed at assisting you in seeing some of the 

reasons for the governor's vetoes of these 

bills. (The descriptions relate to maps that 

are enclosed.) 

{NOTE: For your information, special permission 
has been granted for reproduction of 
these maps. You will note that some of 
the maps contain a copyright clause, but 
special permission has been granted for 
reproduction of them.) 

.... - - .. - - - -
(STATEWIDE MAP - CD 36) 

The 36th district in Kings, Kern and San Luis Obispo counties has a 

long arm with almost no population in it, and no road in it connecting 

one end to the other, reaching all the way down the coastline to take 

Goleta and Isla Vista out of Santa Barbara County. The people at the 

end of this arm are effectively cut off from the rest of the district 

and denied the opportunity for effective representation. 

(BLOWUP OF CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 17 MAP) 

The 17th district in San Ma.teo and Santa Clara counties has a heavily 

Mexican-American area on the east side of San Jose connected like an 

a9pendage to the bulk of the district by a narrow corridor that splits 

the downtown area of San Jose. The people at the end of this corridor 

are discriminated against because they have little common interest with 

the main part of the district, and are unnecessarily far removed from 

the main part of the district. 

-1-
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(ORANGE COUNTY BI.,OWUP MAP) 

Orange County and the communities within it are unnecessarily divided 

into six different congressional districts, instead of the slightly 

over three full districts to which its population entitles it. This 

decreases the effective voice of this growing area by putting most 

Orange County residents in districts dominated by population centers 

sometimes far removed in distance and interests from their own area. 

(STATEWIDE MAP - SD 15) 

The 15th district contains two large areas at opposite sides of the 

state---one bordering on the Pacific Ocean and the other on the Arizona

Nevada border---connected only by an extremely narrow corridor through 

a sparsely populated area of the Central Valley. These virtually non

contiguous parts of the 15th district make effective communication 

within the district unlikely and make effective representation unneces

sarily difficult. 

{BLOWUP OF SD 10) 

The San Mateo portion of the 10th district is only technically con

nected to the San Francisco and Marin portions across the waters of 

San Francisco Bay, where the county boundaries meet. The voters of the 

San Mateo portion of the district are unnecessarily separated from the 

San Francisco and Marin portions, making representation for them more 

difficult and less effective. 

(BLOWUP OF SD 25} 

The 25th district stretches along the length of the coastline from 

Oxnard in Ventura County in the north in a sometimes very narrow 

corridor south to the Palos Verdes peninsula in Los Angeles County. 

Voters at one end of the district have few common interests with voters 

at the other end and are unnecessarily separated in distance. 

(BLOWUP OF SD 27) 

The 27th district wanders in a narrow corridor across the heart of 

Los Angeles, arbitrarily splitting local communities from Santa Monica 

on the coast, through Culver City, Hollywood, Los Angeles, Glendale 

and Pasadena to the boundary of the Angeles National Forest. This 

is a blatant gerrymander for partisan political purposes, dividing 

the voice of these local communities and needlessly confusing the 

voter. -2-
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(SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY -- PARTS OF AI>s 9, 10, 12 and 30) 

San Joaquin County's 290,000 citizens are entitled to 1.16 Assemblymen 

under the court-required equality standards. AB 12 would carve the 

county and its principal city, Stockton, into parts of four districts, 

only one of the incumbents Of which is likely to be a resident of 

San Joaquin County. 

(BLOWUP OF AD 10) 

The 10th district stretches between three widely-separated centers of 

population---contra Costa County, San Joaquin County in the Central 

Valley and in San Jose at the southern end of the Bay. All are con

nected by sparsely populated or unpopulated corridors. The residents 

of these areas have few interests in common, but are denied effective 

representation because of the widely-dispersed portions of the district 

wandering around central California and the Bay Area. 

(BLOWUP OF AD 18) 

The 18th district is comprised of two virtually non-contiguous parts of 

the city of San Francisco, connected only by a corridor the width of a 

street in an obvious gerrymander for political advantage. This has the 

effect of virtually separating the 19th AD into two separate parts. 

This is confusing to the voters cf each district, makes effective rep

resentation unnecessarily difficult, and needlessly divides local 

communities of interest. 

_{STATEWIDE MAP - AD 31) 

The 31st district contains part or all of Santa Cruz, San Benito, 

Monterey, Fresno, Madera, and Merced counties. Coastal Santa Cruz 

County contains virtually half the district's population and would 

dominate the election of the district's Assemblyman, leaving the dis-

parate Central Valley and Sierra constituents effectively voiceless in 

influencing their representative on matters of regional concern. 

(J3LOWUP MAP OF .AD 6 9) 

The 69th district, currently wholly within Orange County, is ~epresented 

by Assembly Democratic Ca!1cus Chairmar Kenneth Cory. Its peculiar 

shape, dubbed a "Cory-Dor," is a clear effort to incln~c every 
Democrat 

available/in at least a dozen cities in two ~aunties. 

# # # 
-3-
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
Sacramento, California 
Contact~ Paul Beck 
445-4571 12-30-71 

MEMO TO THE PRESS 

#731 

Following are the texts of the Assembly, Senate and Congressional 

reapportionment bills vetoed by Governor Reagan: 

AB 16 - Waxman "This bill is defective in achieving equality of 

representation in two ways, (1) the failure to achieve substantial 

equality of population in every instance, and (2) the denial of effec

tive equal representation far all voters due to the shapes of a number 

of the districts. 

Inequality of Po2ulatio~ 

In at least two districts (5 and 6) there has not been a good faith 

effort to achieve equality of population with the other districts in 

the state. These two districts were left entirely within the boundaries 

of San Francisco and Marin Counties, with the result that each district 

has a population of only some 461,000 persons, 3,000 short of the ideal 

size of 464,026. (District 5 has 460,838: District 6 has 461,594). 

As a result two other Northern California districts are left over-

populated, and under-represented by about the same number of persons. 

(District 3 with 467,743, and District 4 with 468,560). 

Lack of Effective Repre!_.e.n.tation_{QF_~y~~..Y Vq~e_; 

The congressional plan has shortcomings in several other areas, all of 

which tend to work to the disad,1a.ntage of a number of citizens in 

achieving effective equality of representation. Underlying the concept 

of •one man - one vote' is the principle that all citizens should have 

a voice in their government. That principle is vitiated when districts 

a~e drawn so that the members of a constituency have little in common 

o~ are confused by the vagaries of tortuously constructed lines. 

Some of these shortcomings are as follows: 

B'::i:ne districts have unnec~ssary appendages attached that are not 

effectively contiguous to the rest of the district. An example is the 

16th district in Kings, Kern, and San Luis Obispo counties, which has a 

long arm with almost no population in it, and no road from one end to 

the other, reaching all the way down the coastline to Goleta and Isla 

Vista in Santa Barbara County. The 43rd district includes a portion 

of San Diego County on the coastal side of the mountains that separates 

these people unnecessarily from the bulk of the population in Riverside 

and Imperial counties. The 42nd district has the bulk of its population 

in central San Diego County, but includes voters as far up the coast 
-1-
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as Newport Beach. In my view, to the extent possible, every part of a 

district should be directly accessible to the rest of the district, to 

facilitate ease of communication, to provide access to elected public· 

representatives and to achieve effective equal representation. 

Lack of Geographical Compactness 

Several districts are not as reasonably compact as they might be. The 
28th district extends in a narrow strip along virtually the entire 
western coast of Los Angeles County from Malibu to Palos Verdes. The 
36th, 42nd, and 43rd districts already mentioned are other examples. 
The 23rd and 34th districts both wind tortuously through Los Angeles 
and Orange counties, and the 37th thi·ough central Los Angeles, for 
obvious partisan purposes unrelated to effective representation. Dis
tricts should be at least reasonably compact to facilitate ease of com
munication between voter and representative. 

Division of Communities of Interest 

There is a random disregard for preservation of communities of interest 
in this bill, with many communities arbitrarily divided---sometimes 
solely for political purposes. The 17th district in Santa Clara County 
includes a narrow corridor dividing downtown San Jose, and picking up 
a predominately Mexican-American community on the east side, removed 
from the bulk of the population on the west side of Santa Clara and 
San Mateo counties. The 35th district arbitrarily takes a portion of 
downtown Long Beach out of the 32nd District. The cities of San 
Bernardino, Pomona, and Riverside are all split by the 38th district 
for partisan advantage. Two adjacent Alameda County districts, the 7th 
and 8th, arbitrarily pick up areas of Cor.tra Costa County. Effective 
representation should dictate that local political boundaries and com
munities of interest be kept intact as much as possible to avoid 
unnecessarily confusing voters with respect to whom his representative 
may be. 

The apportionment of California's seats in the House of Representatives 

will have an extremely important impact on the nature and quality of 

California's representation as a state in the federal system for at 

least a decade to come. 

The many deficiencies I have outlined show that a far better job of 

Congressional reapportionment should have been done. These factors, 

ta.ken cumulatively, should leave no doubt in the mind of anyone truly 

seeking a fair plan of Congressional apportionment that this legislation 

is unacceptable and certainly not in the best interests of the people 

of California. 

".i-'.Gcordingly, I am returning the bill unsigned, 0 the governor said. 

.. A~ 12 - waz'lla~ "This bill is defective in at least six major ways • 

First, it appears that there are several districts that deviate sub

stantially from equality of population. This problem is exacerbated by 

the way in which census unit boundaries have been ignored in construct

ing some districts. Instead of census units, precincts have been used 

in several cases as building blocks. It is well established, of course, 

that districts must he created on the basis of pop1llati.on, not on the 
-2-
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basis of the number of registered voters in precinct. The mixture of 

the use of precinct lines, and census boundaries, is inappropriate for 

the purposes of reapportionment and, in addition, makes it impossible 

to perform an efficient verification of population totals. 

Another associated flaw is the fact that there is at least one instance 

in the bill in which the same voters are included in more than one 

district. 

A second major flaw is the failure to give due attention to compactness 

as a standard for establishing the new districts. Compactness is one 

of the chief requirements of a rational reapportionment policy, for 

compact districts create constituencies that are more easily and 

effectively represented, that allow the people more direct access to 

their assemblymen, and that lighten the task of conducting elections. 

The sole reason for the failure to establish compact districts in this 

bill appears to have been the attempt of the majority party to obtain 

partisan advantage. Examples of this flaw in the bill include the 10th 

Assembly District---which stretches from Concord to Stockton, south 

150 miles to the southernmost tip of Santa Clara County, and thence 

northward into the City of San Jose, and the 2nd, the 31st, the 16th, 

the 29th, 65th, and the 69th Assembly Districts. I strongly believe 

that in a rational plan the new districts should be at least as compact 

as those in the present law, and that every effort should be made to 

improve on existing standards of compactness. 

A third flaw is the failure to establish districts that reflect the 

ways in which the people of the state actually interact and communicate. 

Districts should be established in such a way as to allow the people to 

communicate easily with their representatives and to allow representa

tives to travel without difficulty from one part of the district to 

another. In this bill, however, districts are created that are cut by 

mountain ranges and other natural obstacles and that join very different 

areas by narrow corridors of unpopulated territory. In some districts 

there are even no reasonable routes of highway travel between one part 

of the district and another. Again, there is no rational purpose for 

the creation of such districts, but simply an effort to make partisan 

gains. Only political motivation explains the lines of the 4th and 29th 

districts. The 4th Assembly District, traditionally a northern central 

valley district, is needlessly extended westward over the coastal 

mountains to include a portion of the City of Santa Rosa, whose 
-3-
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resid~nts have negligible commonality with the central valley citizens 
who would undoubtedly dominate the selection of this district's repre
sentative. In the proposed 29th district, I fail to see even the most 
remote relationship between the interests of rural San Luis Obispo 
County and southeastern Ventura County* What access to his representa
tive would a resident of either end of this district have, in the event 
the representative is elected from the opposite end, hundreds of miles 
away? In addition, the 31st district, which would stretch from Santa 
Cruz to the High Sierra, is totally indefensible, and an insult. to the 
very concept of participatory representation. Its effect upon its 
proposed constituents would be to deny numerous communities any effec
tive access to their representative, no matter how able he might be. 
I believe that a rational redistricting plan would provide for districts 
that avoid these problems and give both the people and their represent
atives unrestricted opportunities for communication and access. 

A fourth flaw in the bill is the blatant failure to pr:.y due respect to 
the needs and interests of the different communities and political 
divisions in the state. The districts provided for in thls bill cut 
across county and city lines, fragment the established political 
divisions of the state 6 and violate the ident~ty of innumerable 
communities. Again, the sole purpose seems to have been to achieve 
partisan gains. Thus, Stockton is divided among four districts and 
Santa Clara County is given similarly irrational treatment. The 
southern boundary of the 2nd Assembly District divides virtually every 
community of any size, throwing some citizens of each community into a 
predominantly rural, north coast district, and others of the same com
munities into the 7th District, whose interests are distinctly of a 
metropolitan Bay P.rea nature. A rational apportionment of assembly 
districts requires an effort to preserve the political' identities of 
the cities and other political divisions of the state and to establish 
districts that add to rathE:~r than diminish that sense of community 
which is one of the prime bases of our system of representative 
government .. 

A fifth flaw in the bill is the apparent use of minority group popula
tion data to construct districts that w·ill remain safe for white incum
bent Democrats through the decade of the 1970s. Reapportionment should 
be conducted with an eye blind to color and race. But, in many areas, 
this bill reflects what can only be a deliberate effort to establish 
districts that will not permit the election of minority representatives. 
This is the only explanation of the fragmentation of the Mexican·-American 
communities in Los Angeles and of lines dravm for the 45th, 5lst and 
65th Assembly Districts. 

The collapse and reappearance of the 57th District merits special 
attention. First, there is clearly no population pressure justification 
for this change. inasmuch as the district reappears just a few miles 
away from its current location. Second, once the decision .is made to 
create a new1 non-incumbent district in Los Angeles, to place it in such 
a location as to ensure the election of an Anglo at a time when respons
ible t yet long-under-represented minorities are struggling to find ways 
to work within our political system, is astounding and completely 
indefensible. I am sure the great majority of Californians of all 
races will agree. 

Apportionment cannot be biased by an effort to keep incumbents of one 
race in power, and the new districts should be established in such a 
way that all the people of California are fairly and equally represented. 

A sixth flaw in the bill is the failure to create districts that reflect 
the shifts in population that have occurred in the state since the 1960 
census. The data that was made available many months ago by the Bureau 
of the Census reveals very clearly that some counties have dramatically 
increased in population. In several cases, these counties deserve 
additional new seats and the counties that lost in relative population 
should lose seats. In this bill, however, deliberate efforts appear to 
have been made to resist the impact of these shifts in population. 
Again, the motive appears to be simply that of partisan advantage. 
Obvious examples of this flaw in the bill include Alameda County. 
Indeed, the manner in which this bill proposes to draw Assembly districts 
in Alameda County is responsible for many of the principal failures of 
this legislation throughout the state. Assembly districts 14, 15, 16 
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and 17, as now composed, contain insufficient population for three 
districts under the court's requirement of equality. The way in which 
these districts were drawn clearly necessitated many of the misshapen 
districts and divided communities throughout the balance of the state. 
Thus, the County of Contra Costa, with a population entitlement of more 
than two full Assembly Districts, is fragmented amongst four districts, 
with total disregard for longstanding economicf social, and regional 
and local governmental communities---all in a clear effort to preserve 
the incumbents in four deficient Alameda districts. Similarly, the 
County of San Joaquin, and specifically the City of Stockton, are 
divided among four districts, when the county's population entitles it 
to 1.16 Assembly districts. It is clear that, at a minL~um, the rep
resentatives elected from both the 9th and 10th districts could never 
be expected to reside in or properly represent the citizens and legit
imate intarests of San Joaquin County. 

Perhaps no one of these flaws alone would decisively debilitate this 
plan, but taken together they point to an effort to subvert the repre
sentative process for partisan advantage. Nowhere does this bill more 
richly deserve the label of blatant, partisan gerrymander than in the 
City and County of Fresno. The tortuous changes, inserted at the last 
minute before passage, of the lines of the 32nd and 33rd districts may 
or may not enhance the prospects of the election of a Mexican-American 
from the 32nd district, though the bulk of evidence suggests such a 
contention is a cruel hoax. Clearly, however, there was no motivation 
save sheer heavy-handed partisan gain behind the decision to include the 
incumbents from tbe two districts within the proposed new boundaries of 
the 33rd district. 

Other flaws in the bill could be cited, but the evidence is overwhelming 
that a good faith effort has been lacking to develop a plan for Assembly 
districting that is rational and fair. This bill serves only a narrow 
partisan purpose. As was publicly admitted, it is a plan to maintain 
and strengthen a Democratic majority in the Assembly. That majority 
won power in 1970 with barely 50 percent of the two party vote, but 
now seeks to establish districts so heavily biased in favor of Democratic 
candidates that it is unlikely that Republicans could win more than 31 
or 32 districts in the 1972 elections, even if Republican candidates 
again secured 49 or 50 percent of the two-party vote. The whole 
Dature of the Democratic process depends on effective competition be
tween the candidates of different parties, but this bill would seek to 
eliminate competition from all but a handful of seats now held by 
Republican incumbents. In effect, as a result of the efforts to meet 
the single goal of partisan gain, all the standards that should go into 
the elaboration of a rational sta,te policy on Assembly reapportionment 
have been jettisoned. 

I cast this veto with the deepest disappointment. I had thought that 
the lengthy legislative deliberations of the pa.st year would have pro
duced an Assembly apportionment that was fair and equitable. However, 
I have been presented with a bill which violates every major standard 
that should inform a rational state policy on reapportionment and 
which, in a very real senEe, jeopardizes the whole future of repre
sentative government in this state. 

"Accordingly, I am returning the bill unsigned, 11 the governor said. 

SB 2 - Dymally 11 The reapportionment of our state Senate districts, 
which this bill would mandate, is replete with 

misshapen and oddly drawn lines which not only stretch the imagination, 
but which in many cases, stretch beyond the point of reason. 

For example, the 15th District follows the California-Nevada border on 
the East from Riverside County northward to above Bridgeport and stretches 
across a narrow corridor of the San Joaquin Valley westward to Monterey 
on the North and Arroyo Grande on the South. The ludicrousness of tha 
district's boundaries totally ignores the principle of compactness--
which should be fundamental to the drawing of boundaries around any 
voting district. The virtually non-contiguous parts cf the district 
make effective communication and access within the district unlikely 
and effective :!'."epresentation unnecessarily difficult. 

-5-



#731 

Anothe~ flaw in the bill is that the San Mateo portion of the 10th 
District is only technically connected to the San Francisco and Marin 
portions of the district across the waters of San Francisco Bay where 
the county boundaries meet. The district was composed by hopping from 
ship to ship along the eastern half of San Francisco in order to gain 
access into San Mateo Countyo Four of these ships had no population 
when the census was taken and the ships could move to another location 
at any time. The fact that this ridiculous approach was used to justify 
gerrymandering of the district once again disregards the principle of 
compactness. 

Another area of deep concern is Alameda County where districts 8 and 11 
constitute the only multi-member districts in the state. This means 
that voters in Alameda County would be in a single district represented 
by two Senators with twice the population of an ordinary district. 

Regrettably, it will have the effect of depriving racial minorities in 
the district of the full weight of their voting strength, due to com
bining the districts and making them twice as large as they otherwise 
would be. 

Finally, the problem of artifically splintering communities of interest 
by dividing representation of cities and counties among Senate districts 
is of grave concern, not only to me, but also to citizens and local 
officials of many jurisdictions around the state. The problem is 
especially acute in Los Angeles where 40 incorporated cities have been 
split. For example, the City of Encino, with a population of 41,579, 
would be represented by four Senatorial districts (the 19th, the 22nd, 
the 23rd, and the 25th). orange County would be split into six sena
torial districts (the 26th, the 34th, the 35th, the 36th, the 37th, 
and the 38th). I realize, of course, that under the 'one man-one vote' 
doctrine, it is inevitable that some cities and counties will be 
divided. However, if local government is to survive, it is imperative 
that such divisions be kept to a minimum. 

This bill fails miserably in this regard, and in sum, falls far short 
of those standards of fair and effective representation the people of 
California have a right to expect from a reapportionment measure of 
this consequence and magnitude. 

"Accordingly, I am returning the bill unsignedq" the governor said. 

# # # 
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