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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 11:29 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 263

RedistrictingID 263
Form inserted 11/28/2021 11:27:21 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 11:27:21 PM
First Name Kimberly
Last Name Ramos
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

Personal citizen

City Morro Bay
Zip 93442

Comment

I object to Plan 74786 which removes Morro Bay from North Coast communities of interest which
should be together for effective representation, and puts Morro Bay in a district with inland San
Luis Obispo City. Voting data shows the proposed districts will disadvantage Democrats. AB-849
states "the board shall not adopt supervisorial district boundaries for the purpose of favoring or
discriminating against a political party." I urge you to reject the Patten map (Plan 74786).

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us>

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 10:34 PM

To: Redistricting

Subject: Public Comment - ID 262

RedistrictingID 262
Form inserted 11/28/2021 10:33:41 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 10:33:41 PM
First Name Kathleen
Last Name Hurrle
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

None

City Cambria
Zip 93428

Comment
I strongly urge you to vote for the plan from the Chamber of Commerce. I totally
object to the Patten map. As a citizen of Cambria I believe the Patton map is an
obvious and illegal case of gerrymandering

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Peggy Bojduj < >

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 9:19 PM

To: Redistricting; John Peschong; co.slo.ca.us@rpslo.org; Debbie Arnold; Lynn Compton

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting Public Comment for November 30, 2021

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening
attachments or links.


Thank you for bringing back for review and final vote only these two maps.<BR><BR>My choice is the
Richard Patten Map Rev_1 ID 74786. This map recognizes that this county is united in tourism and aligns
communities to highlight their assets.<BR><BR><BR>Your Name<BR>City
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Laura Mordaunt 
San Luis Obispo 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frumble.com%2Fvpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html&amp;data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7Cca17fce3ceaa41aad4d608d9b2ee6122%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737559157233565%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&amp;sdata=0x%2FcHOUpBgKX2x4kWA1DMjqapfqFov%2BajGFzCsFA8tw%3D&amp;reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frumble.com%2Fvpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html&amp;data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7Cca17fce3ceaa41aad4d608d9b2ee6122%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737559157243520%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&amp;sdata=JVz1C93GY0NTI2Oh2MBWyeczH4mbKGwJuGMI3%2FDj0n0%3D&amp;reserved=0
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From: John Carsel > 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 7:35 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>
Cc: Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>; Bruce Gibson <bgibson@co.slo.ca.us>; jcarsel_aol.com
<jcarsel@aol.com>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting - Maintain Estero Bay communities in a single district

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

The Patten Map divides the three communities of Estero Bay into three separate supervisorial districts.  These
three communities - Cayucos, Morro Bay and Los Osos - share an unique geography and ocean interface.  From
the windows of my house in Cayucos I see Morro Bay and Los Osos across the Estero Bay.  I watch the Marine
Layer (fog) come through the Bay into Los Osos and curve around to encompass Morro Bay and Cayucos.  We
share an environmental and development plan - the Estero Bay Plan.  The California Coastal Commission
recognizes our three communities as one Community of Interest with it's approval of the Estero Bay Plan.  Our
County Planning and Building Department prepared the Estero Bay Plan - a recognition by the County itself of our
Community of Interests.  The Estero Bay  communities share the visions of the Chumash Marine Sanctuary and
offshore wind farms - issues which will require a strong supervisor to maximize benefits for local residents and our
county.  

Dividing the Estero Bay communities weakens our representation and is contrary to us having effective
representation.  Surely that is not the goal of redistricting!

My dogs run free on Dog Beach, officially part of the Toro Creek Preserve project.  Los Osos and Morro Bay dogs
join our Cayucos' dogs in their frolics.  It exemplifies the unity of the Estero Bay residents.  We share our rising sea
level, our unique weather shaped by the Bay, the greenbelts that surround our towns and the relative smallness of
our houses, but in a unified plan.

There is no legitimate reason to divide up the Estero Bay communities and yet many legitimate reasons to maintain
them in the same district.  

John Carsel
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From: Citizens Preserve District 4 > 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 6:18 PM

To: John Peschong <jpeschong@co.slo.ca.us>; Bruce Gibson <bgibson@co.slo.ca.us>; Dawn Ortiz-Legg
<dortizlegg@co.slo.ca.us>; Lynn Compton <lcompton@co.slo.ca.us>; Debbie Arnold <darnold@co.slo.ca.us>;
Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>;
rneal@slo.ca.gov.us; info@redistrictingpartners.com

Subject: [EXT]Citizens for Preserving District #4 Submission in Advance of 11.30.21 Hearing #4

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

TO:   County of San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors

COPIES:   Individual Supervisors

 SLO County Staff Advisory Redistricting Committee

 Redistricting Partners, Advisory Consultant

 Rita Neal, County Counsel       

FROM:   Citizens for Preserving District #4

RE:    SLO County Redistricting – Supervisorial Districts

DATE:   November 28, 2021

Board Members, the Staff Committee, Redistricting Partners, and County Counsel

Citizens for Preserving District #4 submit these further comments for your consideration after two public
hearings (October 26, 2021 and November 19, 2021), and the submission of our coalition’s public
comments on October 22[1] and November 17 which are repeated and incorporated here by reference.

The major points developed here are: 

1. Adoption of either the Patten Map or the Chamber Map is not necessary, and not warranted by
any significant change in 2020 Census data;

2. Adoption of either the Patten Map or the Chamber Map would be far less preferable to adoption of
either Map A or Map B;

3. Strong evidence exists already that adoption of the Patten Map would violate at least California
Elections Code Sec. 21500(c) and 21500(d) (Elections Code Section 21500 is Exhibit 1);
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4. Although less preferable that Map A or Map B, the Chamber Map is arguably compliant while the
Patten Map clearly is not;

5. Adoption of the Patten Map would be a grave dis-service to the residents of the County of San
Luis Obispo, unnecessarily fostering greater division, rancor, emotion, apathy, disgust,
disappointment, and distrust; and

6. It’s not too late to tone things down and for the County Board of Supervisors to make a
redistricting map decision that properly serves the county’s entire population that is logical,
rational, evidence-based, fair, legally compliant, and defensible.

What follows are our comments that amplify the major points just listed. 

THERE ARE CONSTITUTIONAL, STATUTORY, AND CASE PRECEDENT GUARDRAILS FOR
EVALUATIING THE LEGITIMACY OF THE 2021 REDISTRICTING PROCESS: 

The redistricting process for supervisorial district boundaries in 2021 requires application of 2020 census
data to new (since 2019), mandatory, and prioritized statutory criteria set forth in the California Fair Maps
Act (Elections Code Sec. 21500-21509). The key inquiry is whether changes in census data compel the
revisiting and possible re-drawing of district boundaries. If census data changes do not require boundary
changes, there is no need to make them. If it appears that census changes may require a revisiting and
redrawing of district boundaries, the 2019 California Fair Maps Act criteria must be applied, in priority
order.

MANAGEMENT OF THE REDISTRICTING PROCESS 

The Board of Supervisors (BOS) had the chance (and authority) to create, by ordinance or appointment,
an independent citizens’ redistricting commission, as many other counties in California have done. By a
3-member Republican majority of the BOS (“the Board Majority”)[2] that idea was rejected. Instead, the
board established a staff advisory committee and authorized retention of an outside consulting firm
(Redistricting Partners) that specializes in redistricting. (A copy of the Redistricting Partners contract,
including the scope of work, is Exhibit 2). The board retained the right to make final redistricting
decisions.

THE REDISTRICTING PROCESS PRIOR TO OCTOBER 26, 2021

The BOS held the first of several required public hearings on redistricting in July 2021. An overview of
the redistricting process was provided by Redistricting Partners and public comment was received,
including comments relating to “communities of interest.” No maps were presented or discussed. The
consultant provided information about the Fair Maps Act, prioritization of the Act’s criteria,
gerrymandering, and clear notification to the Board that it is illegal to adopt district boundaries for the
purpose of favoring or discriminating against a political party.   

THE OCTOBER 26, 2021 HEARING – STAUS QUO APPROACH TO REDISTRICTING WOULD BE
TOTALLY COMPLIANT, ACCEPTABLE, AND LEGALLY DEFENSIBLE

Several important things happened at the October 26 hearing: (a) the staff committee and Redistricting
Partners presented and explained four staff/consultant maps, two of which are very similar to the
existing (2010) district boundary map; (b) staff explained that neither 2020 census data nor application of
the Fair Maps Act criteria required any significant change of boundaries[3], (c) the staff discussed a
number of “publicly submitted maps” pointing out how a number of them appeared to be facially non-
compliant due to excessive population deviation; (d) the consultant from Redistricting Partners
commented on a public-submitted map (from Richard Patten) with a “very different” construction; (e) the
consultant also acknowledged how redistricting decisions are essentially zero-sum games, with a
change in one place to address one perceived issue results in significant consequences being
experienced elsewhere; (f) an attempt was made and rejected to invite supervisor discussion about the
staff and public-generated maps in order to narrow down the maps that would go forward; (g) a number
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of comments were offered in support of the map submitted by Richard Patten and; (h) Supervisor
Peschong had questions and comments about the Patten map.

Supervisor Peschong also expressed specific interest in a final SLO Chamber of Commerce map, which
Chamber representatives promised would be forthcoming to replace a “stakeholder map” that had been
submitted initially but (as noted by the consultant) was out of compliance in terms of deviation
percentage.

The Board Majority wanted more time for public comment and showed no interest in eliminating any
maps for non-compliance because there would be time for adjustments to be made. Supervisor
Peschong talked down any suggestion of conspiracies and stated that “what we’re about” is being “legal
and right.”

The major takeaways from the October 26 special hearing: The supervisors complemented staff and the
consultant for their work, with Supervisor Peschong particularly noting the expertise of Redistricting
Partners. The staff advisory committee and the representative from Redistricting Partners clearly
explained and confirmed that Map A and Map B would be fully compliant with current deviation
standards and legal requirements (“no problems”), and that the Board had the clear option to retain
district boundaries essentially without change. No other map, including any map submitted by a member
of the public, was affirmatively described as being legally acceptable. When asked by Supervisor Gibson
about the mapping decisions having acceleration and deferral consequences, Mr. Chafee from
Redistricting Partners emphasized that the goal with redistricting was to keep accelerations and
deferrals as low as possible.

INTRODUCTION OF THE TROJAN HORSE MAP

Definition of Trojan Horse: A person or thing intended secretly to undermine or bring about the downfall
of an enemy or opponent.

A Trojan Horse (or Trojan) is one of the most common and dangerous types of threats that can infect
one’s computer or mobile device. Trojans are usually described as benign or useful software that you
can download from the internet, but they actually carry malicious code designed to do harm.

The Trojan Horse, the Richard Patten Map (“Patten Map”), first surfaced as a humble, aw shucks “notes
on a napkin” format. District numbers were clearly mis-aligned, but the map’s author presented it as a
map to meet all statutory requirements and cure all ills. Although he was insistent that there was no
reason to break up the City of San Luis Obispo and Cal Poly (i.e., that they should be in one district out
of respect to city boundaries), there was no way to drill down and really understand what the effects of
the map might be in the format presented. Nevertheless, there was lots of support from people who
clearly knew about “Richard’s map,” who fully supported it, and who seemed to completely understand
what it aimed to accomplish. Supervisor Peschong mentioned only two maps specifically: the Patten
Map (which he believed needed to be renumbered), and the “final” map from the SLO Chamber of
Commerce that was still expected. In general, he thought the maps “look great.” In his comments, Mr.
Peschong only mentioned the criteria 21500(c)(3), skipping over 21500(c)(2). 

DEVELOPMENT AND PRESENTATION OF THE STRAW MAN ARGUMENT

Definition of Straw Man: “A straw man is a form of argument and an informal fallacy of having the
impression of refuting an argument, whereas the real subject of the argument was not addressed or
refuted, but instead replaced with a false one.”

Between the hearing on October 26 and then at the next hearing on November 19, the straw man
argument surfaced from public proponents of the Patten Map and from certain supervisors as well. It
went something like this: We can’t possibly continue with the district map we have, or anything close to
that map, because what we have as a current map resulted from a politically motivated and
gerrymandered power grab, and is invalid, illegal, and corrupt. So, what must happen now is the
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adoption of a radically different map that will address and rectify egregious wrongs allegedly foisted on
unsuspecting county residents ten years ago.  

Unfortunately, the passion around the straw man argument was fueled at Republican Party workshops
featuring the Patten Map,[4] and by all three members of the Board Majority through quotes given for a
November 18, 2021 New Times article (“Redistricting politics: SLO County supervisors consider new
districts that could reshape local politics for the next decade”). Peschong: “I’d argue that the current map
could be construed as gerrymandering.” Compton: “I do honestly believe redistricting last time was done
for political motives and unfairly,” and do not believe that the current map “passes muster” on a legal
level. The New Times article is included as Exhibit 4.

At the same time, all three members of the Board Majority, in different ways, stated for the article that
“it’s not about politics” (Arnold), we need to make sure [a new map] is not gerrymandered (Arnold), we
are committed to following the guidelines (Peschong), and “I promise I’ll do it in a legal way. I think it’d be
really foolish to carve it up if it couldn’t support a legal challenge.” (Compton)   

THE STRAW MAN ARGUMENT IS EASILY DEBUNKED BUT STILL RESONATES FOR SOME -
WHY?

Looking back to 1990, and continuing through 2010, there actually and demonstrably is significant
continuity, consistency, and stability in the manner key geographic communities of interest in the county
have been handled. This is reflected in the maps adopted for the previous decades, none of which was
subjected to a successful legal challenge. The 1990, 2000, and 2010 maps are Exhibit 5.

In 2011, after holding hearings, considering public comment, and receiving a staff report/agenda
transmittal) before making its decision, the BOS at that time adopted a map identified as “Option B-2.”
The agenda transmittal (Exhibit 6) for the September 13, 2011 board meeting explains the map
changes in detail, including a specific explanation of changes in the Templeton area that were
incorporated into the approved option.

The 2011 map was litigated just one time. The only issue adjudicated was the board’s handling of the
drawing of district lines in the area around Templeton. No other claim of statutory violation or
gerrymandering was made. In 2013, a court of appeal affirmed the decision of the SLO County Superior
Court upholding the BOS’ adoption of the Option B-2 map. (Exhibit 7)

The irrefutable truth is: there is no legal finding that neither the 1990 map, the 2000 map, or the 2010
map is “illegal” or “invalid” or “gerrymandered,” or require radical change to rectify past wrongs or
inequities.

UNDERSTANDING COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF STATUTORY
LANGUAGE BEFORE AND WITH THE 2019 FAIR MAPS ACT

According to legal authorities and Redistricting Partners, the concept of “community of interest” is at the
heart, at the core, of the governing criteria for redistricting decisions. That’s why it is important to point
out and appreciate how that term has been used at various times in statutory language, and what can be
learned about the treatment and respect given to communities of interest in and through past maps.

Before 2019, the Elections Code Section 21500 was worded and operated differently. (Exhibit 8) The
2010 version of Section 21500 contained a number of discretionary factors that could be considered and
the last of several discretionary factors is “(d) community of interests of the districts.” However, there
was no prioritization of factors in 2010, and there were no counterparts to the current Section 21500(b)
or the current Section 21500(d), or to the language at the end of current Section 21500(c): “Communities
of interest do not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or political candidates.”  

Nevertheless, prior to 2020, communities of interest were discussed and considered in redistricting
decision-making. The treatment of various areas (including neighborhoods, communities of interest,
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cities, and census designated places) in similar and consistent ways over time supports a continuation of
that treatment under the new law’s prioritized statutory criteria, as opposed to casting that past treatment
aside in favor of radical, disruptive changes not required by any change in population. This is why the
word “respect” is so crucial to understanding and applying 21500(c)(2) and 21500(c)(3) in the right order.

A good visual for understanding just how jarringly different the Patten Map is compared to thirty years of
history is shown in table form in Exhibit 9. Given that for something to be respected, it must already
exist, clearly the Patten map is out of step in its level of respect of various areas and communities in the
county. If this is the level of respect given to cities and census designated places, what kind of respect
needs to be given to the geographic integrity of local neighborhoods and local communities of interest
that have an even higher standing among the statutory criteria in the Fair Maps Act?

Exhibit 10 is a detailed memo that describes and analyzes the differences in legal treatment of
communities of interest before and after the Fair Maps Act was adopted in 2019. The most important
thing to understand is that communities of interest have existed and been important for a very long time.
Their importance, and the level of respect they deserve – and are required to receive – has now been
officially elevated. Respect for the geographic integrity of local neighborhoods and communities of
interest comes first and only after that respect and recognition is built into a district boundary map, may
a BOS give consideration to the geographic integrity of the boundaries of cities and census designated
places.   

IS IT POSSIBLE THAT SUPERVISOR PESCHONG HAS DONE THE PUBLIC A FAVOR BY MOVING
TO NARROW THE FIELD OF “FINAL” REDISTRICTING MAPS TO JUST THE CHAMBER MAP AND
THE PATTEN MAP?

Arguably, yes, because here’s what flows from that:

A.   It crystallizes things by revealing the identity of two, plainly compliant redistricting maps (Maps A and
B) the BOS has indicated it does not intend to consider further. That makes it much easier to identify and
assess the impacts associated with the boundary changes reflected in the maps that were advanced.

B.   When Supervisor Peschong was asked whether he would consider an amendment to his motion to
add another “finalist” map, he rejected the request and made it very clear that he was interested in
advancing just two maps. In a vote that became 4-1, with Supervisor Gibson joining the Board
Majority, Supervisor Gibson was the only one who explained the reasoning behind his vote. His
reason was to provide certainty that if only two maps were going to advance, a vote that included the
Chamber Map would ensure that one of the two “final” maps arguably would be a compliant one.
Supervisor Gibson had already made very clear his concerns about aspects of the Chamber map
and his strong views about the Patten Map not being a compliant map, but there was no way
Supervisor Gibson could have prevented, or overcome, the Board Majority’s desire to advance the
Patten Map.

C.   It crystallizes things by strongly suggesting that if the aim was to have a map that could be adopted
by December 15, and just two maps were advanced, while two other maps were specifically
rejected, the Board Majority must believe that the maps advanced are both compliant and either
could work.

D.   It provides an opportunity to really scrutinize the two “finalist maps” in terms of compliance (or non-
compliance) with Elections Code 21500(c) and 21500(d). It finally provides the public and media the
chance to examine and expose the fallacies and faults associated with the Patten Map in particular.

E.   Likewise, it provides an opportunity to assess the manner in which the Board Majority is treating the
redistricting process in general, including the fulfillment of obligations for substantive and meaningful
public outreach.
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F.   Finally, it also provides an opportunity, once the deficiencies of the final maps are fully vetted, for the
Board Majority to reconsider its position and adjust its approach choosing the redistricting map that
will be adopted.

ALTHOUGH NOT AN ACCOMPLISHED DEED YET, ADOPTIION OF THE PATTEN MAP WOULD
RAISE SERIOUS DOUBTS ABOUT CONSISTENCY AND CONFORMANCE WITH ELECTIONS
CODE 21500(c) and 21500(d)

We agree with the SLO Tribune opinion piece from September 23, 2021 that one word to describe the
Patten Map is “farce.” But when one really begins to fully understand the voting rights effects of that
map’s adoption, the right word to use may well be “frightening.” Frightening in the way it exemplifies
every one of the terms generally associated with politically-motivated gerrymandering. And frightening in
that the gerrymandering is being promoted by one particular political party is happening in broad
daylight, and is happening – this can’t be repeated too often -- at a time when NO CHANGES ARE
REQUIRED.

We do not view such statements as being surmise, guesses, unjustified speculation, or partisan. They
are borne out by objective facts that can be drawn from information and data sources available to the
public.

The Patten Map cracks and divides long-established neighborhoods and communities of interest. All
viewable from Morro Rock, the communities of Cayucos, Morro Bay, and Los Osos in the North
Coast/Estero Bay are divided from one district to three. The map packs or sinks much of the City of San
Luis Obispo into District 2. The map dilutes the voting voice of Oceano by moving it from District 4 to
District 5. The Patten Map would also have the effect, incredibly, of leaving segments of the county
population essentially orphaned, residing in areas that will not have an elected supervisor representing
that area for perhaps two years. Oceano and Morro Bay are examples of new and completely
unnecessary “orphans.”

In particular, this is a most critical time for Oceano, with closure of the Oceano State Vehicular Riding
Area being closed to Off Highway Vehicles in 2023; closure of Phillips 66 in 2023; and air quality
mitigation measures being completed in 2023 under the Air Pollution Control District’s Stipulated Order
of Abatement. Under the Patten map, Oceano, as one of two census designated places in District 4,
gets moved out of District 4 (where citizens could participate in the 2022 election) into District 5, where
they would not be able to vote until 2024. The boundaries in which the current District 3 supervisor must
run in 2022 include Grover Beach, Pismo Beach, Shell Beach and Avila Beach, but not Oceano. Further,
the current District 5 supervisor does not live in the new District 5 area. Lack of any meaningful outreach
efforts in Oceano aside, especially by the current supervisor in District 4, what could possibly be more
disruptive and dilutive for meaningful voting rights and fair and effective representation? Again, this
profoundly cruel and uncaring scenario is not necessary and could be easily avoided. 

The Patten Map is also built upon map-building assumptions at direct odds with past history, past
actions, past litigation, and the mandatory, prioritized application of Fair Maps Act. The map’s author and
supporters have demonstrated steadfast unwillingness to concede the legal validity and appropriateness
of redistricting decisions made over a number of decades and mistakenly insist on giving priority to
criteria in the current law in the wrong order.

Examples of arguable assumptions underlying the Patten Map:

Assumption 1: There must be something in the 2020 Census data that requires change, and sticking
with a map that hasn’t changed significantly over 20 years must mean change is in order, indeed
required.  

Assumption: 2: There is, or must be, something corrupt or illegal about the 2010 map that needs to be
rectified. So, regardless of whether population changes necessitate change, the righting of old,
perceived wrongs is reason enough.
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Assumption 3: The decades-long treatment of the City of San Luis Obispo (usually represented by at
least three supervisors) is inherently wrong, unjustified, and illegal, and 21500 mandates, to the greatest
extent possible, the elimination of any division of the City of San Luis Obispo.

Assumption 4: There are no local neighborhoods or local communities of interest within the boundaries
of the City of San Luis Obispo.

Assumption 5: If it is said loud enough and often enough it must be true – and no one will realize -- that
the Patten Map actually does not achieve the mission of consolidating “the whole” of the City of San Luis
into one district, without division. Apparently dividing the city into two districts is acceptable, but dividing
into three is not.

Assumption 6: The legislative mandate in 21500 for prioritized application of the redistricting criteria is
essentially meaningless, that the words in 21500 don’t really mean what they say, and that the prioritized
criteria can be ignored, conflated, or re-ordered using the Board Majority’s discretion.

Assumption 7: The words or phrases in the current version of 21500, like “priority,” “to the extent
practicable,” “geographic integrity,” “respect,” “local neighborhoods,” and “local communities of interest,”
are largely inconsequential and can be re-interpretated, conflated, or even ignored when the Board
Majority votes.

Assumption 8: The only way Cal Poly and the entire City of San Luis Obispo and the entire Cal Poly
campus can have fair and effective representation is through a map that views and treats them as
monoliths and consolidates and packs the entire city and campus into one supervisorial district.

Assumption 9: It is perfectly acceptable to crack and pack Cal Poly and the City of San Luis Obispo
without needing to give any consideration to the domino-like effects and consequences in other areas.
Or, that it’s acceptable to “do what’s required for Cal Poly and the City of San Luis Obispo first” and then
let the consequences elsewhere be whatever they will be.  

Assumption 10: The only way to draw a legally compliant map is to make elimination or minimization of
divisions of city and census designated places the number one, headliner criteria, above everything
else.

Assumption 11: Whatever may have been done over past decades doesn’t matter and can be ignored.
In other words, if it didn’t happen under the new law as I interpret it, it didn’t happen and doesn’t matter.

Assumption 12: It’s okay to make whatever decision seems right to the Board Majority, even if based on
mis-interpretation and mis-application of the law and without care whether that creates a potential for
violations of 21500(d). Translate: if the Board Majority’s exercise of discretion inconveniently bumps up
against the law, the exercise of discretion prevails.

Assumption 13: There’s a good, or good enough, chance, that no one will really catch on to what’s being
perpetrated -- until it’s too late.  

Assumption 14: That the Board of Supervisors might actually buy the argument that it’s okay to adopt
the Patten Map because: Los Osos and Cayucos surely have more in common with Atascadero than
they do with Morro Bay; San Miguel and Cambria surely have more in common than San Miguel has
with Paso Robles; and Oceano, Avila Beach and Morro Bay surely have more in common than Oceano
has with Nipomo.

EVIDENCE IS MOUNTNG THAT WOULD SUPPPORT THE FINDING AND CONCLUSION THAT
ADOPTION OF THE PATTEN MAP WOULD CONSTITUTE A VIOLATION OF ELECTIONS CODE
21500(d), AND THAT ALL THREE MEMBERS OF THE CURRENT BOARD MAJORITY WOULD BE
COMPLICT.
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Perhaps the most troublesome and insidious effects of the Patten Map are those relating to totally
unnecessary but unmistakably politicized acceleration and deferral of voting rights that would have ripple
effects around the county.[5] This has been addressed in a document circulated recently by the SLO
League of Women Votes (Exhibit 11), and we sense that many other groups and individuals are looking
hard at not only the number of votes being accelerated or deferred, but what appears to be the political
make-up of these accelerated and deferred votes as well. We have become aware of preliminary data
developed from public information sources that indicate a very clear trend with far of more the of the
accelerated votes benefitting the Republican Party and far more of the voting deferrals disadvantaging
the Democratic Party. We have attempted to create documents that explain this phenomenon in ways
that are understandable to members of our coalition and we share them as Exhibit 9 (referenced
above), and Exhibit 12.  

To adopt a radically new district boundaries map for the purpose of securing such advantage and
imposing such disadvantage clearly runs afoul of Section 21500(d). Especially when there is no need for
any change, and keeping things essentially the same would not accelerate or defer ANY votes.

The Board Majority’s explicit dis-interest in acceleration and deferral information begs these questions:
How could the supervisors possibly be able to assess whether they might have an unacceptable
acceleration and deferral issue (aka a 21500(d) issue) if they don’t have the kind of information that
everyone seems to have except the supervisors? And where is the voice of County Counsel?

Sadly, but factually, if the Patten Map were to be adopted, each of the Republican members of the Board
Majority will have made a contribution toward a 21500(d) violation:   

Supervisor Peschong: His district, like the other four, does not have to change. There does not have to
be any acceleration or deferral issues unless certain supervisors, aligned with a certain political party,
want to create them by using the adoption of a map with new boundaries to do so. Mr. Peschong has
announced publicly that he will not be running for another term, so what would explain a vote to change
boundaries unnecessarily, when there is no problem needing to be fixed, and he won his last election by
a margin in excess of 30%?

Our understanding is that the more than 27,000 voters that would be accelerated into District 2 (for a
vote in 2022) lean decidedly Republican, while the more than 24,000 voters being removed from District
2 lean decidedly Democrat. In order to achieve the political goal of disadvantaging a Democratic
nemesis in District 2, it would make sense to approve a map that, for instance, moves San Miguel, Paso
Roble’s nearby neighbor, from District 1 into District 2. It would not make sense to do that for any reason
other than to create partisan advantage over the opposing party.

Also, for partisan reasons only, it would make sense to split apart communities like Morro Bay, Los Osos
and Cayucos in District 2, regardless of their shared proximity and shared interests. There’s no other
explanation for doing something like this that makes no sense otherwise. The Patten Map, and only the
Patten Map, makes these partisan moves possible.  

It is noteworthy that Mr. Peschong has not attempted to make a merit-based case on behalf of either of
the maps he moved to advanced, or to explain why it’s okay for both of those maps to divide the City of
San Luis Obispo but it’s not okay to do that in the current map, Map A, or Map B. Or, why is it okay for
the Chamber Map to handle Atascadero in a manner that’s similar to the past treatment of Templeton,
but at direct odds with the Patten Map? Nor has he asked the county’s redistricting consulting experts or
County Counsel for their analysis of the maps. Is there any wonder that he joined the other members of
the Board Majority in voting down the motion they forced Supervisor Gibson to make for the consultant’s
analysis of acceleration and deferral impacts associated with the Patten Map?

Supervisor Arnold: Although she may or may not have formally announced that she won’t be seeking
re-election in 2024, the Patten Map makes that decision for her – unless she wants to move. It is
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believed that Supervisor lives in a part of current District 5 that would become part of District 4. The “new
District 5” created by the Patten Map is nowhere near where she presumably currently resides.

So, what possible reason would Ms. Arnold have for supporting a map that dislocates her from the
district she was in and has been serving when, again, there is no reason for any boundary changes to
be made in the first place? If one looks at the acceleration and deferral data, the explanation that jumps
out immediately is very simple: to gain political advantage over a rival political party. If she won’t be
running in District 4, why should Ms. Arnold care about whether the district she will no longer represent
includes any of the City of San Luis Obispo or the Cal Poly area? Other than for partisan reasons, why
should she care about whether the Country Club area south of the City of San Luis Obispo goes into
District 4 on an accelerated basis while Oceano (a stalwart Census Designated Place in District 4 for
decades) get unceremoniously cracked away from Nipomo and dumped into a new District 5 where she
will not be running, with Oceano voters having their votes deferred? The strong, fact-based deduction to
be drawn from a vote in favor of the Patten Map is very clear: it can only be politically motivated for the
partisan purpose of supplying more, privileged Republican votes to District 4 while removing strongly
Democratic, largely underrepresented, voters from Oceano.

She too voted to deny Supervisor Gibson from obtaining acceleration and deferral data and analysis
from Redistricting Partners, and she too has failed to ask County Counsel for any analysis of potential
21500(d) exposure if she were to join in a motion to adopt the Patten Map.

Supervisor Compton:

Strong evidence exists and is growing to support a conclusion that a vote by District 4 Supervisor
Compton in favor of the Patten Map would also run afoul of Elections Code Sec. 21500(d): (a) although
her supervisor website appears to tout her “being the voice” for the residents of San Luis Obispo, Arroyo
Grande, Oceano, and Nipomo (Exhibit 13), she’s long been at bitter odds with large elements of
Oceano residents and voters over political and policy matters; (b) it is a fact that large and significant
numbers of Oceano voters did not support her in an election she won by just 60 votes; (c) she spear-
headed[6] a forcefully resisted[7] and unprecedented move to establish a second Oceano Advisory
Group because she was at odds with the existing Oceano Advisory Council (OAC) and positions they
were taking before the Coastal Commission; (d) she has made it abundantly clear that she does not
sympathize with environmental justice issues dramatically impacting Oceano; (e) she does not agree
with the Coastal Commission decisions about the future of the Oceano Dunes State Vehicular
Recreation Area, (ODSVRA); (f) she promotes continued uses of the state park that are diametrically
opposed to limitations on uses approved by the Coastal Commission, and supported by the Oceano
Advisory Council which she claims does not speak for her; (g) she has been overtly unfriendly to and
uncaring about the communities in her district who are adversely impacted by air quality conditions and
public health impacts linked directly to activities at the ODSVRA Refer to this video in which Ms.
Compton supports keeping off road vehicles on the dunes https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=48vBoJxTG4o ; (h) she has made no/zero attempt to advocate on the public record to retain the
population of Oceano as part of District 4; (i) she has made no/zero effort to explain to the constituents
of Oceano why it makes sense for them to be included in a new District 5 that results in the deferral of
their vote from 2022 to 2024; (j) she has not initiated or held any meetings with Oceano community
members, any Latino residents or groups, the OAC or the Oceano Community Services District (OCSD),
[8] and (k) she has made no/zero effort to explain how Oceano and Nipomo are dissonant communities
of interest, and that removing Oceano from District 4 makes sense in light of long-standing efforts of the
Local Fund Governance of the County Business Improvement District (CBID).
https://highway1discoveryroute.com/oceano-nipomo/ clearly links Oceano and Nipomo. Examples of
published materials that promote Oceano and Nipomo as connected communities of interest can be
found in Exhibit 16.

It has been widely circulated that two of the key elements of Ms. Compton’s re-election strategy are
removal of Oceano from her district and the insertion into her district of the area south of San Luis
Obispo containing the San Luis Obispo Country Club area. If that’s not true, she can disavow that here

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3D48vBoJxTG4o&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7C348e16bd96ab45eb120d08d9b2e9624d%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737538021404016%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=e4DYFCx8VcyhiYYYdrZbVXhChi1FRC8s%2FLkKSgvDwL0%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fhighway1discoveryroute.com%2Foceano-nipomo%2F&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7C348e16bd96ab45eb120d08d9b2e9624d%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737538021404016%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=v1JdAimrQ5QcswS1tDHy6jEUtpn72GPOsBtIQS9p1O0%3D&reserved=0
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and now. If it is true, and she votes for the Patten Map that accomplishes both of those things; she will
have contributed directly to a county redistricting result that violates compliance problem with 21500(d). 

THE SLO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE MAP IS NOT WITHOUT PROBLEMS, BUT COMPARED WITH
THE PATTEN MAP THE CHAMBER MAP IS THE ONLY “FINALIST” MAP THAT IS ARGUABLY
LEGALLY COMPLIANT.

Some, including the Republican Party through notices and newsletters, have suggested that the SLO
Chamber of Commerce Map is not altogether different from the staff/consultant Maps A and B. Indeed,
one of the Chamber task force members spoke on November 19 to explain and support the Chamber
Map while also endorsing the adoption of Map A.

However, the Chamber Map unnecessarily cracks and packs the City of Atascadero, which was the
criticism about the treatment of Templeton in 2011. Although the numbers pale by comparison, the
Chamber Map also unnecessarily generates both accelerations and deferrals of voting opportunities.
The accelerations would be in the western part of Atascadero and a portion of District 3 in San Luis
Obispo. The deferrals include the Cal Poly campus, a portion of District 2 in San Luis Obispo that would
move to District 5, and area east of Arroyo Grande that would move from District 4 to District 3.

These accelerations and deferrals are not necessary and would not be experienced if Map A or Map B
was adopted.

With the legality of the current map already being established, and with no change being required to
comply with 2020 census data and the Fair Maps Act criteria, Maps A and B remain better alternatives
than the Chamber Map. However, if it were to come down to a choice between just the Chamber Map
and the Patten Map because the Board Majority refuses to reconsider Maps A and B, the only viable,
compliant, and defensible choice would be the Chamber Map.

The Chamber Map does widely respect and retain nearly all long-established and long-recognized
communities of interest (especially in the north coast area, in the areas in and around the City of SLO,
and in Oceano). It has a lower population deviation than the Patten Map, and in all likelihood, steps
could be taken to deal with the Atascadero issue to reduce or eliminate acceleration and deferral
impacts.  

WHILE THE BOARD MAJORITY HAS EXHIBITED PROBLEMATIC CONDUCT DURING THE
PROCEEDINGS, IT’S NOT TOO LATE TO CORRECT MATTERS.

First, for the record, some examples of problematic conduct thus far:

1.   The Board Majority have not asked staff or the expert consultant for any analysis of flaws in Maps A
and B.

2.   The Board Majority failed to offer any evidence to support their arbitrary refusal to advance Map A
and/or Map B.

3.   The Board Majority have not asked staff or the expert consultant for any analysis or recommendation
about the Patten Map or the Chamber Map possibly being non-compliant under 21500(c) and/or
21500(d) analysis.  At this point the staff and the consultant are supposed to be in charge of the
process but neither the board nor members of the public (at least in a public setting) have had the
benefit the consultant’s input.

4.   None of the supervisors attempted to make a merit-based case for either the Patten Map or the
Chamber map before advancing them as the only two final maps.

5.   The Board Majority made no attempt before advancing the two finalist maps to discuss or attempt to
reconcile the very apparent differences between the two maps.
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6.   The Board Majority made no effort to articulate any merit-based reasons for denying motions from
the Board Minority to advance Map A and/or Map B.

7.   Discussion on the motion of Supervisor Gibson to advance Map A as one of the finalists was
arbitrarily denied.

8.   The Board Majority refused efforts the by Board Minority to request and obtain from staff and the
consultant an analysis of the potential acceleration and deferral impacts of adopting the Patten Map
or the Chamber Map.

9.   The Board Majority never asked staff or the redistricting consultant to analyze and report on whether
the Patten Map or the Chamber Map could create “orphan” situations where, under the Patten Map,
certain segments of the population could end up with no supervisor being responsible for the area
where the “orphans” reside.

10. The Board Majority never asked legal counsel for an analysis of (a) the differences between
Elections Code 21500 in 2010 and Elections Code 21500 in 2020, and (b) whether adoption of the
Patten map could/would violate Elections Code 21500(d).

11. The Board Majority never asked legal counsel for an analysis of the current versions of Elections
Code 21500(c) and 21500(d).

12. The Board Majority never asked legal counsel or the expert consultant what steps should be taken
and what information or documentation should be gathered and considered in order to know if, or
how, they were facing a potential problem with compliance with 21500(d).

13. The Board Majority papered over and failed to inquire in any meaningful way about the efforts made
by staff and the expert consultant to fully perform public outreach in accordance with the
requirements of law and specific commitments made in the consultant’s contracted-for scope of
work. No effort was made by the board chairperson to press for an explanation or response by staff
or the consultant to statements made by several members of the public about an alleged complete
absence of meaningful outreach in Oceano. Her district has one of the largest Latino populations in
the county. Meaningful outreach (emphasis on meaningful) -- or lack thereof -- was of course
extremely consequential in the sense that no Latino population in the county would be more, and
more adversely, impacted by adoption of the Patten map (i.e., being carved out of District 4 and
having their vote both diluted and deferred).

14. None of the Board Majority identified or explained any outreach efforts they had made about
redistricting issues.

15. The Board Majority discounted and challenged the authenticity and significance of written public
comment. No effort was made to discuss or respond to highly relevant written communications from
groups such as Citizens for Preserving District #4, the “542” residents from throughout the county,
the City of San Luis Obispo, the League of Women Voters, and Cambrians for Preserving District #2.

Where and how have the Board Majority even attempted to make the legal and factual case in support of
the two maps selected as finalists? Aren’t they obligated to identify the substantial evidence that
supports their decision-making?

CONCLUSION

Adopting the Patten Map would be an egregious mistake. It is not necessary, it would be extremely risky
and highly likely illegal, and it would clearly act to serve and advance overtly partisan goals over the best
interests of all county residents, especially the underrepresented.
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In a time of hyper-partisanship, bickering, bullying, coordinated dissemination of misinformation, and
brazen advantage-seeking, what true colors will the County of San Luis Obispo be showing if the Patten
map were to be adopted? The upcoming vote on the final redistricting map will serve to expose what and
who is behind the curtain.

At the October 26, 2021 special board hearing, Supervisor Peschong stated “what we (the supervisors,
staff,[9] and Redistricting Partners) are all about” is “doing the legal and right thing.”

In statements made for a New Times article on November 18, 2021, Supervisor Arnold was quoted as
saying “This isn’t about politics” and “I’m very aware that we need to make sure that it’s not
gerrymandered.”

For Supervisor Compton, she’s doubled down on her promises of doing what’s legal and right. First,
she’s quoted in the same November 18, 2021 New Times article that “I promise I’ll do it in a legal way. I
think it’d be really foolish to carve it up if it couldn’t support a legal challenge.” At the end of the special
board meeting on November 19, her promise was repeated: After stating that she votes her conscience
and just wants to represent the best interests of the community and her constituents, Ms. Compton said
she would not vote for a map that cannot be defended in court. She also stated that she believed there
is likely more than one map that could be defended in court, so she obviously must have had a map or
maps in mind other than the Patten Map.

So, what’s it going to be since, clearly, adoption of the Patten Map is neither the legal nor the right thing
to do?       

Written Public Comments for November 30, 2021 Hearing #4

SLO County Redistricting 

Submitted to the County of San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors on November 28, 2021 by
Citizens for Preserving District #4

EXHIBIT LIST

CITIZENS FOR PRESRVING DISTRICT #4

PUBLIC COMMENTS – NOVEMBER 30, 2021

 Exhibit No. – Exhibit Description

1. California Elections Code Section 21500 (current)

2. Contract for Special Services by Independent Contractor – Redistricting Partners

3. Republican Party Notices and Newsletters

4. New Times (November 18, 2021) – “Redistricting Politics: SLO County supervisors consider new
districts that could reshape local politics for the next decade”

5. SLO County Supervisor District Maps for 1990, 2000 and 2010.

6. September 13, 2011 County of San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors Agenda Item Transmittal

7. Court of Appeals opinion filed July 24, 2013[not officially published] in the case of Pelfrey v. San
Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors

8. 2010 California Elections Code Chapter 6 (Supervisorial Districts) Section 21500-21506
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9. Table: Historical District Boundaries of Various SLO County Communities Compared with the
Patten Map

10. Description and analysis before and after adoption of the 2019 Fair Maps Act

11. November 23, 2021 SLO League of Women Voters Action Alert

12. Acceleration vs. Deferral Memo from Citizens for Preserving District #4

13. Page One - Supervisor Lynn Compton (District #4) webpage

14. SLO Tribune article dated June 10, 2021: “Supervisors approve formation of second advisory
council in Oceano

15. June 6, 2021 letter from Oceano Advisory Council to Board of Supervisors with request to pull
Item #8 from consent agenda – re potential formation of second/parallel advisory council for
Oceano

16. Examples of published materials promoting interests and appeal of Oceano and Nipomo as
connected communities of interest

[1] In our October 22 comments we identified and discussed at length important local neighborhoods,
local communities of interest, and especially the closely aligned census designated places of Oceano
and Nipomo that are worthy of respect, protection, and preservation in the redistricting process.

[2] The supervisors constituting the “Board Majority” referred to in these comments are John Peschong
(District 1), Lynn Compton (District 4), and Debbie Arnold (District 5).

[3] Both staff/Redistricting Partner Map A and Map B were essentially in keeping with current district
boundaries. In Map A, the only changes made to the current map was to align district boundaries with
minor changes in new census block boundaries.

[4] Republican Party notices and newsletters before and after the November 19 hearing are included
together as Exhibit 3. The notices and newsletters discuss training for messaging at the November 19
hearing (with an emphasis on the current map being out of compliance with Elections Code 21500(c)
(3)), the party’s endorsement of the Patten Map, misstatements about the Patten Map keeping SLO
whole, a “we won” announcement, and a statement about the other map [the Chamber map] being
similar to Map A that was already rejected by the November 19 vote.

[5] We fully recognize that IF changes in census data require changes in district boundaries, there may
be an acceleration and deferral impact as a natural consequence. But what we’re talking about here is
something entirely different; unnatural, unnecessary, politically-motivated consequences with serious
political impacts. Which would be a clear violation of 21500(d).

[6] Exhibit 14 is a SLO Tribune article dated June 10, 2021: “Supervisors approve formation of second
advisory council in Oceano.”

[7] Exhibit 15 is a letter from the OAC to the BOS requesting Item 8 be removed from the consent
agenda regarding the formation of a second/parallel advisory council more responsive to the wishes of
the local supervisor.

[8] We have checked and, from the information we have confirmed, no contact was made with the OAC
or the OCSD about redistricting by the supervisor or her representatives.

[9] It is important to remember, again, that the Staff Advisory Committee includes a representative from the office
of County Counsel.
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Please see the attached PDF for the complete package, including all exhibits



























Supervisor Compton: 

Strong evidence exists and is growing to support a conclusion that a vote by 
District 4 Supervisor Compton in favor of the Patten Map would also run afoul of 
Elections Code Sec. 21500(d}: (a) although her supervisor website appears to 
tout her "being the voice" for the residents of San Luis Obispo, Arroyo Grande, 
Oceana, and Nipomo (Exhibit 13), she's long been at bitter odds with large 
elements of Oceana residents and voters over political and policy matters; (b} it 
is a fact that large and significant numbers of Oceana voters did not support her 
in an election she won by just 60 votes; (c) she spear-headed6 a forcefully 
resisted7 and unprecedented move to establish a second Oceana Advisory 
Group because she was at odds with the existing Oceana Advisory Council 
(OAC) and positions they were taking before the Coastal Commission; (d} she 
has made it abundantly clear that she does not sympathize with environmental 
justice issues dramatically impacting Oceana; (e) she does not agree with the 
Coastal Commission decisions about the future of the Oceana Dunes State 
Vehicular Recreation Area, (ODSVRA); (f) she promotes continued uses of the 
state park that are diametrically opposed to limitations on uses approved by the 
Coastal Commission, and supported by the Oceana Advisory Council which she 
claims does not speak for her; (g) she has been overtly unfriendly to and 
uncaring about the communities in her district who are adversely impacted by air 
quality conditions and public health impacts linked directly to activities at the 
ODSVRA Refer to this video in which Ms. Compton supports keeping off road 
vehicles on the dunes https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=48vBoJxTG4o ; (h) she 
has made no/zero attempt to advocate on the public record to retain the 
population of Oceana as part of District 4; (i) she has made no/zero effort to 
explain to the constituents of Oceana why it makes sense for them to be included 
in a new District 5 that results in the deferral of their vote from 2022 to 2024; U) 
she has not initiated or held any meetings with Oceana community members, 
any Latino residents or groups, the OAC or the Oceana Community Services 
District (OCSD),8 and (k) she has made no/zero effort to explain how Oceana 
and Nipomo are dissonant communities of interest, and that removing Oceana 
from District 4 makes sense in light of long-standing efforts of the Local Fund 
Governance of the County Business Improvement District (CBID). 
https://highway1 discoveryroute.com/oceano-nipomo/ clearly links Oceana and 
Nipomo. Examples of published materials that promote Oceana and Nipomo as 
connected communities of interest can be found in Exhibit 16. 

It has been widely circulated that two of the key elements of Ms. Compton's re­
election strategy are removal of Oceana from her district and the insertion into 

6 
Exhibit 14 is a SLO Tribune article dated June 10, 2021: "Supervisors approve formation of 

second advisory council in Oceana." 
7 Exhibit 15 is a letter from the OAC to the BOS requesting Item 8 be removed from the consent 
agenda regarding the formation of a second/parallel advisory council more responsive to the 
wishes of the local supervisor. 
8 We have checked and, from the information we have confirmed, no contact was made with the 
OAC or the OCSD about redistricting by the supervisor or her representatives. 
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her district of the area south of San Luis Obispo containing the San Luis Obispo 
Country Club area. If that's not true, she can disavow that here and now. If it is 
true, and she votes for the Patten Map that accomplishes both of those things; 
she will have contributed directly to a county redistricting result that violates 
compliance problem with 21500(d). 

THE SLO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE MAP IS NOT WITHOUT PROBLEMS, 

BUT COMPARED WITH THE PATTEN MAP THE CHAMBER MAP IS THE 

ONLY "FINALIST" MAP THAT IS ARGUABLY LEGALLY COMPLIANT. 

Some, including the Republican Party through notices and newsletters, have 
suggested that the SLO Chamber of Commerce Map is not altogether different 
from the staff/consultant Maps A and B. Indeed, one of the Chamber task force 
members spoke on November 19 to explain and support the Chamber Map while 
also endorsing the adoption of Map A. 

However, the Chamber Map unnecessarily cracks and packs the City of 
Atascadero, which was the criticism about the treatment of Templeton in 2011. 
Although the numbers pale by comparison, the Chamber Map also unnecessarily 
generates both accelerations and deferrals of voting opportunities. The 
accelerations would be in the western part of Atascadero and a portion of District 
3 in San Luis Obispo. The deferrals include the Cal Poly campus, a portion of 
District 2 in San Luis Obispo that would move to District 5, and area east of 
Arroyo Grande that would move from District 4 to District 3. 

These accelerations and deferrals are not necessary and would not be 
experienced if Map A or Map B was adopted. 

With the legality of the current map already being established, and with no 
change being required to comply with 2020 census data and the Fair Maps Act 
criteria, Maps A and B remain better alternatives than the Chamber Map. 
However, if it were to come down to a choice between just the Chamber Map and 
the Patten Map because the Board Majority refuses to reconsider Maps A and B, 
the only viable, compliant, and defensible choice would be the Chamber Map. 

The Chamber Map does widely respect and retain nearly all long-established and 
long-recognized communities of interest (especially in the north coast area, in the 
areas in and around the City of SLO, and in Oceana). It has a lower population 
deviation than the Patten Map, and in all likelihood, steps could be taken to deal 
with the Atascadero issue to reduce or eliminate acceleration and deferral 
impacts. 
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 7:21 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 261

RedistrictingID 261
Form inserted 11/28/2021 7:20:47 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 7:20:47 PM
First Name JOSEPH
Last Name BETTENCOURT
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented
City Paso Robles
Zip 93446

Comment

I am in favor of the Richard Patten map for redistricting., That Patten map assures that cities and
communities of interest stay whole and that the electorate of this county are fairly represented.
Not upholding the redistricting that is outlined in the Patten map would essentially put another
face on the same problem that started this process Thank you for listening. Joseph Bettencourt
MD

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Crosby Swartz > 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 6:58 PM

To: Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>; Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Public Comment, Redistricting Hearing, 11-30-21

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To: San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors (via email)

Based on public comments we have listened to, there is strong support for maintaining current supervisorial
districts with minor changes, and for maintaining the North Coast community of interest in a single district.  Map
ID 75760 "2030 County Plan" does this, and it satisfies all criteria for drawing district boundaries.

The other map under consideration creates a new architecture for the five supervisorial districts.  We are
concerned that the extensive changes proposed by this other map will create controversy and complaints about
your decision for many years.  The residents of San Luis Obispo County do not need more controversy added to
the other challenges we are facing.

Please support the selection of Map ID 75760.

Thank you,
Crosby and Laura Swartz
Cambria, CA



1/2

-----Original Message----- 
From: Jeff Bloom >  
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 6:30 PM 
To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us> 
Subject: [EXT]Good Governance/ Vote to retain existing District Boundaries 

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening 
attachments or links. 

Chair and Members of the Board of Supervisors 

Please let good governance prevail.  The “Patten proposed Map” illegally divides communities of interest 
in the name of consolidating others.  The only reason to do so is for partisan purposes as there is no 
other reason to divide the County into new districts with little in common and geographically separated.  
County governance is not a partisan activity but one of representation. Morro Bay and San Luis Obispo 
are both incorporated cities represented by elected City Council members.  They are the least affected by 
having County representation divided amongst more than one Supervisors district. They have a City 
Council to work to assure that their community needs are met. 

The Santa Lucia Mountains are a significant geographical barrier between  the communities of interest of 
the existing Coastal communities and those of the incorporated cities of Atascadero and Paso Robles.  
These two cities have relatively little in common with the Coastal communities both geographically and 
from a service delivery standpoint.  Conversely, the majority of the existing District 2 is a very well 
established and historical community of interest bound together by the physical proximity to the ocean 
and connected by State Highway 1.  While the incorporated City of Morro Bay is included in this district, 
it is inextricably tied to the economy and interests of the other coastal communities.  The Coastal 
communities derive many of their services directly from the County so dividing them can only lead to 
having a less clear voice on County matters affecting them.  The whole concept of district representation 
is to assure that communities of interest have a voice in governance.  Dividing the coast can only serve to 
dilute that voice and reduce the representation.  The representation would become lopsided in favor of 
the larger cities with larger populations and reduce the voice of the smaller unincorporated communities 
in the County. 

Your choice to pursue redistricting without an independent Commission is inherently partisan and anti-
democratic.   We elected supervisors to represent our interests in County government and services.  We 
did not elect you to give away our right to choose who represents us by changing district boundaries to 
serve partisan purposes and dilute our voice by placing the Coastal communities of interest in districts 
where our collective voice is diluted. 

Your only way to resolve the battle you have created amongst residents is to approve a map that retains 
as much as possible the existing district boundaries.  We hope you will do so and demonstrate your
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commitment to good governance and all of the voters in San Luis Obispo County.  We are hopeful you
are truly committed to bringing people together in the interest of the County rather than perpetuating
efforts to further divide us.


Thank you for your consideration.


Jeff Bloom

Cambria Resident


Sent from my iPad
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From: Janice Zoradi < > 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 6:03 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

I am an advocate for an inclusive democracy where our voices and our votes count. I support a
clear and transparent process. I  unequivocally object to the "Patten" Map" that is known to
create boundaries that will disenfranchise voters.

People have fought and died for the right to be enfranchised to vote. In the year 2021 it is
morally wrong to disenfranchise voters because of redrawn supervisorial districts.

Justice matters.

Janice Zoradi
San Luis Obispo
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Again, it is imperative to keep communities of interest together.


Sincerely,

Kathy Bibby


Sent from my iPad
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From: MARLENE JEUNG  
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 5:48 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To the San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors:

We both are very much in opposition to the Patten map being selected
as the new district map for our county.  We have been county residents
for 20 years and owned property here before we moved permanently to
the coast.

Breaking up the coast is in no way a reflection of a "Community of
Interest" which is required in redistricting criteria.  In fact, it
would break up the current district which is a true "Community of
Interest" with Highway 1 pulling those communities together.

Redistricting with politics as the first matter of concern is an
unAmerican ploy.
Do the right thing, please.

Marlene and Donald Jeung
Grover Beach, CA
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 5:47 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 260

RedistrictingID 260
Form inserted 11/28/2021 5:46:43 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 5:46:43 PM
First Name Jennifer
Last Name Kelley
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

Retired Pismo Beach USPS

City Santa Margarita
Zip 93453

Comment
As a Forty four year county resident I strongly who discourages any redistricting of our county
lines…I must say , as a person who studied maps and routes, the Patten Map ! it’s utterly
ridiculous! Please County sups don’t fall prey to this!

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 5:42 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 259

RedistrictingID 259
Form inserted 11/28/2021 5:41:28 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 5:41:28 PM
First Name Raymond
Last Name Irey
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

Retired county thirty year employee

City Santa Margarita
Zip 93453

Comment

The Patten Map is ridiculous and must be considered only to make the Chamber of Commerce
map look legitimate Please rethink passing by Atascadero only to include Santa Margarita with
Templeton and Paso de Robles? 72 years of living tells me to google gerrymandering Respectfully
Raymond W Irey

Public Records
Notice True
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From: John Grady  
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 5:06 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting Maps

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I am greatly alarmed with one of the final maps you are considering for new supervisorial districts in SLO County.
It is the most brazen and shameful attempt at gerrymandering our county's supervisorial districts in the 30 years I
have lived here! I remind you this is a non-partisan office and urge you all to treat it as such. 

Our current districts have served us well, with a balance of liberal and conservative representatives on the Board
for as long as I can remember. I believe this is healthy for our community as a whole, regardless of one's political
persuasions. And from my understanding, little (if any) changes even need to be made to the current district
boundaries to remain compliant based upon the latest census. 

As they say - if it ain't broke, don't fix it. If you polled the people in our county, I think you'd hear most folks say "it
ain't broke". It seems strange to me that the three conservative board members are the ones calling for radical
changes - even though they hold (and have held) majority control for a number of years. 

Balance on the Board is good! It encourages diverse viewpoints, fresh ideas, negotiation, and the best outcome
for all. Isn't that why you serve on the Board in the first place -to provide a better outcome for ALL our county's
residents? 

The Patten map needs to be discarded outright; I am dismayed you even selected it as one of the finalists as it is
blatantly gerrymandering on a grandiose scale. Consider that it combines ...

Atascadero with Cambria & Cayucos?
Los Osos with Oceano? 
San Miguel with numerous coastal communities? 
Paso Robles with Santa Margarita? 

Plus, it would give one supervisor mostly the incorporated cities of SLO and Morro Bay with virtually no
constituents to serve. The Patten map would blow up the north coast district along with countless other
communities of interest. It would be a shameless power grab by this Board's current majority. 

If you think it is such a great alternative, why are the following respected individuals and groups and newspapers
so outspoken against it: 

Julie Rodewald
SLO Chamber of Commerce
The League of Women Voters
The Tribune
The New Times
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Hundreds of residents who've taken the time to speak to you in person at your meetings

I implore each of you to please put the interests and greater good of ALL of our county's residents before your
own political interests. Listen to your conscience; do what's right and adopt the very well thought out and very
reasonable map presented by the SLO Chamber of Commerce. It makes only minor changes to the current map
that has served us quite well these past years and, most importantly, it keeps our communities of interest
together.      

Thank you. 

John Grady 
San Luis Obispo
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 5:00 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 258

RedistrictingID 258
Form inserted 11/28/2021 4:59:58 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 4:59:58 PM
First Name Katherine
Last Name Keeney
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

Retired

City LOS OSOS
Zip 93402

Comment

Your consultant, Chris Chaffee of Redistricting Partners, stated "The county doesn't need to
change its supervisor district boundaries, as the populations haven't shifted beyond legally
allowable limits." What is the legal basis you rely on for redistricting? What are the projected
financial costs for such unnecessary redistricting? Redistricting will create instability and financial
burden in our county. Katherine Keeney Los Osos

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 4:59 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 257

RedistrictingID 257
Form inserted 11/28/2021 4:58:06 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 4:58:06 PM
First Name Scott
Last Name Glancy
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented
City San Luis Obispo
Zip 93401

Comment
I am writing to let you know I am against the proposed Pattern redistricting proposal. It is a
patchwork of nonsense and disenfranchises thousands in our county. It is a confusing mess that
serves no real purpose and will certainly not help our communities. Vote no on the Pattern map.

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Scott Glancy > 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 4:56 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

I am writing to let you know I am against the proposed Pattern redistricting proposal. It is a patchwork of
nonsense and disenfranchises thousands in our county.  It is a confusing mess that serves no real purpose and will
certainly not help our communities.
Vote no on the Pattern map.

Sincerely,

Scott Glancy
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 4:05 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 256

RedistrictingID 256
Form inserted 11/28/2021 4:04:35 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 4:04:35 PM
First Name Patti
Last Name Anderson
Email
Phone
Name of Organization Represented
City Paso Robles,
Zip 93446
Comment Do not want to see the Pattern Map adopted! It is blatantly partisan.
Public Records Notice True
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 3:44 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 255

RedistrictingID 255
Form inserted 11/28/2021 3:42:50 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 3:42:50 PM
First Name Paula
Last Name Schroeder
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

none

City Paso Robles
Zip 93446

Comment
I object to the Patten map. It violates the first principle of redistricting as the groupings are not
contiguous. How are Templeton and Santa Margarita or Cambria and Atascadero contiguous? The
gerrymandering is obvious for political reasons.

Public Records
Notice True



https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?popoutv2=1&version=20211115002.06 1/1

From: John Carsel  

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 3:29 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Fwd: Board of Supervisors Redistricting Discussion/Meeting October 26,2021

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

From: 

To: AD-BOARD-CLERK@co.slo.ca.us

Cc: bgibson@co.slo.ca.us

Sent: 10/25/2021 3:05:28 PM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: Board of Supervisors Redistricting Discussion/Meeting October 26,2021

Dear Chair Compton and Supervisors:

Not being involved with local partisan politics, I find myself at a disadvantage in reviewing the numerous
proposed maps for redistricting.  None of them tell me what the change in voters political parties would be
if that particular map was selected.  That is, if the line for District X was moved to here, how many more
[name of political party] would there then be in the newly drawn district.  The major changes suggested by
some maps clearly have their genesis in this computation, so why is it not provided with the maps?  The
local political pros all know it, which is why the maps have their differences. 

We live in perilous times.  The public is not being provided with the real evidence of prospective
gerrymandering, as the fiction of non-partisanship of your elected position no longer is credible.  The
Board has the option of maintaining the existing districts, after which no gerrymandering charge
could be made.  The Board could then go one step further and establish a local version of the California
Citizens Redistricting Commission as was established for the state in 2008 with the passage of
Proposition 11 and take the politics out of redistricting.  This would be first class governing in accord
with your recent appointee as the Clerk-Recorder.  Do the right thing because it is the right thing to do.

I reside in District 2.  While I am a member of an Advisory Council, this letter is written in my individual
capacity.  Thank you for you attention and consideration.  John Carsel

mailto:bgibson@co.slo.ca.us
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 2:57 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 254

RedistrictingID 254
Form inserted 11/28/2021 2:57:11 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 2:57:11 PM
First Name Annet
Last Name Dragavon
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

None

City Paso Robles
Zip 93446

Comment

I oppose the Patton Map, which is illegal. County district boundaries must respect both
geographical integrity and geographical 'communities of interest' without regard to partisan
influence. Its enactment would strictly be to assure Republican advantage, a violation of the
Code, which states that election boundaries "shall not be adopted that favor or discriminate
against one political party". Redistricting guidelines are adjusted every ten years to ensure County
elections are fair.

Public Records
Notice True
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From: ou\  

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 2:41 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Commissioners,

As a twenty-year resident of Oceano, I find no reason to change the mapping and change the way the residents of
Oceano are treated. This entire process seems to be political, as opposed to helping the residents of the
communities involved. The redistricting mapping is opposed by the majority of the residents of the communities
involved. Please leave the maps alone and focus on the issues to help Oceano and the residents of other
communities prosper and become better places for the residents to reside. 

Thank you,
Arlene Sackman



https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?popoutv2=1&version=20211115002.06 1/1

From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 1:40 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 253

RedistrictingID 253
Form inserted 11/28/2021 1:39:14 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 1:39:14 PM
First Name Jane
Last Name Broshears
Email
Phone
Name of Organization
Represented self

City Los Osos
Zip 93402

Comment As a concerned citizen of Los Osos, I am asking the Board of Supervisors to vote "NO"
on the Richard Patten map.

Public Records Notice True
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 1:10 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 252

RedistrictingID 252
Form inserted 11/28/2021 1:09:34 PM
Form updated 11/28/2021 1:09:34 PM
First Name Cynthia
Last Name Lewis
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

self

City Templeton
Zip 93465

Comment

As a current District 1 resident and SLO County resident for 25 years, I stand with the non-
partisan League of Women Voters, Women’s March and Templeton Women in Community for SLO
Chamber Map 75760 which meets ALL statutory requirements. The Tribune’s November 23rd
editorial nails it: “The Patten map is a farce. Will SLO County supervisors have the courage to
shoot it down?” Why do you want to hide an independent analysis that has been done with
publicly available information from the public?

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Carole Mintzer > 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 12:38 PM

To: Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>; Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Please reject the Patten map

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Dear Supervisors,

Thank you for the opportunity to write to you. I would love to speak with you in person but during the ongoing
pandemic, I am still uncomfortable being in a closed space with large numbers of people, despite mask wearing
and vaccinations.

As a voting resident of Los Osos, I ask you to please reject the Patten map. The Patten map would separate Los
Osos from our nearest neighbor, Morro Bay, with which we share commerce and schools. Moreover, although it
may appear on a map that Los Osos is geographically contiguous with Pismo Beach and other other areas to the
south, you surely appreciate that to get from Los Osos to areas south, we have to first drive to San Luis Obispo
then back to the southern coastal areas. I can drive to Morro Bay in less than 10 minutes - and often do so for
dinner or to shop. I rarely drive to Pismo or areas south because they're not close or convenient by car.

The Patten map also would disenfranchise voters in Los Osos, who may not have an opportunity to vote for our
supervisor until 2024 - so for two years we would be represented by someone we did not choose. 

Sincerely,

Carole Mintzer
Los Osos, CA 93402
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From: Katherine Keeney > 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 12:27 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]November 30, 2021 Special Meeting - Redistricting Hearing

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Once again, I quote from your own consultant, Chris Chaffee of Redistricting Parners, "The county doesn't need to
change its supervisor district boundaries, as the populations haven't shifted beyond legally allowable limits."

Please provide the legal basis for the Patten Map and the potential splitting of North Coast communities.  Except
for the purpose of political gain I can see no other reason that makes sense.  

California Election Law 21500, which says a community of interest is “a population that shares common social or
economic interests” and “should be included within a single supervisorial district for purposes of its effective and
fair representation. Communities of interest do not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or
political candidates.”

In fact, there is no need at all to change the districts based on the 2020 census. 

Not to mention the financial costs involved and the costs of disruption & confusion it will cause citizens of this
county who have already been through a traumatic two years.  

If you choose to redistrict you will be creating instability and financial burden in our county.  Something we don't
need.

Katherine Keeney
Los Osos resident
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From: Sarah Barnes > 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 11:31 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; +jpeschong@co.slo.ca.us; +co.slo.ca.us@rpslo.org;
+darnold@co.slo.ca.us; +lcompton@co.slo.ca.us
Subject: [EXT]Supervisors please make sure the Staff corrects the Agenda Details

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

My concern occurred when I read the details in the Nov 30 meeting agenda. Remove the bias observed by the
order in which you list the chosen maps. 


Order does matter.


The video link clearly shows that the Patten Map was the first choice. This needs to be reflected in the details of
the Agenda for the Nov 30 meeting.


VIDEO LINK:

https://rumble.com/vpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html


At the beginning of the Nov 30 meeting the corrections need to be online and verbalized at the beginning of the
meeting.


My choice is still the Richard Patten Map Rev_1 ID 74786. This map keeps Atascadero whole while keeping Cal
Poly and most of San Luis Obispo City together.


One other important point is to keep communities of interest together such as finally acknowledging these facts:


Oceano has these important daily items in common with Grover Beach: 1) grocery shopping, 2) nearest fast food
chains, 3) varied restaurants, 4) gas stations, 5) sewer and 6) fire protection. There are more but these stand out.


Keep Oceano with Grover Beach as in the Richard Patten Map Rev_1.


Again, it is imperative to keep communities of interest together.

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frumble.com%2Fvpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7C10372a3954a54c6e116108d9b2e86c1b%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737533570498225%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=WdbPaRTxtjqzMD6vxKY8%2B%2B7jlWJ2tYi2uEDipAr4JY0%3D&reserved=0
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From: Coy Barnes <  

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 11:26 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; +jpeschong@co.slo.ca.us; +co.slo.ca.us@rpslo.org;
+darnold@co.slo.ca.us; +lcompton@co.slo.ca.us
Subject: [EXT]Supervisors please make sure the Staff corrects the Agenda Details

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

My concern occurred when I read the details in the Nov 30 meeting agenda. Remove the bias observed by the
order in which you list the chosen maps. 


Order does matter.


The video link clearly shows that the Patten Map was the first choice. This needs to be reflected in the details of
the Agenda for the Nov 30 meeting.


VIDEO LINK:

https://rumble.com/vpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html


At the beginning of the Nov 30 meeting the corrections need to be online and verbalized at the beginning of the
meeting.


My choice is still the Richard Patten Map Rev_1 ID 74786. This map keeps Atascadero whole while keeping Cal
Poly and most of San Luis Obispo City together.


One other important point is to keep communities of interest together such as finally acknowledging these facts:


Oceano has these important daily items in common with Grover Beach: 1) grocery shopping, 2) nearest fast food
chains, 3) varied restaurants, 4) gas stations, 5) sewer and 6) fire protection. There are more but these stand out.


Keep Oceano with Grover Beach as in the Richard Patten Map Rev_1.


Again, it is imperative to keep communities of interest together.

Coy Barnes

Paso Robles, CA  93446

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frumble.com%2Fvpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7C801da3141aff4080149a08d9b2e86632%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737533472140324%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=ChP43hMVOEsTItMygtmA%2FFBbDL7LMeE0aSNynES2ttg%3D&reserved=0
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From: l > 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 11:21 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; John Peschong <jpeschong@co.slo.ca.us>; co.slo.ca.us@rpslo.org;
Debbie Arnold <darnold@co.slo.ca.us>; Lynn Compton <lcompton@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting Public Comment for November 30, 2021

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Thank you for bringing back for review and final vote only these two maps. My choice is the Richard Patten Map
Rev_1 ID 74786. This map keeps Oceano and Grover Beach together as they shop in Grover Beach and share
sewer, fire protection and school district. Oceano residents shop in Grover Beach for groceries.

Pati Girata 
Arroyo Grande Ca
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From: Virginia Roof  

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 10:26 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Members of the Board,

Regarding redistricting, I am urging you all to reject the blatantly partisan Patten map and adopt the SLO
Chamber of Commerce map. Our county does not need any more division. We need fairness and unity.
Please do the right thing.

Sincerely,
Virginia Roof
Arroyo Grande, CA
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Again, it is imperative to keep communities of interest together.


Sincerely,

Stacy Burk


Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kathy Flock  
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 10:13 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

﻿Dear SLO County Board of Supervisors,

I live in Los Osos and am writing you to ask that you vote for the “SLO Chamber Map.” That map keeps my
community with other communities of interest, such as Morro Bay and Cayucos, and also respects the natural
boundary of the coastal mountains.  Voting for this map is the right thing to do, and you know it.

The “Patten map” is a shame.  It is clearly gerrymandering, and you know that too.  Do not embarrass our county
by choosing a divisive, unjust and disenfranchising district map.  Remember that the Elections Code Sec.
21500(d) says “The Board shall not adopt supervisorial district boundaries for the purpose of favoring or
discriminating against a political party”.

Please take the right action:  Vote yes for the SLO Chamber Map.

Thank you,
Kathy Flock
Los Osos, CA
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 9:23 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 251

RedistrictingID 251
Form inserted 11/28/2021 9:22:27 AM
Form updated 11/28/2021 9:22:27 AM
First Name Kathleen
Last Name Flores
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented
City Arroyo Grande
Zip 93420

Comment

As elected leaders who serve the entirety of the county, whose decisions affect some 283,000
people, you can do better than the Patten map when redistricting SLO County. When it comes
time to vote, listen to your conscience. that you will not fail in your moral responsibility, and that
you will prove to be the ethical people you claim to be. We implore you to vote against the Patten
Map.

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Cheryl Storton <cherylstorton@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 9:14 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

The Patten map is an illegal map mainly because it divides communities of interest such as Oceano and
Nipomo, Cambria and the rest of the North Coast, AND Atascadero and Santa Margarita. It also denies
the residents of Oceano a chance to vote for their supervisor in 2022, and virtually leaves them without
representation until 2024. It removes the current supervisor Debbie Arnold from her district unless she
decides to move. The staff advisory committee and the representative from Redistricting Partners has
clearly confirmed that Map A and Map B would be fully compliant with current deviation standards and
legal requirements . The Board has the clear option to retain district boundaries essentially without
change. The residents of SLO county are paying the consultant over $90,000 and the BOS is not listening
to them or asking for their recommendation. Public comment favored retaining Map A, so why is the
BOS not considering it? I must be for political gain.  With the Patten map, Republicans will gain
advantage even though they are a minority in the county.
REJECT THE PATTEN MAP.
Sincerely
Cheryl Storton
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 8:21 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 250

RedistrictingID 250
Form inserted 11/28/2021 8:20:10 AM
Form updated 11/28/2021 8:20:10 AM
First Name Jennifer
Last Name Hernandez
Email
Phone
Name of Organization Represented
City Grover beach
Zip 93433
Comment I am in favor of map ID 74786.
Public Records Notice True
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From: Lorie Noble < t> 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 8:17 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Supervisors please make sure the Staff corrects the Agenda Details

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

My concern occurred when I read the details in the Nov 30 meeting agenda. Remove the bias
observed by the order in which you list the chosen maps. Order does matter. The video link
clearly shows that the Patten Map was the first choice. This needs to be reflected in the details
of the Agenda for the Nov 30 meeting. VIDEO LINK: https://rumble.com/vpuba8-the-vote-and-
clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html At the beginning of the Nov 30
meeting the corrections need to be online and verbalized at the beginning of the meeting. 

My choice is still the Richard Patten Map Rev_1 ID 74786. This map keeps CalPoly with the
major part of the City of San Luis Obispo.  They are a Community of Interest, students and staff
at CalPoly live in the city.  I also think the City of Morro Bay has more in common with the City
of SLO than the unincorporated areas.  

Lorie Noble
Morro Bay, CA

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frumble.com%2Fvpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7C0eb562fd46024517655908d9b2e82f5a%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737532551813364%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=hjCEy4cMBebO%2B%2BPjPjcNw83StWzrlJQaXJIuWSBL0xk%3D&reserved=0
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From: Joyce Knight  

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 8:06 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Dear Supervisors,

Please REJECT the ridiculous "Patten Map" option. It makes no practical sense.

Joyce Knight
Arroyo Grande
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From: Paul Reinhardt > 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 7:59 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Please support the 2030 map.

Paul Reinhardt

San Luis Obispo, California

Feel Flow
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From: Cindy Cleveland > 
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 7:54 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

I do not support the Patten map and suggest you follow the League of Women Voters recommendations.

Cindy Cleveland
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From: Gayle Westerlind > 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 7:45 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; John Peschong <jpeschong@co.slo.ca.us>; co.slo.ca.us@rpslo.org;
Debbie Arnold <darnold@co.slo.ca.us>; Lynn Compton <lcompton@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Supervisors please make sure the Staff corrects the Agenda Details

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

My concern occurred when I read the details in the Nov 30 meeting agenda. Remove the bias
observed by the order in which you list the chosen maps. Order does matter. The video link clearly
shows that the Patten Map was the first choice. This needs to be reflected in the details of the Agenda
for the Nov 30 meeting. VIDEO LINK: https://rumble.com/vpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-
report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html At the beginning of the Nov 30 meeting the corrections
need to be online and verbalized at the beginning of the meeting. My choice is still the Richard Patten
Map Rev_1 ID 74786. This map keeps Atascadero whole while keeping Cal Poly and most of San Luis
Obispo City together. One other important point is to keep communities of interest together such as
finally acknowledging these facts: Oceano has these important daily items in common with Grover
Beach: 1) grocery shopping, 2) nearest fast food chains, 3) varied restaurants, 4) gas stations, 5) sewer
and 6) fire protection. There are more but these stand out. Keep Oceano with Grover Beach as in the
Richard Patten Map Rev_1. Again, it is imperative to keep communities of interest together. Sincerely,
Gayle Westerlind

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frumble.com%2Fvpuba8-the-vote-and-clairfication-of-staff-report-for-the-nov-19-2021-redistrictin.html&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7C0cce04f2da304e406d9108d9b2e814a2%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737532168666507%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=oOV1KrusxdyrUY5qkP2DK5c7SUvDeWKt2JipCW4J64w%3D&reserved=0
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From: Theresa Kennedy > 

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 6:25 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Richard Patten's Rev, 1 citizens' map

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Please adopt Richard Patten's Rev, 1 citizens' map

Theresa Kennedy

Nipomo, CA 93444
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From: cheryl koalska > 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 10:13 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

I see no reason to redistrict...unless you are a Republican.

Please do what is right!

Cheryl Koalska
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From: Sandi Bartelt  

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 10:06 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Public Comment

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

The census data does not support the need for significant changes to existing districts! If the Patten map is
approved with its drastic changes, our County Supervisors will be choosing their voters, instead of the voters
choosing them. Such abuse is responsible for the political polarization and attempts to limit voting rights that we
are witnessing nationwide.

Sandi Bartelt
District 5

Sent from my iPad
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From: Susan Quinones > 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 8:48 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To whom it may concern,
The county commissioners represent the people they serve. All the people they serve. 
After considering both the opinions from the public on the proposals for redistricting and
hearing from the board, it is my opinion that we do not have the support countywide to
move forward with the suggested changes. 
 I recommend that redistricting be delayed until more feedback can be provided OR not
completed at this time due to the lack of public support.
Sincerely,
Susan Quinones 

Arroyo Grande. 93420
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From:  > 

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 8:30 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Keep the North Coast Community of Interest Intact

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Honorable Members of the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors:

Your decision on redistricting should keep the North Coast Community of Interest, the coast from Los Osos to San
Simeon, intact.  These communities constitute a Community of Interest (COI) for reasons including:

Economic reliance on tourism based on coastal resources.
Shared concern about potential impacts of rising sea levels.
Shared culture based on coastal activities and preservation of coastal resources.
Geographic continuity along the coast, separated from other communities by natural barriers.

Policy decisions made by the Board which could affect the North Coast COI include:
The proposed development of offshore wind energy.
Potential development and/or transport of fossil fuels.
The proposed Chumash Heritage National Marine Sanctuary.
Policy on one-use plastic containers.

The preferred alternative for redistricting to keep the North Coast NOI intact is Draft Plan A, which only slightly
modifies the existing districts. 

The SLO Chamber Map is an acceptable alternative.  It is inferior to Draft Plan A because it includes part of
Atascadero along with the North Coast COI.  Atascadero is more appropriately grouped with the communities of
the upper Salinas Valley.

The Richard Patten Map is unacceptable because it breaks up the North Coast COI and combines parts of it with
parts of the Salinas Valley or South Coast for no supportable reason.  This violates the second criterion for
developing districts, which requires the division of communities of interest to be minimized.  It also violates the
fourth criterion, which requires districts to be bounded by natural barriers.  The Santa Lucia Mountains separate
the North Coast from the Salinas Valley and should form the border between districts.  The districts proposed by
this map are in no way easily identifiable or understandable and it should be excluded from consideration.

Please take these concerns into consideration when making your final decision on redistricting and keep the
North Coast COI intact.

Thank you for your time,

Wendelyn Wickham

Morro Bay, CA 93442
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From: Carolyn Harvey  
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 8:30 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Please do not gerrymander our districts to benefit one party.  I urge
you to reject the "Patten" map.  

Carolyn Harvey

Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
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From: Rosemary Wrenn <  
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 8:20 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Dear SLO County Board of Supervisors,

I am writing to implore you to support the SLO County 2030 redistricting map. This alternative
moderately updates existing boundaries, and is both fair and not partisan. It provides representation for
communities of interest.

I urge you to not accept the Patten Map due to the many ways in which it disenfranchises key
communities of interest, while clearly creating districts that favor one partisan political party over any
others. This is against the spirit and letter of California Election Law 21500 which states : The board shall
not adopt supervisorial district boundaries for the purpose of favoring or discriminating against a
political party.

In addition, as stated by the League of Women Voters, “The deferrals in the Patten map would create
“orphaned” districts in communities where voters would not be able to vote until 2024. Los Osos, Morro
Bay, and District 2 voters in San Luis Obispo who are no longer in District 2 and Oceano voters who are
no longer in District 4 would not be able to vote for a supervisor in 2022 when those district seats are up
for election, leaving these communities with no effective representation on the Board of Supervisors.
Meanwhile those communities with accelerated voters would have the opportunity to vote twice and
have two elected supervisors to represent them.” This is blatantly unfair and unpatriotic, as it leaves
residents vulnerable to ‘taxation without representation’ and literally no access to the democratic
process which each one of you value.

Clearly, the Patten Map is designed to favor one partisan party over another and to disenfranchise
communities of interest. Please exercise integrity along with your fiduciary responsibilities to the people
who reside in San Luis Obispo County.

Rosemary Wrenn
Shell Beach

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fleginfo.legislature.ca.gov%2Ffaces%2Fcodes_displaySection.xhtml%3FlawCode%3DELEC%26sectionNum%3D21500&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7Ca00f685fea404bced91308d9b2e7b055%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737530422745723%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=e2HHTgIAC88o%2FjClN0eKCFupq6gkNhGirC95%2Bjb3CXo%3D&reserved=0
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From: Yoda  

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 8:06 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

I fundamentally oppose the partisan "Patten" redistricting map. It is a blatant, political attempt to disenfranchise
certain types of voters and is anti-democratic. Stop this partisan power grab. 

Bryce Engstrom
Arroyo Grande
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From: Kenneth Price  
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 7:39 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

It seems to be true that in this situation it is quite clear that nothing is broken so there is nothing to fix. The
present districts seem to be set up very well in my view. ken price AG 
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 7:27 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 249

RedistrictingID 249
Form inserted 11/27/2021 7:25:49 PM
Form updated 11/27/2021 7:25:49 PM
First Name Athena
Last Name Meisheid
Email
Phone
Name of Organization
Represented
City ARROYO GRANDE
Zip 93420

Comment I support the 2030 Map. The Patten Map is fundamentally partisan. Thank
you.

Public Records Notice True
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From: Janet Glenn  
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 7:07 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To whom it may concern: As a concerned citizen living in Nipomo I’d like to address the issue of gerrymandering . 
Leave things alone and let the people decide. It’s not your job to skew things to fit your agenda.  Sincerely , Janet
Glenn 
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From: Haila Hafley-Kluver > 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 6:41 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To the Honorable Board of Supervisors,

I have lived in San Luis Obispo County my entire life, and am writing as a registered voter.

I am writing to encourage a vote towards accepting the redistricting map that causes fewer changes to what is
currently drawn out for supervisory districts; not the Patton map. I live in Los Osos and feel that the north coastal
area should stay as is, including Los Osos, Morro Bay, Cambria, San Simeon and all areas along the north coast of
San Luis Obispo County. You are all elected officials voted into office as majority leaders from your current
districts. It seems fair that voters put you there with the current district maps, and that it would seem only fair to
allow you the same districts that voted you in, with very few changes. 

Yes, there are many who would prefer that San Luis Obispo should be all one district, including the Cal Poly
population. But as a student said at the last hearing, Cal Poly students live all over the county. Many students may
be registered from other counties they use as permanent residences and vote in other areas of California. That
would seem a non-issue for keeping a similar map as what we have currently. 

I hope, in all fairness to those of us who voted you into office, that you make few changes to the current
supervisorial districts. I thank-you for your consideration of fairness.

Haila Hafley-Kluver
Los Osos, CA 93402
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 6:36 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 248

RedistrictingID 248
Form inserted 11/27/2021 6:35:13 PM
Form updated 11/27/2021 6:35:13 PM
First Name Randal
Last Name Rutkowski
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

citizen

City Atascadero
Zip 93422

Comment

There is an nationwide push by the Republican Party to Gerrymander. Our Community is
balanced. the existing redistricting map studied by the company hired by our county to provide
advice on our requirements to do so! If our board of Supervisors accepts the Patten Map, this
map will be brought to court and found to knowingly adopting and illegally conceived map. I
personally do not feel represented by Debbie Arnold in this process. I object to the Patten map.

Public Records
Notice True
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From:   
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 6:05 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Patten Map

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To Whom it May Concern,

I am a resident of Cambria and am asking that you please reject the Patten map which will split Cambria off.
This is a disservice to our community. I want to let you know that I & many others are vehemently against this
redistricting. 

I would appreciate you making the time to reconsider this and making it a priority. Thank you so much.

Sincerely,
Christine Quinn



https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?popoutv2=1&version=20211115002.08 1/1

From: Brenda Carlson > 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 4:53 PM

To: Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>; Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

My support of Richard Patten map ID74786 comes from the best practicable and reasonable use of AB849. I do
not agree with dividing up Cal Poly or Templeton. 
SLO should not be split up to have 3 supervisors. In my opinion Richard Patten map is the best
Thank you for your time
Brenda Carlson
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From: Nancy Bodily > 

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 3:43 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Public Comment

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

My name is Nancy Bodily. I live in Los Osos and support Map 75760 (SLO Chamber Map). 

Of the two maps available to voters, this map appears to provide the best opportunity for a
vibrant democracy and a voting public who might imagine they have a voice in the affairs of
their local communities. Whereas the second option is a clear attempt by Republicans to
manipulate the redistricting system by drawing pocket boundaries that would suit their election
purposes. What lying cheaters! Seriously, when will this party stop these pathetic attempts at
power when history proves again and again, the real power is in truth and justice.

From redistricting, voter fraud, to what happened in our Nation’s Capitol on January 6, these
dangerous lies being told by the Republican Party should not guide and for the most part does
not reflect the work being done in our region by Republicans. So why are they pushing for this
kind of cheap trick at redistricting? I wish they would grow a spine and become a party worth
believing in. 

Again, I support Map 75760, 5h4 SLO Chamber Map.

Nancy Bodily
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 3:23 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 247

RedistrictingID 247
Form inserted 11/27/2021 3:21:49 PM
Form updated 11/27/2021 3:21:49 PM
First Name Ann
Last Name Travers
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

self

City Morro Bay
Zip 93442

Comment
re redistricting: Please do not break up the North Coast. It is the most cohesive area in the county
from Los Osos to San Simeon. The current map with minor changes meets all state requirements
and local shared interests. Thank you.

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 2:17 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 246

RedistrictingID 246
Form inserted 11/27/2021 2:16:27 PM
Form updated 11/27/2021 2:16:27 PM
First Name Jackie
Last Name Pope
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented

n/a

City Atascadero
Zip 93422

Comment

The 'Patten map' is clearly and blatantly partisan to give an advantage to Republican voters with
the lines drawn to accelerate areas that favored Trump and Cox in the last election. It is drawn to
manipulate the decennial redistricting process to scatter SLO County Democratic and non-
Republican voters into the winds and will also delay their votes. Vote for the bipartisan SLO
County map.

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Frank Triggs  

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 1:32 PM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Thank you for the hard work you are doing on this matter. 
Please adopt the "Richard Patten" map as it best fulfills the
state guidelines.

W. Frank Triggs
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From: Mindy Trask  

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 11:14 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Please do not pass the Patten redistricting map. I urge you to vote for
the SLO County 2030 map. The Patten map is unfair, politically biased,
and possibly unlawful.

The 2030 map is more respectful of the rights of citizens like myself
who live in outlying communities and want a fair representation in
elections. The Patten map contradicts Election Code 21500(d) by
extremely favoring Republican votes the way the boundaries are
drawn, accelerating the voting for the 2022 election to Republican
leaning constituents, while deferring the voting in the 2022 election
for Democratic constituents. I understand the 2030 map also results
in accelerations and deferrals, but it results in far fewer affected
citizens and will not result in a biased election as the Patten would.
This will allow those accelerated voters to potentially elect officials
for two years before citizens like myself can get a chance to vote. 

Please do not be swayed by financially motivated politics as the
Patten redistricting map does.

From,
Mindy Trask

, Los Osos
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From: Erica Crawford > 

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 11:03 AM

To: Board of Supervisors <Boardofsups@co.slo.ca.us>; Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Cc: Tim Cowan <tim@bhgrehaven.com>; Steve_PeckPlanning.com <Steve@PeckPlanning.com>; Jeff Eckles
<jeffersoneckles@gmail.com>

Subject: [EXT]Public Comment for November 30, 2021 Redistricting Hearing #4

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Dear Chair Compton and SLO County Board of Supervisors, 

I hope you all had an enjoyable Thanksgiving holiday!

Please find the Morro Bay Chamber's comments attached for your meeting Tuesday. 

Thank you, 
Erica


--
Erica D. Crawford
President/CEO
Morro Bay Chamber
w:

 



November 27, 2021 

Subject: SLO County Redistricting 

Dear Chair Compton and SLO County Board of Supervisors, 

The Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce is writing on behalf of our organization’s 284 members that 

employ over 3,000 individuals in the SLO County. The Chamber discourages redistricting options which 

divide economic regions and we are disheartened that the Board would advance a redistricting map for 

consideration at the November 30th meeting that would do just that to the North Coast. We are writing 

today to respectfully request that the Board keep the North Coast in one supervisorial district.  

The communities in the North Coast have a long history of common interests that stems from their 

shared coastal environmental features and their shared economic driver, the Tourism industry. The 

North Coast shares opportunities and challenges to its local economies related to offshore wind 

development, renewable energy storage and broadband infrastructure, sustainable tourism 

management and the Highway 1 corridor, Federal Marine Sanctuary designation, commercial fishing and 

aquaculture, and housing affordability and workforce development issues. These shared connections 

and interests are much stronger than interests with inland areas. 

The incorporated and unincorporated population centers in the North Coast area (Montana de Oro to 

County Line/Ragged Point) share more in common with one another than with inland areas and should 

not be divided in any way. We urge the Board to keep the North Coast area together in one supervisorial 

district. 

Thank you, 

Erica Crawford 

President/CEO 

Morro Bay Chamber of Commerce 
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1. It has many characteristics of classically gerrymandered maps, with long corridors and complex shapes
that dismember geographically proximate communities.
2. The consultant hired by the Board of Supervisors recommended that no major changes be made.
3. It breaks up North Coast cities that have shared interest and want to have a common representative.
4. Multiple representatives for the city of San Luis Obispo are necessary due to the population
concentration there. The current map is not an issue for the people living in San Luis Obispo. The Patten
map cannot significantly change multiple representatives for San Luis Obispo.
5. In South County and rural areas, communities are fragmented and isolated. This is in stark
contradiction to the legal requirements for fair redistricting.
6. If a gerrymandered map like the Patten map is adopted, the Board is setting the county up for legal
challenges with huge costs and disruptions.

Please do the right thing and adopt the San Luis Obispo Chamber of Commerce map.


Kenneth Hill




Arroyo Grande, CA 93420




1/1

From:  

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 10:44 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]No to the Patten Map

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Greetings,
I’d like to make comment to the Board of Supervisors regarding the redistricting issue. Honestly, how you can even
be considering the Patten Map is somewhat beyond me, as it clearly breaks up areas that share common interests,
most especially from Los Osos north along the coast. I suspect that if passed it will challenged in court. It should
never been a contender.

Therefore, I ask that the Board opt for the Chamber Map.

William Word
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From: Christine Heinrichs < > 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 10:42 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To the Board:

 I support the SLO County 2030 map and oppose the Patten map.

Extreme changes are not required. The districts are serving SLO County voters well. The SLO County
2030 map meets all the required legal criteria, as well as common sense of disrupting as little as needed.

The SLO County 2030 map protects the significant coastal Communities of Interest, Cambria, San
Simeon, Cayucos, Morro Bay, and Los Osos. These coastal communities require a supervisor who can
focus on their unique needs and interests. Much of the area is unincorporated and relies on the county
for governance. Keeping them in a single district protects the entire county, with its interest in coastal
issues.

The Patten map is clearly designed to serve partisan political interest. Do not allow SLO County to be
diverted into partisan division. You can act on this issue in a way that makes SLO County an example of
how political fairness can prevail.

Please approve the SLO County 2030 map. 

--
Christine Heinrichs
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 10:38 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 245

RedistrictingID 245
Form inserted 11/27/2021 10:38:18 AM
Form updated 11/27/2021 10:38:18 AM
First Name Christine
Last Name Heinrichs
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented
City Cambria
Zip 93428

Comment

I support the SLO County 2030 map and oppose the Patten map. Extreme changes are not
required. SLO County 2030 map meets all required legal criteria, as well as common sense of
disrupting as little as needed. The SLO County 2030 map protects coastal Communities of
Interest. Much of the area is unincorporated and relies on the county for governance. Keeping
them in a single district Make SLO County an example of how political fairness can prevail. Please
approve the SLO County 2030 map.

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 10:26 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 244

RedistrictingID 244
Form inserted 11/27/2021 10:24:28 AM
Form updated 11/27/2021 10:24:28 AM
First Name Elizabeth
Last Name Curren
Email
Phone
Name of
Organization
Represented
City Los Osos
Zip 93402

Comment
I live on the Central Coast. I like the Chamber of Commerce plan that keeps the areas of the coast
that are connected in the same district. We share common concerns and interests. Thanks for
considering my opinion. Liz Curren

Public Records
Notice True
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From: Diana Hershey < > 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 9:58 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Dear Supervisors,

After reviewing the two remaining maps currently under consideration by the Board, I strongly urge you to vote to
adopt the 2030 map and reject the Patten map.

The 2030 map meets all the requirements of the California election code and respects the interests of San
Simeon, Cambria, Cayucos, Morrow Bay and Los Osos.  It also recognizes the natural connection of Nipomo and
Oceano.

There is simply no good justification for creating the nonsensical boundaries the Patten plan creates and many
important reasons not to,  PLEASE ADOPT THE 2030 PLAN!!

Sincerely,

Diana Hershey
Arroyo Grande, CA

Sent from Mail for Windows

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgo.microsoft.com%2Ffwlink%2F%3FLinkId%3D550986&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7Cc58771cb2f084a83d2ce08d9b2e71c6b%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737527939650411%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=O0tgiXgxZ7aDCCe2QWXxIQwiRmMPdBR00to8%2BfX0yac%3D&reserved=0
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From:  < > 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 9:29 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To Whom it May Concern,

I am a resident of Cambria and am writing to respectfully ask that you please reject the Patten map which will
split Cambria off. This is a disservice to our community.  It makes no sense.  I am against this redistricting.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kind regards,
Cynthia Coulter

Cambria,  CA

Get Outlook for Android

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2Fghei36&data=04%7C01%7Cmgee%40co.slo.ca.us%7Cd3b6b707cfd54de2734408d9b2e7175d%7C84c3c7747fdf40e2a59027b2e70f8126%7C0%7C0%7C637737527854345188%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=fsGE22m6eRnS191nGM3rZUEmILaa7lYAPAMGbG%2Feerg%3D&reserved=0


1/1


































https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?popoutv2=1&version=20211115002.08 1/1

From: Web Notifications <webnotifications@co.slo.ca.us> 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 8:11 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Public Comment - ID 243

RedistrictingID 243
Form inserted 11/27/2021 8:11:05 AM
Form updated 11/27/2021 8:11:05 AM
First Name Cynthia
Last Name Replogle
Email
Phone
Name of Organization
Represented
City Oceano
Zip 93445

Comment Please reject the nakedly partisan and likely illegal Patten map and choose the SLO
Chamber Map (Map id: 75760).

Public Records Notice True
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From: J Lang > 

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 7:44 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>; Vicki Janssen <vjanssen@co.slo.ca.us>; Bruce Gibson
<bgibson@co.slo.ca.us>; Blake Fixler <bfixler@co.slo.ca.us>; Dawn Ortiz-Legg <dortizlegg@co.slo.ca.us>; Sarah
Sartain <ssartain@co.slo.ca.us>; Lynn Compton <lcompton@co.slo.ca.us>; District 4 <district4@co.slo.ca.us>;
Debbie Arnold <darnold@co.slo.ca.us>; Kathleen Goble <kgoble@co.slo.ca.us>; John Peschong
<jpeschong@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting Nov. 30 - Select SLO County 2030 Map

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Dear Board of Supervisors and Assistants,

I urge you to select the SLO County 2030 map submitted for redistricting purposes. This map:

meets all the criteria of the California Election Code as well as meets other constitutional and other legal
requirements
keeps residents with shared interests together
has fewer accelerations and deferrals in voting than the other map.

Thank you for your consideration.

Judith Lang
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405
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From: Andrea Chavez > 
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 6:56 AM

To: Redistricting <Redistricting@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: [EXT]Redistricting

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

I support the SLO Chamber map mainly because it is less disruptive to voters. Why do you want to divide
communities who have common interests? Is it for your own political gain? Do what is best for OUR community,
not what is necessarily best for YOU. 

Andrea Chavez
Arroyo Grande 
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