MEMORANDUM
COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICE
County of Placer

TO:

Honorable Board of Supervisors

DATE: November 30, 2021

FROM:

Jane Christenson, Assistant County Executive Officer

BY:

Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Placer County 2021 Redistricting Map Alternatives All Supervisorial Districts

ACTIONS REQUESTED
1. Conduct a public hearing pursuant to Elections Code section 21507.1 to receive a
presentation and hear testimony from the public on the proposed supervisorial district
alternatives.
2. Tentatively approve a map alternative defining the new County supervisorial district
boundaries pursuant to the requirements set forth in Elections Code section 21500,
subdivision (c).
3. Introduce and waive oral reading of an ordinance amending Placer County Code Chapter 1,
Article 1.08 to adopt new County supervisorial district boundaries, with insertion of the
tentatively approved map as Figure 1.08 in the ordinance.
BACKGROUND
The United States Constitution requires a count every ten (10) years of everyone residing in the
United States. Information from the Census is used to help determine where to locate schools,
daycare centers, roads/public transportation, hospitals, and other facilities, and is used in
making decisions regarding business growth and housing needs. Census data is also used
for geographically defining state legislative districts, which initiates a “redistricting” process that
begins in the year following a Census. Additionally, Census data allows county officials to realign
supervisorial districts in their counties, considering shifts in population growth since the last
Census and assuring equal representation for their constituents in compliance with the “oneperson, one-vote” principle of the Voting Rights Act.
At its January 26, 2021 meeting, the Board of Supervisors (Board) reviewed a proposed 2021
redistricting timeline. At a subsequent February 9, 2021 meeting, the Board approved an
updated timeline and authorized the Planning Commission to serve as the Advisory
Redistricting Commission. Ultimately, the Board determined it would retain authority to adopt
maps and intends to do so by the state deadline, December 15, 2021.
The Board also directed staff to develop a plan for Placer County supervisorial districts in
accordance with state and federal law. The California Elections Code provides criteria
and process requirements the Board is required to consider in redistricting supervisorial
districts. Staff has used these criteria to prepare district map alternatives. Staff’s primary tool for
this effort is to use GIS-based ESRI Redistricting software to manage data and mapping that
meets objective criteria and governing principles.
Redistricting principles found in state/federal law and case law include:
· Compliance with U.S. Constitution Equal Protection Clause
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· Compliance with California Voting Rights Act
· Population equality as nearly as practicable
Additionally, consideration is given to the following factors in order of priority (Elections Code, §
21500(c)):
1. To the extent practicable, supervisorial districts shall be geographically contiguous. Areas
that meet only at the points of adjoining corners are not contiguous.
2. To the extent practicable, the geographic integrity of any local neighborhood or local
community of interest shall be respected in a manner that minimizes its division. A “community
of interest” is a population that shares common social or economic interests that should be
included within a single supervisorial district for purposes of its effective and fair representation.
Communities of interest do not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or
political candidates.
3. To the extent practicable, the geographic integrity of a city or census designated place shall
be respected in a manner that minimizes its division.
4. Supervisorial district boundaries should be easily identifiable and understandable by
residents. To the extent practicable, supervisorial districts shall be bounded by natural and
artificial barriers, by streets, or by the boundaries of the county.
5. To the extent practicable, and where it does not conflict with the preceding criteria in this
subdivision, supervisorial districts shall be drawn to encourage geographical compactness in a
manner that nearby areas of population are not bypassed in favor of more distant populations.
In addition, boundaries shall not be drawn for purposes of favoring or discriminating against a
political party.
Pursuant to the direction given by the Board at its February 9, 2021 meeting, the Advisory
Redistricting Commission held meetings in June, October, and twice in November, and through
this staff report its recommendation is provided to the Board for consideration.
Public Outreach
As part of the Board’s direction on February 9, 2021, staff conducted several activities to
provide public outreach and input on the process. In addition to the meetings and presentations
listed below, and in the October 14, 2021 staff report, County staff worked with the ClerkRecorder’s office to send a letter to school districts and special districts (e.g., fire, water,
municipal utility, etc.) and 2020 Census outreach partners to inform them of the process. Staff
also has created a Redistricting Placer website that contains draft maps, prior video and
PowerPoint presentations, answers to frequently asked questions, as well as a calendar of the
prior meetings and presentations (https://www.placer.ca.gov/7208/Redistricting-Placer).
· May 6, 2021 – League of Women Voters Presentation
· June 16, 2021 – City of Roseville City Council
· June 22, 2021 – City of Lincoln City Council
· June 28, 2021 – City of Auburn City Council
· July 13, 2021 – Town of Loomis Town Council
· July 27, 2021 – City of Rocklin City Council
· August 2, 2021 – East Placer Community Presentation (Tahoe City)
· August 4, 2021 – Rocklin Chamber of Commerce
· August 5, 2021 – PCWA Board Presentation
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· August 18, 2021 – Mid-Placer Community Presentation (Loomis)
· August 23, 2021 – West Placer Community Presentation (Roseville)
· August 25, 2021 – West Placer Community Presentation (Granite Bay, offered virtually)
· September 15, 2021 – Presentation for Spanish-speaking community (offered virtually)
The County also administered a community survey, which asked residents to identify their
communities of interest throughout the county. The community survey was released at the June
24, 2021 Advisory Redistricting Commission meeting and closed on September 30, 2021. The
survey enabled staff to collect information from over 240 community members while waiting for
adjusted 2020 Census data. The community survey was also translated into Spanish and
provided at the September 15, 2021 presentation to Spanish-speaking community members.
The complete survey results can be found on the Redistricting Placer website under
Redistricting Resources (https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/55809/RedistrictingCommunity-Survey-Results).
Advisory Redistricting Commission Meetings
Staff first presented to the Advisory Redistricting Commission on June 24, 2021 and provided
the commission with an overview of the 2021 Redistricting process and timeline. With receipt of
the 2020 Census data in September, maps were provided for initial review at the October 14,
2021 Advisory Redistricting Commission meeting. Subsequent meetings were held on
November 4, 2021 and November 10, 2021 to hear from missing commissioners and take
additional time to evaluate map alternatives. On November 10, 2021, the Advisory Redistricting
Commission was provided information on refined redistricting map alternatives, including refined
maps generated by the public. The Advisory Redistricting Commission staff reports for those
meetings are included as Attachments N (October 14, 2021), O (November 4, 2021), and P
(November 10, 2021).
Summary of Public Input from October 14, 2021, November 4, 2021, and November 10, 2021
Meetings
· Preserve rural communities of interest, including as it pertains to the linkages among Loomis,
Penryn, Newcastle, Ophir, and Granite Bay.
· Consider City of Rocklin representation in a single district (not dividing Whitney Ranch
subdivision), with comments received from community members, Rocklin’s current City Council
and a collective letter from former Mayors.
· Letter from City of Roseville concerned about representation in more than three districts.
· Letter from town of Loomis citing its shared interests with Penryn, Newcastle, and Granite Bay.
· Consider forest and agricultural areas, including focus on unincorporated communities and
rural economies.
· Public comment from the Tahoe region cited the geographic size of District 5, but also the
important need to link the eastern side with areas to the west with shared values, resources and
infrastructure.
· Eliminate northwestern portion of District 4 along Highway 65 to commercial areas of East
Roseville (reflected in some public generated maps).
· Communities of interest should be prioritized over city integrity in accordance with the priority
ranking requirements cited in legal requirements.
· Communities of interest in Roseville can be defined with a logical division at Fiddyment Road.
· Concern over residences of candidates/incumbents under Alternative C and C2 and
subsequent derivative maps.
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· Support for public generated maps (i.e., B2, D, P1C, B2-P1C Hybrid) including maps that
utilize local knowledge of communities of interest, as well as collaborative effort between
makers of B2 and P1C.
At the November 10, 2021 meeting, the Commission recommended Alternatives A, C2, and B2P1C Hybrid for advancement to the Board. The Commission also directed staff to create a
fourth map, now identified as “Alternative E”, which is attached as Attachment K. An overview
of Alternatives A, C2, B2-P1C Hybrid, and E is provided below and evaluated in the attached
Alternatives Assessment (Attachment B).
The Commission spoke about the merits of each map and ultimately decided to recommend
them because they met the legal criteria required as well as specific qualities related to
communities of interest. Alternative A addressed the developing areas of Roseville (in portions
of West Roseville) while also balancing each district with the interests of unincorporated areas.
Alternative C2 maintained the rural/agricultural community of interest that includes Penryn,
Newcastle, and Ophir and maintained continuity with the agricultural industry in these areas. B2P1C Hybrid (public generated alternative) eliminated the area of District 4 along the Highway 65
corridor and represents the collaborative efforts of several community mapmakers.
While the Commission agreed that keeping rural communities of interest together was integral
to fair representation, the Commission disagreed over the need for “city-centric districts” and
whether each district needed to balance incorporated areas with unincorporated areas. The
Commission discussed the changing demographics of the County, including the increase in
population experienced by the incorporated cities over the past decade. They also discussed
the specific areas that should be intact and noted how the B2-P1C Hybrid map kept those
communities intact with representation from Districts 3, 4, and 5. The Commission also noted
that the Hybrid map split the City of Lincoln, including the area south of Twelve Bridges Road in
District 3. The Commission noted that communities of interest are a higher priority rank in the
legal criteria as compared to cities and census designated places, and that communities of
interest may be within city limits.
As a result of the deliberation, staff was directed by the Commission to draw a new map,
Alternative E, that reflects communities of interest in unincorporated areas. The following
specific refinements were requested to the B2-P1C Hybrid map by the Commission in order to
create Alternative E:
· Include more of the unincorporated area in D1 south of Baseline Road.
· Include more of the Sunset Area and Placer Ranch up to Fiddyment in D3.
· Consider elimination of the division of City of Lincoln between D2 and D3.
· Unify agricultural areas with D4 that extend beyond Hwy 193 and consider the Ophir area up
to Bald Hill Road.
· If this map meets the legal requirements with a deviation 5% of less, this would be the
recommended map alternative.
The drafting of Alternative E resulted in the creation of other issues. The deviation between the
smallest (District 3) and the largest district (District 5) is 20.43%, well above the 5% criteria used
for the other maps and above the deviation allowed in case law. Alternative E is further
analyzed below.
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DISCUSSION
The Alternatives Assessment addresses a total of four map alternatives (A – staff generated, C2
and E - Commission directed, B2-P1C Hybrid - public generated). Additional maps developed
over the course of the process (B, B2, C, D, P, P1, P1A, P1B, P1C, Deana), are also included
as attachments but are not included in the Alternatives Assessment or analysis below because
they were not recommended by the Advisory Redistricting Commission. An Alternatives
Assessment for earlier maps (A, B, C, C2, D, B2, P, P1, Deana) is included as Attachment A to
the November 4, 2021 Advisory Redistricting Commission Staff Report (Attachment O). Figure 1
below shows the progression of maps that have been considered by the Commission and
ultimately recommended to the Board.
Figure 1 – Overview of Maps Recommended to Board of Supervisors

In addition to the federal and state criteria, additional factors have previously been discussed
with the Commission and were considered in consultation with the Clerk-Recorder’s Office after
applying the legally mandated criteria. Those factors have been presented in prior Advisory
Redistricting Commission meetings and include the following:
1. To the extent practicable, minimize changes to existing districts
2. Respect continuity of Community Plan boundaries
3. Consider entitled Specific Plan areas when evaluating potential map boundaries
4. Minimize segmentation of cities (i.e., no city represented by more than two districts)
5. Each district represents a balance of rural and urban constituents
6. Follow existing voter precinct lines where possible
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The following discussion will provide a description of the characteristics and notable features of
each map recommended alternative.
Alternative A
Alternative A (Attachment C) was developed to achieve balance between the growth in the
incorporated cities (i.e., Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln) across the entire geography of Placer
County. Staff developed this map with consideration for newer development in Roseville, rural
communities of interest, as well as consideration for minimizing significant impacts to existing
district boundaries. The deviation for this map is 1.70%.
Notable Features:
· Retains Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and Roseville, and the Town of Loomis largely within their
existing districts.
· Joins City of Auburn with North Auburn census designated place (CDP) and outlying areas of
North Auburn.
· 86% of City of Rocklin included in a single district (District 3).
· Shifts portions of West Roseville from District 1 to District 2 to achieve population parity among
districts.
· Expands District 4 to include entire Granite Bay CDP.
Alternative C2
Alternative C2 (Attachment G) was developed from Alternative C and with consideration for the
preservation of rural census designated places and communities of interest in the Lower Sierra
Nevada Foothills. The difference between this alternative and Alternative C is that it retains the
current boundary between District 3 and 5 near Baxter Grade (approximately 430 acres) and
adds the approximate 2,500-acre area bounded by Garden Bar Road, Fruitvale Road and
Highway 193 to District 5 (as shown in Figure 2 below). The deviation for this map is 3.60%.
Notable Features:
· Retains Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and Roseville, and the Town of Loomis largely within their
existing districts.
· Joins City of Auburn with North Auburn CDP but retains rural communities of interest west of
Millertown Road, as well as communities of interest in Newcastle and Penryn together in District
3.
· 84% of City of Rocklin included in a single district (District 3).
· Shifts portions of West Roseville from District 1 to District 2 to achieve population parity among
districts.
· Expands District 4 to include entire Granite Bay CDP.
· District 5 includes Hidden Falls Regional Park and the Shirland Tract area.
Alternative B2-P1C Hybrid
Alternative B2-P1C Hybrid (Attachment J) was developed as a collaboration between the
makers of public generated maps B2 and P1C. It refines communities of interest in Roseville
and joins the Town of Loomis with Granite Bay, Penryn, and Newcastle. The deviation for this
map is 4.61%.
Notable Features:
· Retains Cities of Auburn and Roseville largely within their existing districts, although
boundaries for the three districts within Roseville changed, with the D1/D2 boundary being
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Fiddyment Road and the city limits, and the D1/D4 boundary being I-80.
· Retains rural communities of interest in Granite Bay, Loomis, Newcastle and Penryn together
in District 4.
· City of Rocklin included in a single district (District 3); District 3 also includes portions of the
Sunset Area.
· Shifts portions of West Roseville (west of Fiddyment) from District 1 to District 2 to achieve
population parity among districts.
· The City of Lincoln is divided by Twelve Bridges Road 87% is included in District 2 and 13% is
included in District 3.
· The Town of Loomis and the entire census designated places of Granite Bay, Penryn, and
Newcastle are joined together in District 4.
· District 5 includes Hidden Falls Regional Park and comes to Highway 193.
Alternative E
Alternative E (Attachment K) was developed as a result of the Advisory Redistricting
Commission deliberation and their interest to join components of Alternatives A, C2 and B2P1C. The map is designed to balance each district with areas of incorporated cities and
unincorporated areas. The total deviation for this map 20.43%.
Notable features:
· All cities/towns are in individual districts, except for Roseville, which is contained in the same
three districts (Districts 1, 2 and 4) as its current configuration.
· District boundaries within the City of Roseville are modified, the D1/D2 boundary is Fiddyment
Road and the D1/D4 boundary is I-80; District 1 also includes the unincorporated area south of
Baseline Road (including Placer Vineyards and Riolo Vineyard).
· Retains rural communities of interest in Granite Bay, Loomis, Newcastle and Penryn together
in District 4.
· City of Rocklin included in a single district (District 3); District 3 also includes the entire Sunset
Area.
· Shifts portions of West Roseville (west of Fiddyment) from District 1 to District 2 to achieve
population parity among districts.
· The Town of Loomis and the entire census designated places of Granite Bay, Penryn, and
Newcastle, as well as rural communities of interest west of Millertown Road are joined together
in District 4.
· District 5 includes Hidden Falls Regional Park and generally follows the same boundary as C2.
As noted above, the total deviation for this map exceeds 5%, which is above the maximum
deviation supported by the Commission and case law. In developing this map, however, notable
challenges that arose are the following:
· The largest district (District 1 - 88,166) and smallest district (District 3 - 71,603) should aim to
balance 7,105 and -9,458 people respectively, which could result in population shifts across the
other districts.
· Logical communities of interest and cities where the difference in population between Districts
1 and 3 could be balanced can be done with inclusion of incorporated areas (Roseville, Lincoln,
Loomis), however, it would also result in further splits of those areas.
· A solution that increases District 3 while also keeping incorporated areas intact can be done by
adding unincorporated portions of the County to the west and the north-east, however, it would
result in a less compact map that may also have contiguity concerns.
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Respecting the integrity of cities, minimizing city/town division, and responding to public
comment from the constituents in the incorporated areas creates a challenge for any
modification to Alternative E. The decision before the Board should weigh these challenges, as
well as the need to follow the federal and legal criteria in priority order, including respect for
communities of interest. In addition to the maps outlined in this staff report, additional maps from
the public process have been provided as attachments.
NEXT STEPS
Staff requests that the Board take tentative action to approve a map alternative defining the new
County supervisorial district boundaries pursuant to the requirements set forth in Elections Code
section 21500, subdivision (c). The basis for tentative action is so staff can review the Board’s
direction and bring forward findings supporting the identified alternative for purposes of Board
consideration prior to making a final decision.
In addition, the supervisorial district boundaries are contained in the Placer County Code at
Chapter 1, Article 1.08. While adoption of redistricting maps is authorized to occur by ordinance
or resolution, the mechanism for modification of the Placer County Code is through an
ordinance. Adoption of the ordinance is a two-step process, with the ordinance first being
introduced and then adopted at a subsequent meeting. Staff would bring back the ordinance for
adoption at a subsequent meeting.
The tentative date for staff to return with findings and a request for adoption of the ordinance is
Tuesday, December 7, 2021.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
The decision of the Board to modify Supervisorial District boundaries is a discretionary action of
the Board. However, this action is not subject to environmental review pursuant to Section
15061(b)(3) of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines.
FISCAL IMPACT
There are no fiscal impacts to the General Fund expected from this action.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Current Supervisorial District Map
Attachment B: Alternatives Assessment
Attachment C: Alternative A
Attachment D: Alternative B
Attachment E: Alternative B2
Attachment F: Alternative C
Attachment G: Alternative C2
Attachment H: Alternative D
Attachment I: Alterative P1C
Attachment J: Alternative B2-P1C Hybrid
Attachment K: Alternative E
Attachment L: Other Alternatives Submitted (P, P1, P1A, P1B, P1C3, Deana)
Attachment M: Ordinance Amending Chapter 1, Article 1.08
Attachment N: October 14, 2021 Advisory Redistricting Commission Staff Report (duplicate
attachments and correspondence removed; correspondence on file with Clerk of the Board)
Attachment O: November 4, 2021 Advisory Redistricting Commission Staff Report (duplicate
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attachments and correspondence removed; correspondence on file with Clerk of the Board)
Attachment P: November 10, 2021 Advisory Redistricting Commission Staff Report (duplicate
attachments removed)
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2021 Alternatives Assessment (Nov. 30)
General
Total Deviation (between
largest and smallest
district); 5% deviation
max
Number of Cities/Town
within District

Number of MACs within
District

Alternative A

Alternative C2

Alternative E

B2-P1C Hybrid

(Largest: D1, Smallest:
D5) 1.70%

(Largest: D3, Smallest:
D5)
3.6%

(Largest: D1, Smallest:
D3)
20.63%

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 2
D4 - 1
D5 - 2

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 2
D4 - 1
D5 – 2

D1 - 1
D2 - 2
D3 - 1
D4 - 2
D5 - 2

D1 - 1
D2 - 2
D3 - 2
D4 - 2
D5 - 2

All cities within single
district except Rocklin
(2) and Roseville (3).

All cities within single
district except Rocklin
(2) and Roseville (3).

All cities within single
district except
Roseville (3).

All cities within single
district except Lincoln (2)
and Roseville (3).

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 3
D4 - 2
D5 - 9

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 3
D4 - 2
D5 - 9

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 0
D4 - 3
D5 - 9

D1 - 0
D2 - 4
D3 - 0
D4 - 3
D5 - 9

All MACs in single
district except
Horseshoe Bar/Penryn
(3), Newcastle/Ophir (2),
Rural Lincoln (2).

All MACs in single
district except
Horseshoe Bar/Penryn
(3), Newcastle/Ophir
(2), Rural Lincoln (2),
North Auburn (2).

All MACs in a single
district except for
Rural Lincoln MAC (2),
Newcastle Ophir MAC
(2).

All MACs in a single district
except for Rural Lincoln
MAC (2), Newcastle Ophir
MAC (2).

(Largest: D2, Smallest:
D3)
4.61%

1
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Alternative A

Alternative C2

Federal and State Legal Criteria under Voting Rights Act
1. Contiguity
Yes
Yes
2. Integrity of
More recently
More recently
neighborhoods and
developed
developed
COIs
neighborhoods in West
neighborhoods in
Roseville moves into D2. West Roseville moves
The remainder of
into D2. Currently
Whitney Ranch and
developing areas of
portions of Stanford
Whitney Ranch
Ranch are in D2,
neighborhood are in
separate from
D3. The remainder of
remainder of City of
Whitney Ranch and
Rocklin. D3 consumes
portions of Stanford
86% of the City of
Ranch are in D2,
Rocklin and includes
separate from
Town of Loomis,
remainder of City of
Newcastle, and Penryn,
Rocklin. Penryn,
currently developing
Newcastle, Loomis,
areas of Whitney Ranch
and the greater
neighborhood.
Auburn area retained
in one district (D3).

Alternative E

B2-P1C Hybrid

Yes
Yes
Neighborhoods west
Neighborhoods west of
of Fiddyment Road
Fiddyment Road move
move from D1 to D2,
from D1 to D2, except for
except for a small
a small portion of
portion of Fiddyment
Fiddyment Farms and
Farms and portions of
portions of Blue Oaks;
Blue Oaks;
Diamond Oaks and
Diamond Oaks and
Highland Reserve
Highland Reserve
neighborhoods move out
neighborhoods move
of D4, and into D1;
out of D4, and into D1;
portion of Sunset Area
Sunset Area and Placer
east of Foothills Blvd.
Ranch neighborhoods
moves from D2 to D3;
move from D2 to D3; D2/D3 boundary at Twelve
D2/D3 boundary at
Bridges Dr., Twelve
Lincoln City limits; D4
Bridges neighborhood
includes East Roseville moves from D2 to D3; D4
south of I-80;
includes East Roseville
Newcastle, Penryn,
south of I-80; Newcastle,
Loomis, and Ophir
Penryn, and Loomis
retained in one
retained in one district,
district, along with
along with Granite Bay
Granite Bay CDP (D4).
CDP (D4). D5 comes west
D5 comes west across
and south to include
the North Auburn CDP greater North Auburn and
boundary and includes
Ophir areas north of SR
Hidden Falls and parts
193, as well as Hidden
of Shirland Tract.
Falls and parts of Shirland
Tract.

2
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3. Integrity of cities and
CDPs

4. Consider topography,
geography, natural
barriers
5. Geographic
compactness i.e., not
bypassing nearby
populated areas for
further ones

Alternative A

Alternative C2

Alternative E

B2-P1C Hybrid

Yes, all cities and CDPs
in one district except
for City of Rocklin (86%
in D3), and City of
Roseville (D1, D2, D4).

Yes, all cities and
CDPs in one district
except for City of
Rocklin (84% in D3),
and City of Roseville
(D1, D2, D4).

Yes, all cities and CDPs
in one district except
for City of Roseville
(D1, D2, D4).

Yes, all cities and CDPs
in one district except
for City of Lincoln (D2,
D3) and City of
Roseville (D1, D2, D4).

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Alternative A
Additional Factors
6. Utilize existing
supervisorial districts
as basis i.e., minimize
drastic impact to
existing boundaries
7. Respect Community
Plan boundaries

8. Consider entitled
Specific Plan areas
9. Minimize
segmentation of
cities/towns
10. Represents balance of
rural and urban
constituents
11. Follow existing voting
precinct boundaries
where possible

Alternative C2

Alternative E

B2-P1C Hybrid

Yes

Yes

Partially. Removal of
Hwy 65 corridor from
D4 creates shifts for all
districts.

Partially. Removal of
Hwy 65 corridor from
D4 creates shifts for all
districts.

All in one district,
except Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn is D3, D4,
D5.

Ophir General Plan
and Auburn Bowman
Community Plan are
in D3 and D5.
Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn is in D3,
D4, D5.

Sunset Area Plan is
divided between D2
and D3. Ophir General
Plan is in D4 and D5.

Sunset Area Plan
divided between D2
and D3.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

-

-

-

-
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116

117

118

119

120
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Alternative
P
Attachment

P

Differentiat
●

Prese
Rosev

●

Prese
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●

Prese
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●
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divide
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Alternative
Alternative
P1 P1
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Alternative P1A

P1-B - Revisions (cities together option 1) - https://app.districtbuilder.org/projects/f5a7410a-6d29-4b33-a928943280bc52d6




Most of West Roseville in D1
East Roseville and all of Granite Bay in D4
All of Rocklin and part of Roseville between Hwy 65 and Roseville Pkwy in D3

Alternative P1B

P1-C - Revisions - (cities together option 3) - https://app.districtbuilder.org/projects/84bd7893-fb75-4dd2-85de32a94202d745




Part of West Roseville in D1
Part of West Roseville (west of Fiddyment Rd) and all of Lincoln in D2
East Roseville, Granite Bay, Penryn, Newcastle all in D4
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Alternative P1-C-3

P1-B - Revisions (cities together option 1) - https://app.districtbuilder.org/projects/f5a7410a-6d29-4b33-a928943280bc52d6




Most of West Roseville in D1
East Roseville and all of Granite Bay in D4
All of Rocklin and part of Roseville between Hwy 65 and Roseville Pkwy in D3
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Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California
In the matter of:
Ordinance to Amend Placer County Code
Chapter 1, Article 1.08

Ordinance No.: ____________
Introduced: __

__________

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Placer at a regular meeting held on ______________, by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.
_______________________________
Chair, Board of Supervisors
Attest:
_______________________
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, district boundaries are redrawn every 10 years following completion of the United
States census and using that census as a basis, the Board of Supervisors (Board) must adjust
supervisorial district boundaries within the County so that the supervisorial districts remain
substantially equal in population as required by the United States Constitution;
WHEREAS, Placer County Code Chapter 1, Article 1.08 identifies the supervisorial district
boundaries for each of the five districts within the County, and the Placer County Charter at
Section 202 requires that the boundaries of the supervisorial districts shall only be changed
pursuant to the general law;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Elections Code section 21500 et seq., the process for redistricting is
through adoption of new district boundaries by the Board, either through ordinance or resolution;
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WHEREAS, Government Code sections 25127 through 25130 require that amendments to the
county code occur through the adoption of an ordinance, and therefore modifications to
supervisorial district boundaries contained in the Placer County Code must occur though that
process as well.
WHEREAS, pursuant to Elections Code section 21501, supervisorial district boundaries must be
adopted by the Board of Supervisors by December 15, 2021, and pursuant to Elections Code
21500, “adoption” in regard to supervisorial district boundaries means the passage of an
ordinance or resolution specifying those boundaries, and therefore passage of this ordinance
prior to December 15, 2021 complies with the deadline set forth in the Elections Code.
WHEREAS, Elections Code section 21500 requires the Board to adjust the boundaries of any or
all supervisorial districts of the County so that the districts shall be substantially equal in
population as required by the United States Constitution;
WHEREAS, Elections Code section 21500, subdivision (c) allows the Board, when establishing
the boundaries of the districts, to give consideration to the following criteria, in order of priority:
1. To the extent practicable, supervisorial districts shall be geographically contiguous.
Areas that meet only at the points of adjoining corners are not contiguous. Areas that are
separated by water and not connected by a bridge, tunnel, or regular ferry service are
not contiguous.
2. To the extent practicable, the geographic integrity of any local neighborhood or local
community of interest shall be respected in a manner that minimizes its division. A
“community of interest” is a population that shares common social or economic interests
that should be included within a single supervisorial district for purposes of its effective
and fair representation. Communities of interest do not include relationships with political
parties, incumbents, or political candidates.
3. To the extent practicable, the geographic integrity of a city or census designated place
shall be respected in a manner that minimizes its division.
4. Supervisorial district boundaries should be easily identifiable and understandable by
residents. To the extent practicable, supervisorial districts shall be bounded by natural
and artificial barriers, by streets, or by the boundaries of the county.
5. To the extent practicable, and where it does not conflict with the preceding criteria in this
subdivision, supervisorial districts shall be drawn to encourage geographical
compactness in a manner that nearby areas of population are not bypassed in favor of
more distant populations.
WHEREAS, the County is divided into several distinct geographic settings (valley floor, lower
foothills, upper foothills, Sierra Nevada and Lake Tahoe) largely due to the presence of the
Sierra Nevada Mountains that separate the eastern and western areas of the County. It is in the
Board’s discretion to recognize the socio-economic distinctiveness of these areas, the
population centers, the communities of interest, the provision of County services, and the
boundaries of the various special districts that provide a multitude of non-County services.
WHEREAS, the Board determines that the County significantly increased in population (56,874
people) since the last census data ten years ago, and that Districts 1 and 2 grew by
approximately 25,104 and 15,733 people, respectively, while in comparison, District 5 grew by
only 2,067 people. Since the population increase focused on the western area of the County,
District 5 needed to increase by approximately 12,849 people to achieve the parity amount of
81,061 people per district.
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WHEREAS, the need to reduce the size of the districts in the western area of the County,
coupled by the need to increase the size of the district in the eastern area of the County resulted
in shifts of the boundaries of District 5 and correspondingly District 3 in a westerly direction.
WHEREAS, the geographic contiguity of the districts were considered by the Board to ensure
that all portions of each district were connected and that no districts met only at the points of
adjoining corners.
WHEREAS, the Board next evaluated communities of interest throughout the County, and
identified a link between foothill communities due to their rural nature, and efforts were made to
minimize their division.
WHEREAS, the geographic integrity of cities and census designated places were considered in
a manner that minimized their division where possible, and resulted in efforts to minimize
division to the cities and town within the County.
WHEREAS, the boundaries of the districts are easily identifiable and understandable by
residents, and are bounded by natural and artificial barriers, by streets or by the boundaries of
the County.
WHEREAS, after fulfilling the other criteria, districts were drawn to encourage geographical
compactness, and also in order to minimize changes from current district boundaries.
WHEREAS, the Board selected supervisorial boundaries according the criteria set forth in
Elections Code section 21500(c) set forth above, and specifically not for the purposes of
favoring or discriminating against a political party.
NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer ordains as follows:
Section 1: Placer County Code Chapter 1, Article 1.08, section 1.08.010 is hereby amended as
follows:
1.08.010 Supervisorial district boundaries.

Placer County Supervisorial District Boundary 1 through 5 are re-established in Placer County Code
Chapter 1 Sections 1.08.020 (District No. 1); 1.08.030 (District No. 2); 1.08.040 (District No. 3);
1.08.050 (District No. 4); and 1.08.060 (District No. 5), and are identified in Figure 1.08 (below),
which is also listed at the following web link: http://www.placer.ca.gov/countysupervisordistricts.
In establishing these boundaries, the board of supervisors has given consideration to the criteria listed in
California Elections Code Section 21500(c) in the order of priority identified in that section.
topography, geography, cohesiveness, contiguity, integrity, compactness of territory and communities of
interest.
Figure 1.08
DISTRICT BOUNDARY MAP

INSERT
MAP
HERE
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Section 2: Placer County Code Chapter 1, Article 1.08, section 1.08.010 is hereby amended as
follows:
1.08.020 Supervisorial District No. 1.

The supervisorial district is set forth in Figure 1.08 in Section 1.08.010. Beginning at the intersection
of the Placer County Line with the centerline of Roseville Road; thence from said point of beginning
northeasterly along said centerline a distance of four thousand seven hundred (4,700) feet more or less to
the centerline of Subway Road; thence easterly along said centerline a distance of seven hundred (700)
feet more or less to the centerline of Vernon Street; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of
nine hundred (900) feet more or less to the centerline of Sixth Street; thence easterly along said centerline
a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet more or less to the centerline of Riverside
Avenue; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of two hundred (200) feet more or less to the
centerline of Darling Way; thence easterly along said centerline a distance of three hundred (300) feet
more or less to the centerline of Clinton Avenue; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of two
hundred (200) feet more or less to the westerly projection of the north boundary of the parcel described in
the Grant Deed to the city of Roseville recorded in Volume 1022, at Page 287, Official Records of Placer
County; thence north 89°07′08″ east along said north boundary of said city of Roseville parcel and the
westerly projection thereof a distance of two hundred seventy (270) feet more or less to the northwest
corner of Lot “1,” as shown on that map filed in Book H of Maps, at Page 17, Official Records of Placer
County; thence north 88°39′50″ east along the boundary of said Lot 1 a distance of forty-six (46) feet
more or less to the southeast corner of the parcel described in the deed to the city of Roseville recorded as
Document No. 92-043827 Official Records of Placer County; thence along the boundary of said city of
Roseville parcel the following two courses: (1) north 47°23′ east a distance of 106.89 feet; (2) north
41°02′30″ east a distance of 129.60 to the most easterly corner thereof also being the most southerly
corner of the parcel described in the deed to the city of Roseville recorded as Document No. 92-050692
Official Records of Placer County; thence along the boundary of said city of Roseville parcel the
following three courses: (1) north 50°09′ east a distance of 64.67 feet; (2) north 56°33′ east a distance of
67.30 feet; (3) north 19°12′23″ west a distance of 132.45 feet to the most northerly corner thereof; thence
due north a distance of twenty (20) feet more or less to the centerline of Vine Avenue; thence easterly
along said centerline a distance of two thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to the centerline of
Keehner Avenue; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of two thousand two hundred (2,200)
feet more or less to the centerline of Douglas Boulevard; thence easterly along said centerline a distance
of two thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to the centerline of Interstate 80; thence
northeasterly along said centerline a distance of three thousand (3,000) feet more or less to the centerline
of Lead Hill Boulevard; thence northwesterly along said centerline a distance of seven hundred (700) feet
more or less to the centerline of Harding Boulevard; thence northerly along the centerline of Harding
Boulevard and becoming Galleria Boulevard a distance of three thousand (3,000) feet more or less to a
point on the south boundary, or the easterly projection thereof, of Parcel “B” as shown on that map filed
in Book 12 of Parcel Maps, at Page 49, Official Records of Placer County; thence south 89°48′15″ west a
distance of nine hundred thirty (930) feet more or less to the southwest corner of said Parcel “B”; thence
north 0°12′25″ east along the west boundaries of Parcels “A” and “B” as shown on said map a distance of
723.40 feet to the southeast corner of Lot “B,” as shown on that map filed in Book Y of Maps, at Page 46,
Official Records of Placer County; thence south 89°20′19″ west along the south boundary of said Lot “B”
and the westerly projection thereof a distance of one hundred thirty (130) feet more or less to the
centerline of Reserve Drive; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of one thousand six hundred
(1,600) feet more or less to the centerline of Diamond Oaks Road; thence westerly along said centerline a
distance of nine thousand six hundred (9,600) feet more or less to the centerline of Washington
Boulevard; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of two thousand three hundred (2,300) feet
more or less to the centerline of Industrial Avenue; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of
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seven thousand (7,000) feet more or less to the north line of Section 21, Township 11 North, Range 6
East, M.D.M.; thence east along the north line of said Section 21 a distance of one thousand four hundred
fifty (1,450) feet more or less to the northeast corner thereof, being also the northwest corner of Section
22, Township 11 North, Range 6 East, M.D.M.; thence east along said north line a distance of five
hundred (500) feet more or less to an angle point in the city limit line of the city of Roseville as it existed
on September 1, 2011; thence in a counterclockwise direction along said Roseville city limit line to the
northeast corner of Section 14, Township 11 North, Range 5 East, M.D.M.; thence leaving said Roseville
city limit line, west on the north line of said Section 14 a distance of four thousand six hundred twenty
(4,620) more or less to the northeast corner of the west half of said Section 14; thence south along the east
boundary of said west half a distance of five thousand two hundred eighty (5,280) feet more or less to the
southeast corner thereof; thence west along the south boundary of said west half to the southwest corner
thereof, being also the northeast corner of Section 22, Township 11 North, Range 5 East, M.D.M.; thence
west along the north line of said Section 22 a distance of one thousand three hundred twenty (1,320) feet
more or less to the northwest corner of the east half of said Section 22; thence south along the west line of
said east half a distance of five thousand two hundred eighty (5,280) feet more or less to the southwest
corner thereof, being also the northwest corner of the east half of Section 27, Township 11 North, Range
5 East, M.D.M.; thence south along said the west line of said east half a distance of five thousand two
hundred eighty (5,280) feet more or less to the southwest corner thereof, being also the northwest corner
of the east half of the northeast quarter of Section 34, Township 11 North, Range 5 East, M.D.M.; thence
south along the west line of said east half a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet more
or less to the southwest corner thereof; thence west along the south line of the northeast quarter of said
Section 34 a distance of eight hundred (800) feet more or less to the northwest corner of the parcel
described in the deed to Baybrook Limited Partnership, recorded as Document No. 2004-0006462
Official Records of Placer County; thence south along the west boundary of said Baybrook parcel and the
southerly projection thereof a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet more or less to the
centerline of Base Line Road; thence west along Base Line Road a distance of eighteen thousand (18,000)
feet more or less to the Placer County Line; thence along the Placer County Line in a counterclockwise
direction a distance of sixty thousand four hundred fifty (60,450) feet more or less to the point of
beginning.
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Section 3: Placer County Code Chapter 1, Article 1.08, section 1.08.030 is hereby amended as
follows:
1.08.030 Supervisorial District No. 2.

The supervisorial district is set forth in Figure 1.08 in Section 1.08.010. Beginning at the intersection
of the Placer County Line with the west line of Section 34, Township 14 North, Range 7 East, M.D.M.;
thence south along the west line of said Section 34 and the west lines of Sections 3 and 10, Township 13
North, Range 7 East M.D.M., a distance of two (2) miles more or less to the southwest corner of said
Section 10, being also the northwest corner of Parcel “A” as shown on that map filed in Book 16 of Parcel
Maps, at Page 137, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 89°10′29″ east along the north
boundary of said Parcel “A” a distance of 2,660.82 feet to an angle point in said north boundary; thence
north 89°11′28″ east along the north boundary of said Parcel “A” a distance of 118.51 feet to the
northeast corner of said Parcel “A”; thence along the easterly boundary of Parcels “A” and “B” of said
Parcel Map in a generally southerly direction an accumulated distance of 2,281.72 feet more or less to the
most easterly corner of said Parcel “B”; thence along the southeast boundary of said Parcel “B” south
38°52′42″ west a distance of 1,504.86 feet to the most southerly corner thereof, being also the most
westerly corner of Parcel “C” as shown on said map; thence along the boundary of Parcel “C” and Parcel
“D” as shown on said map in a generally southeasterly direction an accumulated distance of two thousand
four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to the boundary common to Parcel One and Parcel Two as
described in the certificate of compliance recorded as Document No. 98-0072012, Official Records of
Placer County; thence southerly along said common boundary an accumulated distance of nine hundred
(900) feet more or less to the north line of Section 22, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence
east along said north line a distance of two thousand six hundred (2,600) feet more or less to the northeast
corner thereof being also the northwest corner of Section 23, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.;
thence east along the north line of said Section 23 a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640)
feet more or less to the quarter corner on the north line of said Section 23; thence south along the northsouth centerline of said Section 23 a distance of five thousand two hundred forty (5,240) feet more or less
to the quarter corner on the north line of Section 26, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence
south along the north-south centerline of said Section 26 a distance of three thousand nine hundred sixty
(3,960) feet more or less to the northwest corner of the southwest quarter of the southeast quarter of said
Section 26; thence east along the north line of said southwest quarter a distance of fifty (50) feet more or
less to the centerline of Mt. Vernon Road; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of seven
hundred sixty (760) feet more or less to the west line of the southwest quarter of the southeast quarter of
said Section 26; thence south along the west line of said southwest quarter a distance of five hundred
eighty (580) feet more or less to the southwest corner thereof, being also the northeast corner of the parcel
described in the Trustee’s Deed Upon Sale to Mary J. McCollough recorded in Volume 2777 at Page 446,
Official Records of Placer County; thence south 00°34′27″ east along the east boundary of said
McCollough parcel a distance of four hundred sixty-three (463) feet to the most northerly corner of Parcel
“1” as shown on that map filed in Book 34 of Parcel Maps, at Page 33, Official Records of Placer County;
thence south 12°50′54″ west along the easterly boundary of Parcels “1,” “2” and “3” as shown on said
map a distance of 877.09 feet to the southeast corner of said Parcel “3,” being also a point on the north
boundary of Parcel “A” as shown on that map filed in Book 4 of Parcel Maps, at Page 132, Official
Records of Placer County; thence south 89°29′01″ east along the north boundary of said Parcel “A” a
distance of 203.50 to the northeast corner thereof; thence south 0°34′27″ east along the east boundary of
Parcels “A” and “C” as shown on said map a distance of 1,320.04 to the southeast corner of said Parcel
“C,” being also the center of Section 35, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence southerly
along the north-south centerline of said Section 35 a distance of two thousand six hundred twenty (2,620)
feet more or less to the centerline of Baxter Grade Road; thence westerly along said centerline a distance
of one thousand (1,000) feet more or less to the north line of Section 2, Township 12 North, Range 7 East,
M.D.M.; thence west along said north line a distance of one thousand six hundred (1,600) feet more or
less to the northwest corner of said Section 2, being also the northeast corner of Section 3, Township 12
North, Range 7 East, M.D.M.; thence west along the north line of said Section 3 a distance of one
thousand three hundred (1,300) feet more or less to the centerline of Ayres-Holmes Road; thence south
along said centerline a distance of three hundred (300) feet more or less to the boundary of Parcel “4” as
shown on that map filed in Book 33 of Parcel Maps, at Page 83, Official Records of Placer County;
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thence north 89°18′53″ west along the boundary of said Parcel “4” a distance of 170 feet more or less to
an angle point in said boundary; thence continuing along the boundary of said Parcel “4” the following
five (5) courses: (1) north 00°41′07″ east a distance of two hundred (200) feet; (2) north 89°18′53″ west a
distance of 382.46 feet; (3) south 45°41′07″ west a distance of 79.12 feet; (4) north 89°18′53″ west a
distance of 318.89 feet; (5) north 00°01′38″ east a distance of 142.20 feet to an angle point in the
boundary of said Parcel “4,” also being the most northerly northeast corner of Parcel “1” as shown on said
map; thence south 89°45′32″ west along the boundary of said Parcel “1” a distance of 375.91 feet to the
northwest corner thereof; thence south 00°32′34″ west along the boundary of said Parcel “1” a distance of
one thousand two hundred thirty (1,230) feet more or less to the centerline of Wise Road; thence westerly
along said centerline a distance of one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet more or less to the centerline of
Gold Hill Road; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of four thousand three hundred (4,300)
feet more or less to the southwesterly projection of the southerly boundary of the N.I.D. property, as
shown on that map filed in Book 14 of Surveys, at Page 134, Official Records of Placer County; thence
north 51°28′00″ east along said N.I.D. boundary and the southwesterly projection thereof a distance of
one hundred sixty (160) feet more or less to an angle point in said N.I.D. boundary; thence south
88°52′34″ east along said N.I.D. boundary a distance of 685.43 to the southeast corner thereof, also being
a point on the west line of the east half of the northwest quarter of Section 10, Township 12 North, Range
7 East, M.D.M.; thence south along said west line a distance of one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet
more or less to the centerline of Gold Hill Road; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of two
thousand seven hundred (2,700) feet more or less to the southeast corner of the parcel described in the
Quit Claim Deed to the Padilla Family Trust recorded as Document No. 2000-0020942 Official Records
of Placer County; thence north 89°10′ west along the south boundary of said Padilla Family Trust parcel a
distance of 635.38 feet to the southwest corner thereof, being also the north quarter corner of Section 15,
Township 12 North, Range 7 East, M.D.M.; thence south 01°40′45″ east along the north-south centerline
of said Section 15 a distance of 45.06 feet to the northeast corner of Rainbow Valley Estates, as shown on
the map filed in Book R of Maps, at Page 53, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 89°03′42″
west along the north boundary of said Rainbow Valley Estates a distance of 990.63 feet to the northwest
corner thereof; thence north 01°40′45″ west a distance of 27.95 feet to the north line of said Section 15;
thence west along said north line a distance of one thousand six hundred (1,600) feet more or less to the
northwest corner of said Section 15; thence south along the west line of said Section 15 a distance of
1,400.96 feet to an angle point in the boundary of Parcel “A,” as shown on that map filed in Book 11 of
Parcel Maps, at Page 95, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 84°00′ west along the boundary
of said Parcel “A” and Parcel “B” as shown on said map a distance of 187.91 feet to the most northerly
corner of said Parcel “B”; thence south 46°00′ west along the boundary of said Parcel “B” a distance of
219.58 feet to the most westerly corner thereof; thence south 47°22′42″ east along the southwesterly
boundary of said Parcel “B” and the southeasterly extension thereof, a distance of eight hundred twenty
(820) feet more or less to the centerline of the Lincoln-Newcastle Highway; thence westerly along said
centerline a distance of fourteen thousand five hundred (14,500) feet more or less to the centerline of
Sierra College Boulevard; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of six thousand seven hundred
(6,700) feet more or less to the northeasterly projection of the northwest boundary of Parcel “1,” as shown
on that map filed in Book 1 of Parcel Maps, at Page 33, Official Records of Placer County; thence south
44°17′42″ west along the northeasterly projection and northwest boundary of said Parcel “1” a distance of
two hundred (200) feet more or less to the most westerly corner of said Parcel “1,” being also a point on
the city limit line of the city of Lincoln as it existed on September 1, 2011; thence along said Lincoln city
limit line in a counterclockwise direction a distance of thirteen thousand four hundred (13,400) feet more
or less to the northeast corner of Parcel “93,” as shown on that map filed in Book X of Maps, at Page 18,
Official Records of Placer County; thence south 00°17′28″ east along the easterly boundary of said Parcel
“93” and the southerly projection thereof a distance of three hundred (300) feet more or less to the
centerline of Park Drive; thence easterly along said centerline a distance of two hundred (200) feet more
or less to the centerline of Black Oak Place; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of one
hundred eighty (180) feet more or less to the centerline of Black Oak Drive; thence in a generally
westerly direction along said centerline a distance of one thousand five hundred (1,500) feet more or less
to the northerly projection of the easterly boundary of Lot “116,” as shown on that map filed in Book Y of
Maps, at Page 15, Official Records of Placer County; thence south 17°08′02″ west along the easterly
boundary of said Lot “116” a distance of one hundred sixty (160) feet more or less to the southeasterly
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corner thereof being also the northeasterly corner of Lot “79,” as shown on the map filed in Book X of
Maps, at Page 18, Official Records of Placer County; thence westerly along the northerly boundary of
said Lot “79” an accumulated distance of 456.08 feet to the northwest corner thereof, being also the most
northerly corner of Lot “80” as shown on said map; thence southwesterly along the northwesterly
boundary of said Lot “80” an accumulated distance of 842.44 feet to the most westerly corner thereof,
being also the northwest corner of Lot “81,” as shown on said map; thence southerly along the westerly
boundary of said Lot “81” an accumulated distance of 2,543.99 feet to the most westerly corner thereof,
being also the most easterly northeast corner of Lot “82,” as shown on said map; thence along the
boundary of said Lot “82” the following three courses: (1) south 61°20′35″ west a distance of 279.06 feet;
(2) north 49°34′23″ west a distance of 354.79 feet; (3) north 28°00′20″ east a distance of 238.94 feet;
thence north 75°04′42″ west along the northerly boundary of said Lot “82” and the westerly projection
thereof a distance of two hundred (200) feet more or less to the centerline of Whitney Oaks Drive; thence
southerly along said centerline a distance of four thousand (4,000) feet more or less to the centerline of
Park Drive; thence southwesterly along said centerline a distance of eleven thousand (11,000) feet more
or less to the centerline of Sunset Boulevard; thence northwesterly along said centerline a distance of two
thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to the centerline of Blue Oaks Boulevard; thence
southwesterly along said centerline a distance of two thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to
the centerline of Tanager Way; thence westerly along said centerline a distance of two hundred (200) feet
more or less to the centerline of Albatross Way; thence northerly and westerly along said centerline a
distance of two thousand (2,000) feet more or less to the centerline of Cormorant Circle; thence
southwesterly along said centerline a distance of six hundred fifty (650) feet more or less to the centerline
of Brant Way; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of four hundred fifty (450) feet more or
less to the centerline of Adams Drive; thence westerly along said centerline a distance of eight hundred
(800) feet more or less to the centerline of Lonetree Boulevard; thence southerly along said centerline a
distance of seven hundred (700) feet more or less to the easterly projection of the north boundary of Lot
“11,” as shown on that map filed in Book AA of Maps, at Page 45, Official Records of Placer County;
thence south 89°26′39″ west along the north boundary of said Lot “11” a distance of 364.05 feet to the
northwest corner thereof being also the southwest corner of Lot “9,” as shown on said map; thence north
00°32′47″ west along the west boundary of said Lot “9” a distance of 27.76 feet to the southeast corner of
Lot “6” as shown on said map; thence westerly on the southerly boundary of said Lot “6” an accumulated
distance of 1,055.69 feet to the southwest corner thereof; thence due west a distance of seven hundred
(700) feet more or less to the city limit line of the city of Roseville as it existed on September 1, 2011;
thence in a counterclockwise direction along said Roseville city limit line to the northeast corner of
Section 14, Township 11 North, Range 5 East, M.D.M.; thence leaving said Roseville city limit line, west
on the north line of said Section 14 a distance of four thousand six hundred twenty (4,620) more or less to
the northeast corner of the west half of said Section 14; thence south along the east boundary of said west
half a distance of five thousand two hundred eighty (5,280) feet more or less to the southeast corner
thereof; thence west along the south boundary of said west half to the southwest corner thereof, being also
the northeast corner of Section 22, Township 11 North, Range 5 East, M.D.M.; thence west along the
north line of said Section 22 a distance of one thousand three hundred twenty (1,320) feet more or less to
the northwest corner of the east half of said Section 22; thence south along the west line of said east half a
distance of five thousand two hundred eighty (5,280) feet more or less to the southwest corner thereof
being also the northwest corner of the east half of Section 27, Township 11 North, Range 5 East, M.D.M.;
thence south along said the west line of said east half a distance of five thousand two hundred eighty
(5,280) feet more or less to the southwest corner thereof, being also the northwest corner of the east half
of the northeast quarter of Section 34, Township 11 North, Range 5 East, M.D.M.; thence south along the
west line of said east half a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet more or less to the
southwest corner thereof; thence west along the south line of the northeast quarter of said Section 34 a
distance of eight hundred (800) feet more or less to the northwest corner of the parcel described in the
deed to Baybrook Limited Partnership, recorded as Document No. 2004-0006462 Official Records of
Placer County; thence south along the west boundary of said Baybrook parcel and the southerly
projection thereof a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet more or less to the centerline
of Base Line Road; thence west along Base Line Road a distance of eighteen thousand (18,000) feet more
or less to the Placer County Line; thence along the Placer County Line in a clockwise direction a distance
of one hundred ninety-one thousand (191,000) feet more or less to the point of beginning.
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Section 4: Placer County Code Chapter 1, Article 1.08, section 1.08.040 is hereby amended as
follows:
1.08.040 Supervisorial District No. 3.

The supervisorial district is set forth in Figure 1.08 in Section 1.08.010. Beginning at a point on the
Placer County Line from which the south sixteenth corner on the east line of Section 27, Township 12
North, Range 8 East, M.D.M., bears due west; thence from said point of beginning due west a distance of
six hundred (600) feet more or less to said south sixteenth corner, also being an angle point in the city
limit line of the city of Auburn as it existed on September 1, 2011; thence along said Auburn city limit
line in a clockwise direction a distance of forty-four thousand (44,000) feet more or less to the centerline
of the Central Pacific Railroad right-of-way; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of eight
thousand two hundred (8,200) feet more or less to the centerline of State Highway 49; thence
northwesterly along said centerline a distance of ten thousand (10,000) feet more or less to the centerline
of Dry Creek Road; thence westerly along said centerline a distance of five thousand one hundred fifty
(5,150) feet more or less to the centerline of Joeger Road; thence southerly along said centerline a
distance of eight thousand three hundred (8,300) feet more or less to the northeasterly extension of the
northwest boundary of Lot “D,” as shown on that map filed in Book D of Maps, at Page 27, Official
Records of Placer County; thence south 26°13′ west along the boundary of said Lot “D” and the
southwesterly and northeasterly extension thereof a distance of one thousand (1,000) feet more or less to
the centerline of Mt. Vernon Road; thence westerly along said centerline one thousand two hundred
(1,200) feet more or less to the east line of Section 36, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence
south along the east line of said Section 36 a distance of three thousand six hundred (3,600) feet more or
less to the boundary of Parcel “A,” as shown on that map filed in Book 4 of Parcel
Maps, at Page 78, Official Records of Placer County; thence south 84°07′20″ west along the boundary of
said Parcel “A” a distance of fifty (50) feet more or less to an angle point in the boundary of said Parcel
“A”; thence south 47°52′20″ west continuing along the boundary of said Parcel “A” a distance of fortytwo (42) feet to an angle point in the boundary of said Parcel “A”; thence south 89°05′14″ west
continuing along the boundary of said Parcel “A” a distance of 1,986.77 feet to the northwest corner
thereof being also a point on the south line of Section 36, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.;
thence west along the south line of said Section 36 a distance of 662.26 feet to the south quarter corner
thereof; thence west along the south line of said Section 36 a distance of two thousand six hundred forty
(2,640) feet more or less to the southwest corner thereof being also the southeast corner of Section 35,
Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence west along the south line of said Section 35 a distance
of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet more or less to the south quarter corner of said Section 35;
thence north along the north-south centerline of said Section 35 a distance of twenty (20) feet more or less
to the centerline of Baxter Grade Road; thence westerly along said centerline a distance of one thousand
(1,000) feet more or less to the north line of Section 2, Township 12 North, Range 7 East, M.D.M.; thence
west along said north line a distance of one thousand six hundred (1,600) feet more or less to the
northwest corner of said Section 2, being also the northeast corner of Section 3, Township 12 North,
Range 7 East, M.D.M.; thence west along the north line of said Section 3 a distance of one thousand three
hundred (1,300) feet more or less to the centerline of Ayres-Holmes Road; thence south along said
centerline a distance of three hundred (300) feet more or less to the boundary of Parcel “4,” as shown on
that map filed in Book 33 of Parcel Maps, at Page 83, Official Records of Placer County; thence north
89°18′53″ west along the boundary of said Parcel “4” a distance of one hundred seventy (170) feet more
or less to an angle point in said boundary; thence continuing along the boundary of said Parcel 4 the
following five courses: (1) north 00°41′07″ east a distance of two hundred (200) feet; (2) north 89°18′53″
west a distance of 382.46 feet; (3) south 45°41′07″ west a distance of 79.12 feet; (4) north 89°18′53″ west
a distance of 318.89 feet; (5) north 00°01′38″ east a distance of 142.20 feet to an angle point in the
boundary of said Parcel “4,” also being the most northerly northeast corner of Parcel “1” as shown on said
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map; thence south 89°45′32″ west along the boundary of said Parcel “1” a distance of 375.91 feet to the
northwest corner thereof; thence south 00°32′34″ west along the boundary of said Parcel “1” a distance of
one thousand two hundred thirty (1,230) feet more or less to the centerline of Wise Road; thence westerly
along said centerline a distance of one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet more or less to the centerline of
Gold Hill Road; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of four thousand three hundred (4,300)
feet more or less to the southwesterly projection of the southerly boundary of the Nevada Irrigation
District property, as shown on that map filed in Book 14 of Surveys, at Page 134, Official Records of
Placer County; thence north 51°28′00″ east along said Nevada Irrigation District boundary and the
southwesterly projection thereof a distance of one hundred sixty (160) feet more or less to an angle point
in said Nevada Irrigation District boundary; thence south 88°52′34″ east along said Nevada Irrigation
District boundary a distance of 685.43 to the southeast corner thereof, also being a point on the west line
of the east half of the northwest quarter of Section 10, Township 12 North, Range 7 East, M.D.M.; thence
south along said west line a distance of one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet more or less to the
centerline of Gold Hill Road; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of two thousand seven
hundred (2,700) feet more or less to the southeast corner of the parcel described in the Quit Claim Deed to
the Padilla Family Trust recorded as Document No. 2000-0020942 Official Records of Placer County;
thence north 89°10′ west along the south boundary of said Padilla Family Trust parcel a distance of
635.38 feet to the southwest corner thereof, being also the north quarter corner of Section 15, Township
12 North, Range 7 East, M.D.M.; thence south 01°40′45″ east along the north-south centerline of said
Section 15 a distance of 45.06 feet to the northeast corner of Rainbow Valley Estates, as shown on the
map filed in Book R of Maps, at Page 53, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 89°03′42″ west
along the north boundary of said Rainbow Valley Estates a distance of 990.63 feet to the northwest corner
thereof; thence north 01°40′45″ west a distance of 27.95 feet to the north line of said Section 15; thence
west along said north line a distance of one thousand six hundred (1,600) feet more or less to the
northwest corner of said Section 15; thence south along the west line of said Section 15 a distance of
1,400.96 feet to an angle point in the boundary of Parcel “A,” as shown on that map filed in Book 11 of
Parcel Maps, at Page 95, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 84°00′ west along the boundary
of said Parcel “A” and Parcel
“B” as shown on said map a distance of 187.91 feet to the most northerly corner of said Parcel “B”;
thence south 46°00′ west along the boundary of said Parcel “B” a distance of 219.58 feet to the most
westerly corner thereof; thence south 47°22′42″ east along the southwesterly boundary of said Parcel “B”
and the southeasterly extension thereof, a distance of eight hundred twenty (820) feet more or less to the
centerline of the Lincoln-Newcastle Highway; thence westerly along said centerline a distance of fourteen
thousand five hundred (14,500) feet to the centerline of Sierra College Boulevard; thence southerly along
said centerline a distance of six thousand seven hundred (6,700) to the northeasterly projection of the
northwest boundary of Parcel “1,” as shown on that map filed in Book 1 of Parcel Maps, at Page 33,
Official Records of Placer County; thence south 44°17′42″ west along the northeasterly projection and
northwest boundary of said Parcel “1” a distance of two hundred (200) feet more or less to the most
westerly corner of said Parcel “1” being also a point on the city limit line of the city of Lincoln as it
existed on September 1, 2011; thence along said Lincoln city limit line in a counterclockwise direction a
distance of thirteen thousand four hundred (13,400) feet more or less to the northeast corner of Parcel
“93,” as shown on that map filed in Book X of Maps, at Page 18, Official Records of Placer County;
thence south 00°17′28″ east along the easterly boundary of said Parcel “93” and the southerly projection
thereof a distance of three hundred (300) feet more or less to the centerline of Park Drive; thence easterly
along said centerline a distance of two hundred (200) feet more or less to the centerline of Black Oak
Place; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of one hundred eighty (180) feet more or less to
the centerline of Black Oak Drive; thence in a generally westerly direction along said centerline a distance
of one thousand five hundred (1,500) feet more or less to the northerly projection of the easterly boundary
of Lot “116,” as shown on that map filed in Book Y of Maps, at Page 15, Official Records of Placer
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County; thence south 17°08′02″ west along the easterly boundary of said Lot “116” a distance of one
hundred sixty (160) feet more or less to the southeasterly corner thereof, being also the northeasterly
corner of Lot “79,” as shown on the map filed in Book X of Maps, at Page 15, Official Records of Placer
County; thence westerly along the northerly boundary of said Lot “79” an accumulated distance of 456.08
feet to the northwest corner thereof, being also the most northerly corner of Lot “80,” as shown on said
map; thence southwesterly along the northwesterly boundary of said Lot “80” an accumulated distance of
842.44 feet to the most westerly corner thereof, being also the northwest corner of Lot “81,” as shown on
said map; thence southerly along the westerly boundary of said Lot “81” an accumulated distance of
2,543.99 feet to the most westerly corner thereof, being also the most easterly northeast corner of Lot
“82,” as shown on said map; thence along the boundary of said Lot “82” the following three courses: (1)
south 61°20′35″ west a distance of 279.06 feet; (2) north 49°34′23″ west a distance of 354.79 feet; (3)
north 28°00′20″ east a distance of 238.94 feet; thence north 75°04′42″ west along the northerly boundary
of said Lot “82” and the westerly projection thereof a distance of two hundred (200) feet more or less to
the centerline of Whitney Oaks Drive; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of four thousand
(4,000) feet more or less to the centerline of Park Drive; thence southwesterly along said centerline a
distance of eleven thousand (11,000) feet more or less to the centerline of Sunset Boulevard; thence
northwesterly along said centerline a distance of two thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to
the centerline of Blue Oaks Boulevard; thence southwesterly along said centerline a distance of two
thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to the centerline of Tanager Way; thence westerly along
said centerline a distance of two hundred (200) feet more or less to the centerline of Albatross Way;
thence northerly and westerly along said centerline a distance of two thousand (2,000) feet more or less to
the centerline of Cormorant Circle; thence southwesterly along said centerline a distance of six hundred
fifty (650) feet more or less to the centerline of Brant Way; thence southerly along said centerline a
distance of four hundred fifty (450) feet more or less to the centerline of Adams Drive; thence westerly
along said centerline a distance of eight hundred (800) feet more or less to the centerline of Lonetree
Boulevard; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of seven hundred (700) feet more or less to
the easterly projection of the north boundary of Lot “11,” as shown on that map filed in Book AA of
Maps, at Page 45, Official Records of Placer County; thence south 89°26′39″ west along the north
boundary of said Lot “11” a distance of 364.05 feet to the northwest corner thereof, being also the
southwest corner of Lot “9” as shown on said map; thence north 00°32′47″ west along the west boundary
of said Lot “9” a distance of 27.76 feet to the southeast corner of Lot “6” as shown on said map; thence
westerly on the southerly boundary of said Lot “6” an accumulated distance of 1,055.69 feet to the
southwest corner thereof; thence due west a distance of seven hundred (700) feet more or less to the city
limit line of the city of Roseville as it existed on September 1, 2011; thence along said Roseville city limit
line in a clockwise direction a distance of thirty-seven thousand (37,000) feet more or less to the east-west
centerline of Section 28, Township 11 North, Range 7 East, M.D.M., being also an angle point in the
town limit line of the town of Loomis as it existed on September 1, 2011; thence leaving said Roseville
city limit line and along said Loomis town limit line in a counterclockwise direction a distance of thirteen
thousand two hundred (13,200) feet more or less to the centerline of Wells Avenue; thence leaving said
Loomis town limit line, easterly along said centerline a distance of two thousand six hundred (2,600) feet
more or less to the centerline of Val Verde Road; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of two
thousand five hundred (2,500) feet more or less to the centerline of Dick Cook Road; thence easterly
along said centerline a distance of eight thousand four hundred (8,400) feet more or less to the centerline
of Auburn Folsom Road; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of four hundred (400) feet more
or less to the westerly projection of the southerly boundary of Parcel “1,” as described in the deed to Peter
M. Latona recorded as Document No. 2006-0079426, Official Records of Placer County; thence south
79°16′45″ east along said southerly boundary and westerly projection thereof a distance of six hundred
(600) feet more or less to the southeast corner of said Parcel “1”; thence along the boundary of Parcel “2,”
as described in said deed to Latona the following two courses: (1) south 79°49′55″ east a distance of
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18.28 feet; (2) north 25°49′21″ west a distance of 42.84 feet to the northwest corner of Lot “46,” as shown
on that map filed in Book O of Maps, at Page 93, Official Records of Placer County; thence north
75°40′52″ east along the northerly boundary of said Lot “46” and the northeasterly projection thereof a
distance of three hundred thirty (330) feet more or less to the centerline of Lexington Circle; thence along
said centerline in a counterclockwise direction a distance of one thousand (1,000) feet more or less to the
westerly projection of the south boundary of Lot “66,” as shown on said map; thence south 88°40′00″ east
along the south boundary of said Lot “66” and the westerly projection thereof a distance of three hundred
twenty (320) feet more or less to the southeast corner of said Lot “66”; thence north 01°15′43″ west along
the boundary of said Lot “66” a distance of thirty (30) feet more or less to the north line of Section 19,
Township 11 North, Range 8 East M.D.M.; thence east along said north line a distance of two thousand
six hundred fifty (2,650) feet more or less to the northeast corner of said Section 19 being also the
northwest corner of Section 20, Township 11 North, Range 8 East M.D.M.; thence east along the north
line of said Section 20 a distance of four thousand (4,000) feet more or less to the Placer County Line;
thence along the Placer County Line in a counterclockwise direction a distance of thirty-seven thousand
four hundred eighty one (37,481) feet more or less to the point of beginning.
Section 5: Placer County Code Chapter 1, Article 1.08, section 1.08.050 is hereby amended as
follows:
1.08.050 Supervisorial District No. 4.

The supervisorial district is set forth in Figure 1.08 in Section 1.08.010. Beginning at the intersection
of the Placer County Line with the centerline of Roseville Road; thence from said point of beginning
northeasterly along said centerline a distance of four thousand seven hundred (4,700) feet more or less to
the centerline of Subway Road; thence easterly along said centerline a distance of seven hundred (700)
feet more or less to the centerline of Vernon Street; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of
nine hundred (900) feet more or less to the centerline of Sixth Street; thence easterly along said centerline
a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet more or less to the centerline of Riverside
Avenue; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of two hundred (200) feet more or less to the
centerline of Darling Way; thence easterly along said centerline a distance of three hundred (300) feet
more or less to the centerline of Clinton Avenue; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of two
hundred (200) feet more or less to the westerly projection of the north boundary of the parcel described in
the Grant Deed to the city of Roseville, recorded in Volume 1022, at Page 287, Official Records of Placer
County; thence north 89°07′08″ east along the north boundary of said city of Roseville parcel and the
westerly projection thereof a distance of two hundred seventy (270) feet more or less to the northwest
corner of Lot “1,” as shown on that map filed in Book H of Maps, at Page 17, Official Records of Placer
County; thence north 88°39′50″ east along the boundary of said Lot “1” a distance of forty-six (46) feet
more or less to the southeast corner of the parcel described in the deed to the city of Roseville, recorded
as Document No. 92-043827 Official Records of Placer County; thence along the boundary of said city of
Roseville parcel the following two courses: (1) north 47°23′ east a distance of 106.89 feet; (2) north
41°02′30″ east a distance of 129.60 to the most easterly corner thereof, also being the most southerly
corner of the parcel described in the deed to the city of Roseville recorded as Document No. 92-050692
Official Records of Placer County; thence along the boundary of said city of Roseville parcel the
following three courses: (1) north 50°09′ east a distance of 64.67 feet; (2) north 56°33′ east a distance of
67.30 feet; (3) north 19°12′23″ west a distance of 132.45 feet to the most northerly corner thereof; thence
due north a distance of twenty (20) feet more or less to the centerline of Vine Avenue; thence easterly
along said centerline a distance of two thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to the centerline of
Keehner Avenue; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of two thousand two hundred (2,200)
feet more or less to the centerline of Douglas Boulevard; thence easterly along said centerline a distance
of two thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to the centerline of Interstate 80; thence
northeasterly along said centerline a distance of three thousand (3,000) feet more or less to the centerline
of Lead Hill Boulevard; thence northwesterly along said centerline a distance of seven hundred (700) feet
more or less to the centerline of Harding Boulevard; thence northerly along the centerline of Harding
Boulevard and becoming Galleria Boulevard a distance of three thousand (3,000) feet more or less to a
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point on the south boundary, or the easterly projection thereof, of Parcel “B,” as shown on that map filed
in Book 12 of Parcel Maps, at Page 49, Official Records of Placer County; thence south 89°48′15″ west a
distance of nine hundred thirty (930) feet more or less to the southwest corner of said Parcel “B”; thence
north 00°12′25″ east along the west boundaries of Parcels “A” and “B” as shown on said map a distance
of 723.40 feet to the southeast corner of Lot “B,” as shown on that map filed in Book Y of Maps, at Page
46, Official Records of Placer County; thence south 89°20′19″ west along the south boundary of said Lot
“B” and the westerly projection thereof a distance of one hundred thirty (130) feet more or less to the
centerline of Reserve Drive; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of one thousand six hundred
(1,600) feet more or less to the centerline of Diamond Oaks Road; thence westerly along said centerline a
distance of nine thousand six hundred (9,600) feet more or less to the centerline of Washington
Boulevard; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of two thousand three hundred (2,300) feet
more or less to the centerline of Industrial Avenue; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of
seven thousand (7,000) feet more or less to the north line of Section 21, Township 11 North, Range 6
East, M.D.M.; thence east along the north line of said Section 21 a distance of one thousand four hundred
fifty (1,450) feet more or less to the northeast corner thereof, being also the northwest corner of Section
22, Township 11 North, Range 6 East, M.D.M.; thence east along said north line a distance of five
hundred (500) feet more or less to an angle point in the city limit line of the city of Roseville as it existed
on September 1, 2011; thence along said Roseville city limit line in a clockwise direction a distance of
thirty-five thousand (35,000) feet more or less to the east-west centerline of Section 28, Township 11
North, Range 7 East, M.D.M., being also an angle point in the town limit line of the town of Loomis as it
existed on September 1, 2011; thence leaving said Roseville city limit line and along said Loomis town
limit line in a counterclockwise direction a distance of thirteen thousand two hundred (13,200) feet more
or less to the centerline of Wells Avenue; thence leaving said Loomis town limit line easterly along said
centerline a distance of two thousand six hundred (2,600) feet more or less to the centerline of Val Verde
Road; thence northerly along said centerline a distance of two thousand five hundred (2,500) feet more or
less to the centerline of Dick Cook Road; thence easterly along said centerline a distance of eight
thousand four hundred (8,400) feet more or less to the centerline of Auburn Folsom Road; thence
northerly along said centerline a distance of four hundred (400) feet more or less to the westerly
projection of the southerly boundary of Parcel “1,” as described in the deed to Peter M. Latona recorded
as Document No. 2006-0079426, Official Records of Placer County; thence south 79°16′45″ east along
said southerly boundary and westerly projection thereof a distance of six hundred (600) feet more or less
to the southeast corner of said Parcel “1”; thence along the boundary of Parcel “2,” as described in said
deed to Latona the following two courses: (1) south 79°49′55″ east a distance of 18.28 feet; (2) north
25°49′21″ west a distance of 42.84 feet to the northwest corner of Lot “46,” as shown on that map filed in
Book O of Maps, at Page 93, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 75°40′52″ east along the
northerly boundary of said Lot “46” and the northeasterly projection thereof a distance of three hundred
thirty (330) feet more or less to the centerline of Lexington Circle; thence along said centerline in a
counterclockwise direction a distance of one thousand (1,000) feet more or less to the westerly projection
of the south boundary of Lot “66” as shown on said map; thence south 88°40′00″ east along the south
boundary of said Lot “66” and the westerly projection thereof a distance of three hundred twenty (320)
feet more or less to the southeast corner of said Lot “66”; thence north 01°15′43″ west along the boundary
of said Lot “66” a distance of thirty (30) feet more or less to the north line of Section 19, Township 11
North, Range 8 East M.D.M.; thence east along said north line a distance of two thousand six hundred
fifty (2,650) feet more or less to the northeast corner of said Section 19, being also the northwest corner
of Section 20, Township 11 North, Range 8 East M.D.M.; thence east along the north line of said Section
20 a distance of four thousand (4,000) feet more or less to the Placer County Line; thence along the Placer
County Line in a clockwise direction a distance of eighty-three thousand (83,000) feet more or less to the
point of beginning.
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Section 6: Placer County Code Chapter 1, Article 1.08, section 1.08.060 is hereby amended as
follows:
1.08.060 Supervisorial District No. 5.

The supervisorial district is set forth in Figure 1.08 in Section 1.08.010. All that portion of the county
of Placer that lies northeasterly of the following described line:
Beginning at the intersection of the Placer County Line with the west line of Section 34, Township 14
North, Range 7 East, M.D.M.; thence south along the west line of said Section 34 and the west lines of
Sections 3 and 10, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M., a distance of two miles more or less to the
southwest corner of said Section 10, being also the northwest corner of Parcel “A” as shown on that map
filed in Book 16 of Parcel Maps, at Page 137, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 89°10′29″
east along the north boundary of said Parcel “A” a distance of 2,660.82 feet to an angle point in said north
boundary; thence north 89°11′28″ east along the north boundary of said Parcel “A” a distance of 118.51
feet to the northeast corner of said Parcel “A”; thence along the easterly boundary of Parcels “A” and “B”
of said Parcel Map in a generally southerly direction an accumulated distance of 2,281.72 feet more or
less to the most easterly corner of said Parcel “B”; thence along the southeast boundary of said Parcel “B”
south 38°52′42″ west a distance of 1,504.86 feet to the most southerly corner thereof, being also the most
westerly corner of Parcel “C” as shown on said map; thence along the boundary of Parcel “C” and Parcel
“D,” as shown on said map in a generally southeasterly direction an accumulated distance of two
thousand four hundred (2,400) feet more or less to the boundary common to Parcel “1” and Parcel “2,” as
described in the certificate of compliance recorded as Document No. 98-0072012, Official Records of
Placer County; thence southerly along said common boundary an accumulated distance of nine hundred
(900) feet more or less to the north line of Section 22, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence
east along said north line a distance of two thousand six hundred (2,600) feet more or less to the northeast
corner thereof, being also the northwest corner of Section 23, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.;
thence east along the north line of said Section 23 a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640)
feet more or less to the quarter corner on the north line of said Section 23; thence south along the northsouth centerline of said Section 23 a distance of five thousand two hundred forty (5,240) feet more or less
to the quarter corner on the north line of Section 26, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence
south along the north-south centerline of said Section 26 a distance of three thousand nine hundred sixty
(3,960) feet more or less to the northwest corner of the southwest quarter of the southeast quarter of said
Section 26; thence east along the north line of said southwest quarter a distance of fifty (50) feet more or
less to the centerline of Mt. Vernon Road; thence southerly along said centerline a distance of seven
hundred sixty (760) feet more or less to the west line of the southwest quarter of the southeast quarter of
said Section 26; thence south along the west line of said southwest quarter a distance of five hundred
eighty (580) feet more or less to the southwest corner thereof, being also the northeast corner of the parcel
described in the Trustee’s Deed Upon Sale to Mary J. McCollough recorded in Volume 2777 at Page 446,
Official Records of Placer County; thence south 00°34′27″ east along the east boundary of said
McCollough parcel a distance of four hundred sixty-three (463) feet to the most northerly corner of Parcel
“1,” as shown on that map filed in Book 34 of Parcel Maps, at Page 33, Official Records of Placer
County; thence south 12°50′54″ west along the easterly boundary of Parcels “1,” “2” and “3,” as shown
on said map a distance of 877.09 feet to the southeast corner of said Parcel “3,” being also a point on the
north boundary of Parcel “A,” as shown on that map filed in Book 4 of Parcel Maps, at Page 132, Official
Records of Placer County; thence south 89°29′01″ east along the north boundary of said Parcel “A” a
distance of 203.50 to the northeast corner thereof; thence south 00°34′27″ east along the east boundary of
Parcels “A” and “C,” as shown on said map a distance of 1,320.04 to the southeast corner of said Parcel
“C,” being also the center of Section 35, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence south along
the north-south centerline of said Section 35 a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet
more or less to the south quarter corner of said Section 35; thence east along the south line of said Section
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35 a distance two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet to the southeast corner thereof being also the
southwest corner of Section 36, Township 13 North, Range 7 East M.D.M.; thence east along the south
line of said Section 36 a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet more or less to the south
quarter corner thereof; thence continuing east along the south line of said Section 36 a distance of 662.26
feet to the northwest corner of Parcel “A,” as shown on that map filed in Book 4 of Parcel Maps, at Page
78, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 89°05′14″ east along the boundary of said Parcel “A”
a distance of 1,986.77 feet to an angle point in the boundary of said Parcel “A”; thence north 47°52′20″
east along the boundary of said Parcel “A” a distance of forty-two (42) feet to an angle point in the
boundary of said Parcel “A”; thence north 84°07′20″ east along the boundary of said Parcel “A” a
distance of fifty (50) feet more or less to the east line of said Section 36; thence north along the east line
of said Section 36 a distance of three thousand six hundred (3,600) feet more or less to the centerline of
Mt. Vernon Road; thence easterly along said centerline one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet more or
less to the southwesterly extension of the northwest boundary of Lot “D,” as shown on that map filed in
Book D of Maps, at Page 27, Official Records of Placer County; thence north 26°13′ east along the
boundary of said Lot “D” and the southwesterly and northeasterly extension thereof a distance of one
thousand (1,000) feet more or less to the centerline of Joeger Road; thence northerly along said centerline
a distance of eight thousand three hundred (8,300) feet more or less to the centerline of Dry Creek Road;
thence easterly along said centerline a distance of five thousand one hundred fifty (5,150) feet more or
less to the centerline of State Highway 49; thence southeasterly along said centerline a distance of ten
thousand (10,000) feet more or less to the centerline of the Central Pacific Railroad right-of-way; thence
along said centerline a distance of eight thousand two hundred (8,200) feet more or less to the city limit
line of the city of Auburn as it existed on September 1, 2011; thence along said Auburn city limit line in a
counter clockwise direction a distance of forty-four thousand (44,000) feet more or less to an angle point
in said Auburn city limit line described as the south sixteenth corner on the east line of Section 27,
Township 12 North, Range 8 East, M.D.M.; thence leaving said Auburn city limit line due east a distance
of six hundred (600) feet more or less to the Placer County Line.
Section 7: This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force thirty (30) days after the date of
its passage. The Clerk is directed to publish this ordinance, or a summary thereof, within fifteen
(15) days in accordance with Government Code section 25124.
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HEARING DATE: October 14, 2021
ITEM NO.: 3
TIME: 6:05 P.M.
TO:

Placer County Advisory Redistricting Commission

FROM:

Jane Christenson, Assistant County Executive

DATE:

October 7, 2021

SUBJECT:

PLACER COUNTY 2021 REDISTRICTING MAP ALTERNATIVES FOR
ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS

ACTION REQUESTED
The purpose of this report is to provide the Advisory Redistricting Commission with an overview of the 2020
Census data and receive input on Redistricting Map Alternatives.
BACKGROUND
The United States Constitution requires a count every ten (10) years of everyone residing in the United
States. Information from the Census is used to help determine where to locate schools, daycare centers,
roads/public transportation, hospitals, and other facilities, and is used in making decisions regarding
business growth and housing needs. Census data is also used to geographically define state legislative
districts, which initiates a redistricting process that begins in the year following a Census. Additionally,
Census data allows county officials to realign supervisorial districts in their counties, considering shifts in
population growth since the last Census and assuring equal representation for their constituents in
compliance with the “one-person, one-vote” principle of the Voting Rights Act.
At its January 26, 2021, meeting, the Board of Supervisors reviewed a proposed 2021
redistricting timeline. At a subsequent February 9, 2021, meeting, the Board approved an updated
timeline and authorized the Planning Commission to serve as the Advisory Redistricting
Commission. Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors determined it would retain authority to adopt maps and
will do so by the state deadline, December 15, 2021. At its June 24, 2021, meeting, the Advisory
Redistricting Commission and public were provided an overview of the 2021 Redistricting process and
informed of the 2020 Census data delays due to the COVID-19 pandemic and compressed timeline
ahead.
The California Elections Code provides criteria and process requirements the Board is required to
consider in redrawing supervisorial districts. Staff has used these criteria to prepare a range of district
map alternatives. In addition to the necessary adjustments to account for the population changes, it is
also necessary to prepare boundaries that are consistent with criteria found in state and federal laws.
Staff’s primary tool for this effort is to use GIS-based ESRI Redistricting software to manage data and
mapping that meets objective criteria and governing principles.
Redistricting principles found in state/federal law and case law include:
•
•
•

Compliance with the U.S. Constitution Equal Protection Clause
Compliance with the California Voting Rights Act
Obtaining population equality between districts as nearly as practicable
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Additionally, consideration is given to the following factors in order of priority (Elections Code, §
21500(c)):
1. Geographically contiguous districts (each supervisorial district should share a common

border with the next),
2. Geographic integrity of a local neighborhood or community of interest shall be respected

in a manner that minimizes its division,
3. Geographic integrity of a city or census designated place shall be respected in a manner
that minimizes its division,
4. Easily identifiable boundaries that follow natural or artificial barriers (rivers, streets,
highways, rail lines, etc.), and
5. Lines shall be drawn to encourage geographic compactness.
In addition, boundaries shall not be drawn for purposes of favoring or discriminating against a political
party.
There have been many changes to State law with respect to the redistricting process since the last county
redistricting effort in 2011. The legislature passed Assembly Bill 849 (2019), Assembly Bill 1276 (2020),
and Senate Bill 594 (2021). Those bills include, among other things, changes to how cities and counties
engage communities in the redistricting process. The new laws require that a minimum of four public
hearings are held: at least one before draft maps are published, at least two after draft maps are
published, and one that is on a weekend or weekday evening after 6pm. The County’s public outreach
has been much more extensive than the statutes require, and the specific meetings conducted by the
County are noted in the Public Outreach section below. With respect to Advisory Redistricting
Commission meetings, the first meeting was held on June 24, 2021, at which time an overview of the
process, timeline, and preliminary comments were made. Additional hearings will be held, including today
and November 4, 2021, as well as an adoption hearing with the Board of Supervisors on November 30,
2021.
DISCUSSION
Since the June 24, 2021, Advisory Redistricting Commission meeting, a redistricting team comprised of
management staff from the County Executive Office, County Counsel, the County Clerk-Recorder’s
Office, and the Community Development Resource Agency have met to facilitate public outreach,
manage the redistricting process, and develop considerations for the Commission and Board regarding
how to adjust supervisorial district boundaries to address changes in population. With receipt of the
adjusted Census data on September 21, 2021, the redistricting team has focused on analyzing the new
census numbers and preparing a series of alternative maps that respond to the new population data.
The following discussion is intended to provide the Advisory Redistricting Commission and the public with
an overall understanding of the population changes reflected in 2020 Census Data, geographic context
for those changes, and how they may affect the supervisorial district boundaries. This discussion also
includes an overview of the process for developing redistricting alternatives, which includes the following:
•
•
•
•

2020 Census data, including population and demographic changes, as well as changes required
to achieve parity (or equal population within districts, as nearly as practicable),
Community survey results,
Additional factors and considerations (i.e., local criteria),
Analysis of consistency with Federal and State requirements, as described above.

2020 Census Data
The 2020 Census data indicates an increase in population from 348,432 in 2010 to 405,306 in 2020. This
represents an increase in 16.3% over the past decade and a notable increase in growth in western Placer
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County, consistent with growth of previous decades. The 2020 Census data also reflects other
demographic changes, including a more racially diverse population. Table 1 below shows the increase
in population by race and reflects total population of White (67.3%), Hispanic or Latino (15%), Asian
(8.6%), Black (1.6%), American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut (0.5%), Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
(0.2%), and those identifying as Other (0.5%), and Two or more races (6.3%). Additionally, the data
reflects an increase in those identifying as Hispanic or Latino by 35.9%, Black by 46.5%, and Asian by
74.2%, suggesting that Placer County is becoming more diverse.
Table 1 – Total Population Proportion by Race (2020)

Placer County Total Population (2020)
80.0%
70.0%

67.3%

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
15.0%

20.0%

8.6%

10.0%

1.6%

0.5%

Black

American
Indian,
Eskimo, or
Aleut

6.3%
0.2%

0.5%

0.0%
White
alone

Hispanic
or Latino

Asian

Native Other race Two or
more
Hawaiian
races
and Other
Pacific
Islander

Between 2010 and 2020 there were several changes in the County’s population that will cause
adjustments to the supervisorial district boundaries. Increases in population by incorporated city/town are
shown in Table 2 below and notable changes include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Population increases in City of Rocklin by 25.7%.
Population increases in the City of Roseville by 24.4%.
Population increases in City of Lincoln by 16.6%.
Limited growth in the Town of Loomis, City of Auburn, and City of Colfax.
Minor population losses in the Tahoe Area (east of the Sierra Nevada Crest) by .02%. The total
for this area is 13,837 people.
Limited growth in the large unincorporated area of District 5, excluding the Tahoe Basin.
Limited increase in total population within the unincorporated county from 107,988 to 113,179
people for a total percent change of 4.8%.
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Table 2 – Change in Population by Incorporated City or Town
City
Auburn
Colfax
Lincoln
Loomis
Rocklin
Roseville
Total City
Total Unincorporated
Population
Total County

2010 Population
13,280
1,965
42,829
6,427
56,959
118,974
240,434

2020 Population
13,816
1,984
49,939
6,814
71,603
147,971
292,127

%Change
4.0%
1.0%
16.6%
6.0%
25.7%
24.4%

113,179
405,306

Notable District Population Changes
Staff has analyzed population distribution within each district to comply with the “one person, one vote”
principle contained in the equal protection clause of the U.S. Constitution. A review of the 2020 Census
data leads to some basic conclusions about population growth and the impact on supervisorial district
boundaries (Table 3). In general, the districts should be adjusted so that each district has a population of
81,061 persons. The achievement of total equality within each district is referred to as parity and the
table below (Table 4) reflects 0% deviation from that number. Discussed further, deviation is allowed in
accordance with redistricting practice and case law.
District 1: District 1 grew by the greatest amount adding 24,104 people. This yielded a 35% change in
population, the majority of which occurred in the City of Roseville.
District 2: District 2 grew by 23% and added 15,733 people. District 2 predominantly grew due to growth
in both the Cities of Lincoln and Rocklin.
District 3: District 3 added 8,189 people and yielded a 12% increase largely due to growth in the City of
Rocklin.
District 4: District 4 added 5,781 people for a total population increase of 8%.
District 5: District 5 saw the smallest amount of growth with the addition of 2,067 people over the past
decade. District 5 has the smallest amount of population with 68,752 people but represents the largest
geography. District 5 had a negligible population loss of three people in the Tahoe Basin but has seen
little growth in full-time population over the past several decennial censuses.
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Table 3 – Population Growth 2010-2020 by BOS Supervisorial District

Supervisorial
District
District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4
District 5
Total

2010 Population

72,534
67,720
68,802
72,691
66,685
348,432

2020
Population

Population
Change

97,638
83,453
76,991
78,472
68,752
405,306

% Change in
Population

25,104
15,733
8,189
5,781
2,067

35%
23%
12%
8%
3%

Table 4 – Population Adjustments by District – 0% Deviation

Supervisorial
District
District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4
District 5
Total

2010 Population

2020 Population

72,534
97,638
67,720
83,453
68,802
76,991
72,691
78,472
66,685
68,752
348,432
405,306
Total required to achieve parity = 81,061

Population Change per
district for Parity
(16,037)
(1,852)
4,610
3,129
12,849

Public Input
Public Outreach
As part of the Board’s direction on February 9, 2021, staff conducted several activities to provide public
outreach and input on this process. In addition to the meetings and presentation listed below, County
staff worked with the Clerk-Recorder’s office to send a letter to school districts and special districts (e.g.,
fire, water, municipal utility, etc.) and 2020 Census outreach partners to inform them of the process.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

May 6, 2021 – League of Women Voters Presentation
June 16, 2021 – City of Roseville City Council
June 22, 2021 – City of Lincoln City Council
June 28, 2021 – City of Auburn City Council
July 13, 2021 – Town of Loomis Town Council
July 27, 2021 – City of Rocklin City Council
August 2, 2021 – East Placer Community Presentation (Tahoe City)
August 4, 2021 – Rocklin Chamber of Commerce
August 5, 2021 – PCWA Board Presentation
August 18, 2021 – Mid-Placer Community Presentation (Loomis)
August 23, 2021 – West Placer Community Presentation (Roseville)
August 25, 2021 – West Placer Community Presentation (Granite Bay, offered virtually)
September 15, 2021 – Presentation for Spanish-speaking community (offered virtually)
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Each presentation included an overview of the redistricting process, background information on the most
updated population and demographic changes, emphasized the compressed timeline for redistricting
given the data delays from the U.S. Census Bureau, and shared ways to participate in the process
including learning more at the Redistricting Placer website (https://www.placer.ca.gov/Redistricting),
signing up for email updates, following Placer County on social media, and filling out a community survey.
Community Survey Results
A community survey was released at the June 24, 2021, Advisory Redistricting Commission meeting and
closed on September 30, 2021. The survey enabled staff to collect information directly from community
members while waiting for adjusted 2020 Census data. The community survey was made available on
the Redistricting Placer website, via paper copies at the June 24th Advisory Redistricting Commission
and all community presentations, and staff provided the option to email, mail or deliver survey information
to the Community Development Resource Agency in Auburn, CA. The community survey was also
translated into Spanish and provided at the September 15th presentation to Spanish-speaking community
members.
The purpose of the survey was to identify communities of interest, which are defined as populations that
share social or economic issues and interests and should be included within a single supervisorial district
for the purposes of their effective and fair representation. In accordance with the law, communities of
interest “do not include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or political candidates.” (Elections
Code, § 21500(c)(2).) Communities of interest must be mappable, therefore the opportunity to define the
geography of communities was an important part of the survey. The following questions were asked:
1. What bonds your community – what do you see as the common links in your community?
2. Where is your community – what are the boundaries of your community?
3. Why should it be kept together – or separate from another area?
An analysis of the community survey is attached (Attachment 1) and includes identification of common
themes in the survey data such as demography (e.g., income, education, language),
rural/suburban/urban development patterns, affordable housing, amenities such as proximity to
shopping, parks, and entertainment, major employers and industry, and community character (i.e.,
distinctive traits that make a community or neighborhood unique such as history or culture). Survey
respondents were asked to identify a specific geography in their comments, either narratively or by
drawing it using a map tool. The geographies captured in the survey included all the incorporated
cities/towns, census designated places (CDPs) such as the multitude of CDPs along the North shore of
Lake Tahoe, Kingvale, Dutch Flat, Foresthill, Meadow Vista, North Auburn, Penryn, Newcastle, Granite
Bay, Sheridan, etc. In some cases, multiple CDPs were captured and in other cases areas that were
entirely in the unincorporated areas and not otherwise associated with CDPs were captured. The survey
closed on September 30, 2021, and a total of 241 surveys were received throughout the County.
Highlights from the findings include the following:
•

•

Surveys were received from all over the County: 22% from City of Roseville, 12% from City of
Rocklin, 5% from the City of Auburn, 4% from Town of Loomis, 3.2% from City of Lincoln, and
1.4% from City of Colfax. Approximately half of the surveys were from unincorporated areas of
the county including CDPs such as Granite Bay (5.5%), North Auburn (5%), and Penryn (3.2%),
Newcastle (2.3%), Meadow Vista (1.8%), Alta (.5%), Sheridan (.5%), and 13.3% from East Placer
(east of the Sierra Nevada crest, including the Tahoe Basin), 18% from other unincorporated
areas excluding CDPs.
Key issues of interest cited across all geographies included community character (examples such
as “family-friendly” or “historic neighborhoods” and “sense for community volunteerism” were
shared) and schools.
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•
•

•
•
•
•

Proximity to parks, shopping, entertainment, and places of worship were cited as services that
bond the community for respondents from West Placer.
Recreation and distinctiveness of district-wide issues (including environmental issues such as
wildfire and socioeconomic issues such as affordable housing) were cited as important issues for
survey respondents from East Placer (District 5).
Development patterns and issues such as retaining rural development patterns were cited as an
important issue for unincorporated areas of the county.
Suburbanizing development patterns were cited as a reason for keeping areas of West Placer
together.
A shared interest in public safety, including as related to neighborhood safety and issues such as
wildfire was cited in West Placer (including the foothills).
Addressing the needs of an aging demographic (Roseville/Lincoln) and a growing Asian-American
population (Rocklin) were cited in West Placer.

Chart 1 – Community of Interest Surveys by Geography

% of Surveys by Geography

Unincorporated West, 18%
City of Roseville, 22%

City of Rocklin, 12%

Unincorporated Mid, 8%
Unincorporated- East,
13%

Town of Loomis, 4%
City of Lincoln, 3.2%
City of Colfax, 1.4%
City of Auburn, 5%

Unincorporated (no
CDP), 11%

Additional correspondence received on this subject is included as Attachment 6.
New District Boundaries
A range of district map alternatives was prepared by County staff by looking first at population changes,
and then by the criteria found in state and federal law. As stated above, the redistricting criteria found in
state law includes, in rank of priority:
1. Geographically contiguous districts (each supervisorial district should share a common border
with the next),
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2. Geographic integrity of a local neighborhood or community of interest shall be respected in a
manner that minimizes its division,
3. Geographic integrity of a city or census designated place shall be respected in a manner that
minimizes its division,
4. Easily identifiable boundaries that follow natural or artificial barriers (rivers, streets, highways, rail
lines, etc.), and
5. Lines shall be drawn to encourage geographic compactness.
Additional criteria found in case law includes a preferred maximum five percent total deviation between
the district with the smallest population and district with the largest population. As such, each map
alternative was designed to meet a five percent or lower standard.
County staff also identified other factors that were considered in consultation with the Clerk-Recorder’s
Office after applying the legally mandated criteria. Those factors were presented at the June 24th Advisory
Redistricting Commission meeting and have been added or modified to and include the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

To the extent practicable, minimize changes to existing districts (added)
Respect continuity of Community Plan boundaries
Consider entitled Specific Plan areas when evaluating potential map boundaries
Minimize segmentation of cities (i.e., no city represented by more than 2 districts) (modified)
Each district represents a balance of rural & urban constituents
Follow existing voter precinct lines where possible (added)

The tool used for this effort is ESRI Redistricting software, which is a web-based software that enables
government and other entities to draw regulation-compliant redistricting plans. The tool is based on
ArcGIS software and supports map making, visualization, and analysis.
ANALYSIS
Based upon the above-stated criteria, the result of changes in population requires significant adjustments to
the boundaries of Districts 1, 2, 3, and 5. In general, the following was considered in creating the three
alternatives:
•
•

•
•

District 5 needs to add 12,849 people to achieve parity, through a westerly shift of the boundary into
populated areas that are currently located inside Districts 2 and 3.
District 1 increased in population by 35%, which results in the need to reduce the district by 16,037
people. A predominant area of population increase includes West Roseville and specific plan
development in this area. The reduction is achieved by moving portions of District 1 into Districts 2
and 4.
District 2 would balance this gain with losses from City of Rocklin to District 3.
Modest additions to District 4 are needed to achieve parity, which currently includes a commercial
and residential portion of eastern Roseville and Granite Bay.

District Map Alternatives
Staff have reviewed several options for district map alternatives. Attached to this report, the Advisory
Redistricting Commission will find three different maps depicting proposed supervisorial district boundary
adjustments consistent with the criteria above. While each alternative map is consistent with the criteria,
each map also has a different geographic outcome.
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Overall, each map provides the following attributes in common:
•
•
•

•
•
•

Does not exceed deviation of five percent between smallest and largest district.
Retains existing communities of interest and urban cores (i.e., downtown areas) within a single
district boundary.
City of Roseville continues to be represented by three district supervisors, with the majority of the
residential and urban core remaining in District 1, new western specific plan area growth in District
2, and eastern Roseville and commercial areas remain represented by District 4.
Granite Bay CDP and community plan area remains intact.
Districts 1 and 4 are reflected in the same configuration throughout all alternatives.
District 5 grows further to the west based on population growth in western Placer County.

The balance of this discussion will provide a description of the unique characteristics of each map alternative.
Alternative A
Alternative A was developed with a focus on balancing dominant growth in the incorporated cities (i.e.,
Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln) across the entire geography of Placer County. District 1 must lose 16,037
people to reach parity. When this phenomenon is coupled with the much slower growth of District 5 and its
need to gain 12,849 people to reach parity, the changes create a cascading effect across other districts, as
described further below. This map has an overall deviation of 1.70%.
District 1: District 1 is modified to account for population growth. It shifts some of that growth to District 2
along the City of Roseville’s western boundary, including parts of West Roseville Specific Plan and
Creekview Specific Plan. Downtown Roseville remains intact and within District 1 in this alternative.
District 2: This map reduces the amount of City of Rocklin included within the District 2 boundary. The entire
boundary of the City of Lincoln remains included in District 2, including much of rural unincorporated Lincoln.
The eastern edge of the district remains at the Hidden Falls Regional Park boundary. As noted above, District
2 now includes population growth from the West Roseville Specific Plan, Creekview Specific Plan, and a
small portion of the Blue Oaks neighborhood.
District 3: District 3 is modified to include a greater amount of the City of Rocklin including the neighborhoods
and commercial areas south of Whitney Ranch Parkway, east of West Oaks Boulevard, and south of Sunset
Boulevard. This map alternative also shifts the entire North Auburn CDP west of Highway 49 into District 5.
Overall, the geographic size of the district decreases.
District 4: This map keeps District 4 largely the same other than to include the entire Granite Bay CDP in the
northeastern corner of the district and now includes and makes whole the entire Diamond Oaks
neighborhood near downtown Roseville.
District 5: This map shifts District 5 beyond the Highway 49 corridor to include the entire North Auburn CDP
and retains the City of Auburn within the district limits. It moves west to Gold Hill Road and south to Highway
193, and to the north end of Newcastle. It also includes the entire Shirland Tract area and some population
east of Rattlesnake Road.
Notable features:
•
•
•

The Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and Roseville and the Town of Loomis remain largely within their
existing districts.
The North Auburn CDP joins the City of Auburn in District 5, and the District 5 boundary moves
southwest to Newcastle and into the Shirland Tract area.
District 3 includes a greater portion of the City of Rocklin from District 2.
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•
•

Portions of the northwestern boundary of the City of Roseville shift from District 1 into District 2.
District 4 expands to include the entire Granite Bay CDP.

Alternative B
Alternative B was developed in response to several comments received identifying Rocklin as a community
of interest, as well as the consideration for the integrity of cities and urbanizing areas. Consideration for the
integrity of city boundaries and minimization of the division of these places is one of the state-mandated
criteria and achieves fair and effective representation of populated areas. The results of the 2020 Census
show the total population of Rocklin at 71,603 people, approaching the target 81,061 people per district to
achieve parity. As a result, representation of the City of Rocklin wholly within District 3 was developed to
show this option. This map has an overall deviation of 1.70% (same as Alternative A because the largest
district (D1) and smallest district (D5) remain the same).
District 1: Same as Alternative A.
District 2: This map eliminates the City of Rocklin from the District 2 boundary. The entire boundary of the
City of Lincoln remains included in District 2, including much of rural unincorporated Lincoln. In this
alternative, District 2 includes the Penryn and Newcastle CDPs and crosses I-80 south to Folsom Lake. The
eastern edge of the district remains at the Hidden Falls Regional Park boundary. Similar to Alternative A,
District 2 now includes population growth from the West Roseville Specific Plan and Creekview Specific
Plan.
District 3: District 3 includes the entire City of Rocklin and Town of Loomis and an area east of I-80 bounded
by King Road to the north, Auburn Folsom Road to the east, and the current District 4 boundary to the south.
District 4: Same as Alternative A.
District 5: Same as Alternative A.
Notable features:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and Roseville and the Town of Loomis remain largely within their
existing districts.
The North Auburn CDP joins the City of Auburn in District 5, and the District 5 boundary moves west.
The City of Rocklin moves out of District 2, and completely into District 3.
District 2 picks up the Penryn and Newcastle CDPs and crosses I-80 south to Folsom Lake.
Portions of the northwestern boundary of the City of Roseville shift from District 1 into District 2.
District 4 expands to include the entire Granite Bay CDP.

Alternative C
Alternative C was developed with consideration for the preservation of rural census designated places and
communities of interest in the Lower Sierra Nevada Foothills along the I-80 corridor such as Penryn,
Newcastle, and the rural areas west of Highway 49/North Auburn CDP that share values and interests within
the lower foothill community. The need to shift District 5 to the west to address population growth in the
western part of the county (on the valley floor) was measured against the need to recognize rural
communities of interest in the Lower Sierra Nevada Foothills that cite preservation of rural development
patterns, low density development, and preservation of agricultural uses. Additionally, District 5 only saw
modest gains in population growth (3%) in comparison to the remainder of the county and reflects the
continuing trend of population losses (.02% in 2020) in the Tahoe Area. This map acknowledges the
communities of interest that share concerns such as land development pressures and agricultural
preservation. In this map, the overall deviation is 4.70%.
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District 1: Same as Alternative A.
District 2: District 2 is largely the same as Alternative A, with exception to population losses to District 5 on
its eastern boundary and minor changes within City of Rocklin.
District 3: Similar to Alternative A, District 3 is modified to include a greater amount of the City of Rocklin
including the neighborhoods and commercial areas south of Whitney Ranch Parkway, east of West Oaks
Boulevard, and south of Sunset Boulevard. A small area east of Wildcat Boulevard in Rocklin remains in
District 2. This map alternative also shifts the entire North Auburn CDP west of Highway 49 into District 5
and retains the rural areas defined by rural development patterns, lower density, and agricultural industry
bounded by the North Auburn CDP, North Ravine (stream) and Millertown Road to the east. In this alternative
District 3 retains all of the Newcastle CDP and loses some areas north of Indian Hill Road and along AuburnFolsom Road.
District 4: Same as Alternative A.
District 5: In this map, the District 5 boundary moves west to Garden Bar Road and retains the entire North
Auburn CDP within its limits. To the south, District 5 stays east of the I-80 corridor to parts of Indian Hill Road
to the south, crosses Auburn Folsom Road, and moves east to Folsom Lake. In this alternative, District 5
includes Shirland Tract.
Notable features:
•
•
•
•

•

The Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and Roseville and the Town of Loomis remain largely within their
existing districts.
The North Auburn CDP joins the City of Auburn in District 5, and the District 5 boundary moves west.
The City of Roseville’s northwestern boundary shifts from District 1 into District 2.
District 3 gains a greater portion of the City of Rocklin from District 2 and keeps rural communities of
interest west of Millertown Road, as well as communities of interest in Newcastle and Penryn
together.
District 4 expands to include the entire Granite Bay CDP.

NEXT STEPS
Pursuant to the direction given by the Board at its February 9, 2021, meeting, the Advisory Redistricting
Commission will provide a recommendation to the Board, which will ultimately take final action on a map.
All the maps attached to this report meet the aforementioned criteria discussed in this staff report. However,
given the shortened deadline for adoption of the maps, staff requests that any proposed modifications be
provided at this meeting so that they can be included for a final recommendation to the Board by the Advisory
Redistricting Committee at the next meeting on November 4, 2021. Comments from the public will be taken
at this hearing and will also be accepted electronically (https://www.placer.ca.gov/FormCenter/CommunityDevelopment-Resource-Agency-11/R).
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Advisory Redistricting Commission:
1. Review and provide input and direction on the provided map alternatives so that a final alternative can
be recommended by the Advisory Redistricting Commission at its next meeting.
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2. Direct staff to return to the Advisory Redistricting Commission on November 4, 2021, at 6:05pm to
respond to any questions and direction received today and seek the Advisory Redistricting
Commission’s final recommended alternative for the Board of Supervisor’s review in accordance with
state and federal law and consistent with any direction provided.
Respectfully submitted,
Jane Christenson, Assistant CEO

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 – Communities of Interest Survey Results
Attachment 2 – Current Supervisorial District Map
Attachment 3 – Alternative A
Attachment 4 – Alternative B
Attachment 5 – Alternative C
Attachment 6 – Correspondence
cc:
Todd Leopold, CEO
Dave Defanti, Deputy CEO
Steve Pedretti, Agency Director, Community Development Resource Agency
E.J. Ivaldi, Planning Director
Karin Schwab, County Counsel
Clayton Cook, County Counsel
Ryan Ronco, Clerk-Recorder / Elections
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Attachment 1

Date: October 4, 2021
To: Steve Pedretti, Agency Director, Community Development Resource Agency
From: Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner, Planning Services Division
Subject: 2021 Redistricting Placer Community Survey Results

This memo provides an overview of the community survey results from the redistricting public
outreach process, including the methodology that was used to tabulate the results of the survey
questions.

Introduction
Placer County provided a community survey from June 24, 2021 to September 30, 2021, which
was first presented at the Advisory Redistricting Commission meeting on June 24. The purpose
of the survey was to help identify communities of interest within the county. Communities of
interest are defined by Assembly Bill (AB) 849 (2019), which outlined a number of changes to
the California Elections Code, and required additional outreach by jurisdictions for the
redistricting process. According to the bill text, a “community of interest” is defined as the
following:
A “community of interest” is a population that shares common social or economic interests
that should be included within a single supervisorial district for purposes of its effective and
fair representation. Communities of interest do not include relationships with political parties,
incumbents, or political candidates.
Communities of interest can include similarities such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lifestyle – Community character, recreation, shared social gatherings
Economic – Major employer, industry, or commercial areas
Demography – Income, education, language, immigration status, housing
Geography – Urban, suburban, rural, mountain
Political subdivisions – School districts, planning areas
Place-based issues/needs – Public safety (e.g., wildfire), environmental (e.g., air
pollution)

One common thread through the identification of all communities of interest is that they must be
mappable. In other words, there must be a geographic association made between the
community and the interest or issue to identify its bounds and include as part of the redistricting
process.
Placer County offered the survey on multiple platforms, including from the Redistricting Placer
website. Staff provided the opportunity to submit surveys via hard copy, email, and mail. Hard
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copy surveys were provided at the June 24th Advisory Redistricting Commission presentation as
well as all in-person community presentations throughout the month of August.

Overview of Questions
The questions used for the survey were like the ones other jurisdictions used for redistricting in
California, including the State Independent Redistricting Commission. The questions were
designed to be open-ended and provided qualitative data to allow for varied responses, new
insights, and opinions. The survey was provided in Spanish and English and the following
questions were asked:
1. What bonds your community – what do you see as the common links in your community?
2. Where is your community – what are the boundaries of your community?
3. Why should it be kept together – or separate from another area?
A total 241 surveys were submitted from throughout the County. Staff analyzed where surveys
were received from, and the results are summarized below.

Analysis
Methodology
Themes were identified in the data, including ones related to where the survey respondent was
from as well as common issues raised as part of the response. In many cases survey
respondents were able to use the online survey tool to draw the boundaries of their community,
but in other cases respondents described the location of their community narratively. The
boundaries and descriptions varied in geographic size, ranging from entire regions to
neighborhoods, including the limits of where people shop, recreate, and seek entertainment.
These geographies were then sorted by incorporated city, census designated place (CDP),
unincorporated area, and in some cases multiple unincorporated areas that fell into one of the
following regions: East Placer (east of the Sierra Nevada crest to Tahoe Basin), Mid-Placer
(west of the Sierra Nevada crest to Auburn), or West Placer (west of Auburn to the valley floor).
The comments were reviewed first for applicability. A total of 23 responses were considered
inapplicable after review. If the response was not considered applicable, it fell into three main
categories:
1. No geographical reference was provided.
2. Political affiliation was noted in the response.
3. Respondent did not understand the question, or the response was incomplete.
The issues or themes that were characterized fell into one or more of the following categories:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Recreation
Public Safety
Industry (e.g., tourism, retail, etc.)
Employment
Commercial areas
Demography (e.g., income, education, language, housing)
Schools
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8. Amenities (e.g., proximity to shopping, parks, entertainment)
9. Community character
10. Neighborhood Association/HOA
11. Development pattern (urban)
12. Development pattern (rural, small town)
13. Development pattern (suburban)
14. Development (mountain)
15. Planning/growth areas
16. Aging population
17. Geographic area large
18. Issues in district diverse
19. Conservation and open space protection
20. Environmental issues (e.g., climate, air pollution, wildfire)
21. Affordable housing
22. Public health
Staff reviewed each comment and assigned up to four issues to each comment. If a comment
did not fit in one of these categories, it was marked as Other.

Findings
Out of the total applicable responses, the following offers a breakdown of the surveys by
geography throughout Placer County. All of the incorporated cities were represented in the
survey including responses from City of Roseville (22%), City of Rocklin (12%), City of Auburn
(5%), Town of Loomis (4%), City of Lincoln (3.2%), City of Colfax (1.4%).
50% of the survey responses were from the unincorporated areas, which covered the following
census designated places (CDPs):
1. Alta CDP
2. Carnelian Bay CDP
3. Cedar Flat CDP
4. Dollar Point CDP
5. Dutch Flat CDP
6. Foresthill CDP
7. Granite Bay CDP
8. Kings Beach CDP
9. Kingvale CDP
10. Meadow Vista CDP
11. Newcastle CDP
12. North Auburn CDP
13. Penryn CDP
14. Sheridan CDP
15. Sunnyside-Tahoe City CDP
16. Tahoe Vista CDP
17. Tahoma CDP
In many cases in the unincorporated area, multiple CDPs were selected. For example, the
Tahoe Basin includes seven CDPs and if multiple were referenced, the response was
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categorized as “Unincorporated – East Placer.” In many instances, responses from East Placer
were referencing the geographic and topographic distinctiveness between the eastern and
western part of the County, which is divided by the Sierra Nevada Mountains. In other
instances, multiple CDPs or unincorporated areas such as Weimar were mentioned, and these
were included under “Unincorporated – Mid-Placer.” Unincorporated areas west of Auburn,
including CDPs such as Granite Bay, Penryn, Newcastle, or Sheridan CDP were categorized
under “Unincorporated – West Placer.” If no specific CDP assignment was made, the survey fell
into the “Unincorporated (no CDP) category.
Chart 1 below shows the percentage of surveys from the incorporated cities as well as the
unincorporated areas by region.
Chart 1: % of Surveys by Geography

City of Roseville,
22%

City of Rocklin,
12%

Unincorporated
- West, 18%
Unincorporated
- Mid, 8%
Unincorporated
East, 13%

Town of
Loomis, 4%
City of Lincoln,
3.2%
City of Colfax,
City of
1.4%
Auburn,
5%

Unincorporated
(no CDP), 11%

The surveys were then sorted by jurisdiction and unincorporated region, and each time one of
the 22 themes listed above was noted, the frequency was counted and placed into a percent
range. The result of the analysis includes the following findings:
•

•
•
•

Key issues of interest cited across all geographies included schools and community
character (examples such as “family-friendly” or “historic neighborhoods” and “sense for
community volunteerism” or “shared interests in caring for the environment” were
provided).
Proximity to parks, shopping, entertainment, and places of worship were cited as services
that bond the community for respondents from West Placer.
Recreation and distinctiveness of district-wide issues (including environmental issues
such as wildfire and socioeconomic issues like affordable housing) were cited as important
issues for survey respondents from East Placer and the Tahoe Basin (District 5).
Concern for the geographic size of District 5 was noted by constituents from both the
eastern and western ends of the district. This included comments made about East Placer
issues such as affordable housing, services like trash and snow removal, and distinctions
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•
•
•
•
•
•

with industries in these areas. Respondents from North Auburn and the City of Auburn
shared some of this concern, but the survey data is mixed.
Development patterns and issues such as retaining rural development patterns and
concerns with planned growth were cited as an important issue for unincorporated areas
of the county, including comments from Penryn, Newcastle, and Granite Bay.
Suburban development patterns were cited as a reason to keep areas of West Placer
together.
A shared interest in public safety, including related to neighborhood safety and issues
such as wildfire, were cited in West Placer and Mid-Placer (including the foothills).
Populations in age-restricted developments of Roseville and Lincoln were cited as having
unique needs that should be addressed by representatives.
Addressing the needs of a growing Asian-American population in the City of Rocklin was
cited.
The Roseville Coalition of Neighborhood Associations (RCONA) was noted as a good
boundary to follow when dividing the City of Roseville, including historic neighborhoods
within the city.

The survey results have been an important part of the public input process for redistricting.
Additional information about the upcoming hearing schedule and map alternatives can be found
at www.placer.ca.gov/redistricting.
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Define Your
Community Survey
All personal information listed on this survey is voluntary and will become
a part of Placer County’s public record. Answer the questions to the best of
your ability. You can also indicate the boundaries of your community by
roughly drawing the area on the back of this sheet, or by using one of our
printed map templates.
To submit this form digitally, please visit placer.ca.gov/redistrictingsurvey
or scan this QR code using your smart phone’s camera app.

Name:

Scan with your smart phone
to complete the survey online.

Date:

Email or Phone Number:
Zip Code:
What bonds your community – what do you see as the common links in your community?

Where is your community located – what are the boundaries of your community?

Why should the community be kept together – or separate from another area?
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HEARING DATE: November 4, 2021
ITEM NO.: 2
TIME: 6:05 P.M.
TO:

Placer County Advisory Redistricting Commission

FROM:

Jane Christenson, Assistant County Executive Officer

DATE:

October 27, 2021

SUBJECT:

PLACER COUNTY 2021 REDISTRICTING ADDITIONAL MAP ALTERNATIVES FOR
ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS

ACTION REQUESTED
The Advisory Redistricting Commission is asked to consider and evaluate all the public input received on
the proposed maps and provide a recommended Redistricting Map Alternative to the Board of Supervisors.
The Board of Supervisors will hold a hearing on November 30, 2021, to review the recommendation and
introduce an ordinance to amend the district boundaries consistent with population shifts from the 2020
Census.
BACKGROUND
State and federal law provide certain criteria and process requirements the Board must consider when
redrawing supervisorial districts. Staff has used these criteria to prepare a range of district map
alternatives. Staff’s primary tool for this effort is to use GIS-based ESRI Redistricting software to manage
data and mapping that meet objective criteria and governing principles.
Redistricting principles found in state/federal law and case law include:
•
•
•

Compliance with the U.S. Constitution Equal Protection Clause
Compliance with the California Voting Rights Act
Obtaining population equality between districts as nearly as practicable

Additionally, consideration is given to the following factors in order of priority (Elections Code, §
21500(c)):
1. Geographically contiguous districts (each supervisorial district should share a common
border with the next),
2. Geographic integrity of a local neighborhood or community of interest shall be respected
in a manner that minimizes its division,
3. Geographic integrity of a city or census designated place shall be respected in a manner
that minimizes its division,
4. Easily identifiable boundaries that follow natural or artificial barriers (rivers, streets,
highways, rail lines, etc.), and
5. Lines shall be drawn to encourage geographic compactness.
At its January 26, 2021, meeting, the Board of Supervisors reviewed a proposed 2021
redistricting timeline. At a subsequent February 9, 2021, meeting, the Board approved an updated
timeline and authorized the Planning Commission to serve as the Advisory Redistricting
Commission. Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors determined it would retain authority to adopt maps and
will do so by the state deadline, December 15, 2021.
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At its June 24, 2021, meeting, the Advisory Redistricting Commission and public were provided an
overview of the 2021 Redistricting process and informed of the 2020 Census data delays due to the
COVID-19 pandemic and compressed timeline ahead. The Advisory Redistricting Commission held its
second meeting on October 14, 2021, at which time draft map alternatives were presented for discussion.
DISCUSSION
On October 14, 2021, the Advisory Redistricting Commission was provided information on three staff
generated redistricting map alternatives. The Commission received public testimony on the draft
redistricting map alternatives (summarized below), which included four additional maps generated by the
public. Staff was also directed by the Commission to draw a new map (now titled Alternative C2 and
included as Attachment E) and to analyze the staff generated alternatives in comparison to the public
generated alternatives.
Public Input from October 14, 2021
Thirty-three written comments were received in advance of the hearing and eighteen members of the
public provided testimony at the hearing. The public comments are summarized as follows.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Rural communities of interest were a common theme, including as it pertained to the configuration
of Districts 3 and 4.
Many comments from City of Rocklin constituents, which reflected similar comments in the
community survey, cited an interest for Rocklin to be represented within one district.
Forest and agricultural areas were raised as an important concern, including a focus on
unincorporated communities and rural economies.
Public comment from the Tahoe region cited the geographic size of District 5, but also the
important need to link the eastern side with areas to the west with shared values, resources and
infrastructure.
Elimination of the northwestern portion of District 4 along Highway 65 to commercial areas of East
Roseville was mentioned by several constituents and was reflected in some of the public
generated maps.
Map Alternative B.2 (Attachment F) was brought forward by the public (similar to Alternative D)
and expands District 5 west beyond the North Auburn CDP and reduces the overall size of District
3 to include only City of Rocklin and excludes the Town of Loomis.
Map Alternative D (see Attachment G) was also brought forward by the public, which eliminates
an existing northwestern portion of District 4 along Highway 65 to commercial areas of East
Roseville, and instead focuses District 4 on the inclusion of rural communities of interest
comprised of Granite Bay, Town of Loomis, Newcastle, Penryn, and outlying North Auburn west
of the North Auburn CDP.
Map Alternative P (Attachment H) was brought forward by the public as well and was further
revised and included as Alternative P1 (Attachment I), which also eliminates the northwestern
portion of District 4 along Highway 65 to commercial areas of East Roseville and refines the
division of the City of Roseville between new and old development areas. By and large, it uses
Fiddyment Road as a dividing boundary between West and East Roseville, as well as using I-80,
Highway 65 and Wise Road as other district boundaries

An additional map was submitted for public comment but not presented at the hearing, referred to as
Alternative Deana (Attachment J). This alternative was submitted for consideration, but omitted several
areas not otherwise included in any district. As a result, the submission was considered incomplete;
however, is included in the Alternatives Assessment for analysis.
The Commission made a variety of comments, including a request for an assessment table that analyzed
how each map alternative meets the state/federal criteria. Additionally, the Commission spoke to
consideration for the Loomis Union School District boundaries. For clarification, school districts and
individual supervisorial districts are not required to be coterminous and school districts undergo a
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redistricting process separate from the county. Currently, school district boundaries cross supervisorial
district lines and may continue to do so in the future. The Loomis Union School District includes Loomis
and Penryn, but does not include Newcastle, although the areas are joined together under the Placer
Union High School District. With consideration for the legal/state criteria, this factor is not necessarily a
priority since school district boundaries may continue to shift as school districts undergo a separate
redistricting process Nonetheless, the Loomis Union School District is spread across multiple districts
under all of the alternatives.
Following the receipt of public comment and its deliberations, the Commission directed staff to analyze
the public generated map alternatives (Alternatives B.2, D, P, P1 and Deana), make a modification to
Alternative C between Districts 5 and 3 (Alternative C2), and bring forward an analysis to inform the
Commission’s recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. Specifically, the analysis would include an
assessment table that includes the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Deviation (population parity from the smallest district population to the largest)
Number of cities
Number of CDPs
Number of MACs
Federal/state criteria
Additional factors and considerations

For reference, the additional factors, listed in the October 14, 2021, staff report, are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Minimize changes to existing districts to the extent practicable
Respect continuity of Community Plan boundaries
Consider entitled Specific Plan areas when evaluating potential map boundaries
Minimize segmentation of cities (i.e., no city represented by more than 2 districts)
Each district represents a balance of rural and urban constituents
Follow existing voter precinct lines where possible

ANALYSIS
An Alternatives Assessment is attached to this staff report as Attachment A. The Alternatives Assessment
addresses a total of nine map alternatives and includes the following (A, B, C, and C2 - staff generated;
B.2, D, P, P1, and Deana - public generated):
Alternative A
Alternative A (Attachment B) was developed to achieve balance between the growth in the incorporated
cities (i.e., Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln) across the entire geography of Placer County.
Notable Features:
• Retains Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and Roseville, and the Town of Loomis largely within
their existing districts.
• Joins City of Auburn with North Auburn CDP and outlying areas of North Auburn.
• 86% of City of Rocklin included in a single district (District 3).
• Shifts portions of West Roseville from District 1 to District 2.
• Expands District 4 to include entire Granite Bay CDP.
Alternative B
Alternative B (Attachment C) was developed with consideration for the integrity of cities and urbanizing
areas, consistent with legal requirement to consider integrity of city boundaries and local consideration
to minimize division of cities.
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Notable Features:
• Retains Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and Roseville, and the Town of Loomis largely within
their existing districts. Joins City of Auburn with North Auburn CDP and outlying areas of
North Auburn.
• The City of Rocklin is entirely in District 3.
• District 2 expands east to include rural communities of interest in the lower foothill area
including Newcastle and Penryn and crosses the I-80 corridor to the northern portion of
Folsom Lake.
• Shifts portions of West Roseville from District 1 to District 2.
• Expands District 4 to include entire Granite Bay CDP.
Alternative C
Alternative C (Attachment D) was developed with consideration for the preservation of rural census
designated places and communities of interest in the Lower Sierra Nevada Foothills.
Notable Features:
• Retains Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and Roseville, and the Town of Loomis largely within
their existing districts.
• Joins City of Auburn with North Auburn CDP, but retains rural communities of interest west
of Millertown Road, as well as communities of interest in Newcastle and Penryn together
in District 3.
• The City of Rocklin is mostly (84%) in District 3, but some portions remain in District 2.
• Shifts portions of West Roseville from District 1 to District 2.
• Expands District 4 to include entire Granite Bay CDP.
Alternative C2
Alternative C2 (Attachment E) remains in the same configuration as Alternative C, however, retains the
current boundary between District 3 and 5 near Baxter Grade (approximately 430 acres), and adds the
approximate 2,500-acre area bounded by Garden Bar Road, Fruitvale Road and Highway 193 to District
5 (as shown in Figure 1 below). Notable features are the same as Alternative C except for a lower
deviation (3.60%).
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Figure 1 – Advisory Redistricting Commission Changes to Map C
District 5 and 2 changes

Alternative B.2
Alternative B.2 (Attachment F) was drafted by a member of the public, Amber Beckler, to recognize the
integrity of cities and balance communities of interest.
Notable Features:
• Retains Cities of Auburn and Lincoln within their existing districts. Moves Town of Loomis from
District 3 to 4, divides Roseville into four districts, City of Rocklin entirely within District 3.
• Preserves downtown historic areas of Roseville and aligns with existing neighborhoods in District
1, groups some new development with District 2.
• District 2 largely remains with rural Lincoln and retains most of the PCCP boundary.
• District 3 differs from Alternative D in that it only includes the City of Rocklin and some parts of
East Roseville.
• District 5 maintains the same configuration as Alternative A.
Alternative D
Alternative D (Attachment G) was also developed by Ms. Beckler to balance communities of interest
including Loomis, Granite Bay, Newcastle, Penryn, and outlying areas west of the North Auburn CPD. It
also eliminates the area of District 4 along the Highway 65 corridor, which redistributes population
throughout Districts 1, 2, 3, and 4.
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Notable Features:
• Retains Cities of Auburn and Lincoln within their existing districts. Moves Town of Loomis from
District 3 to 4, divides Roseville into four districts, City of Rocklin is mostly in District 3 (90%), but
portions east of I-80 are in District 4.
• Preserves downtown historic areas of Roseville and aligns with existing neighborhoods in District
1, groups some new development with District 2.
• District 2 largely remains with rural Lincoln and retains most of the PCCP boundary.
• District 3 includes the entire City of Rocklin and continues to include Penryn CDP, Newcastle
CDP, and outlying areas west of the North Auburn CDP.
• District 5 maintains the same configuration as Alternative C.
Alternative P
Alternative P (Attachment H) was drawn by a member of the public, Julia Sweeney, and was based on
census tract data, which is not as granular as block-level data typically used for the redistricting process.
Alternative P was presented at the October 14, 2021 Commission meeting and later modified as P1.
Notable Features:
• City of Roseville is divided in Districts 1, 2, 3, and 4.
• Does not retain other city boundaries other than to include City of Rocklin wholly within District 3.
• Uses I-80 as a boundary and divides Town of Loomis (Districts 3 and 4) and the City of Auburn
(Districts 4 and 5).
• Considers Historic Roseville neighborhoods and West Roseville communities of interest.
• District 5 crosses into the City of Lincoln, which is split between Districts 2 and 5.
Alternative P1
Alterative P1 (Attachment I) was also drawn by Ms. Sweeney and was further developed as a variation
from Alternative P to recognize rural communities of interest, including a similar configuration to
Alternative B.2 for District 4. The alternative recognizes different neighborhoods of Roseville, including
historic and newer neighborhoods.
Notable Features:
• City of Roseville is divided in Districts 1, 2, 3, and 4.
• Does not retain any city boundaries.
• Uses I-80 as boundary and divides the City of Rocklin (Districts 3 and 4), the Town of Loomis
(Districts 3 and 4), the City of Auburn (Districts 4 and 5), and the City of Lincoln (Districts 2 and
3)
• Considers Historic Roseville neighborhoods and West Roseville communities of interest, largely
using Fiddyment Road as a dividing boundary.
• District 5 reaches across the northern portion of the County to the northern border of City of
Lincoln.
Alternative Deana
Alternative Deana (Attachment J) was developed by a member of the public, Deana Rhodes, as a
variation from staff generated Alternative B and considered newer developed areas of Roseville;
however, omitted some sections of the East Roseville corridor along Highway 65 and unincorporated
areas of Lincoln, Loomis, Newcastle, and Penryn.
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Notable Features:
• Retains Cities of Auburn, Lincoln, and the Town of Loomis largely within their existing districts.
• Places the City of Rocklin in one district.
• Incompletely identifies which district the various parts of the City of Roseville should be located.
• Incompletely identifies which district parts of unincorporated areas of Lincoln, Loomis, Newcastle,
and Penryn should be located.
Summary and Considerations
Each map alternative named above has been included in the Alternatives Assessment (Attachment A).
The alternatives vary in measures of population parity (which per case law and County analysis must be
less than 5%), the deviation among districts’ populations (from the smallest to the largest) and the
quantitative measures to evaluate redistricting alternatives. The shaded boxes denote areas where the
alternative does not optimally meet the federal/state criteria. The maps all achieve contiguity (Priority #2)
and rely on natural or artificial boundaries to divide the districts (Priority #4). However, they can each be
distinguished by deviation, various communities of interest (including representation of urban and rural
constituents), varying degrees of city integrity, and compactness. Below is a high-level summary of
attributes for the alternatives:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

The alternatives with the smallest deviation are A and B (1.70% for both).
The alternative with the largest deviation is B.2 (5.00%).
The alternatives that further divide cities as compared to the current district boundaries are B.2,
D, P, and P1.
The alternatives that recognize the City of Rocklin in one district are B, B.2, and Deana.
The alternatives that recognize the Town of Loomis in one district are A, B, B.2, C, D, and Deana;
however, the town is within District 3 in Alternatives A, B, C and C2, and is within District 4 in
Alternatives B.2 and D.
All the alternatives recognize rural communities of interest in the unincorporated areas. The
specific areas talked about during public comment (Loomis, Granite Bay, Newcastle, Penryn, and
greater North Auburn) are split as follows: Alternative B.2, C and D (2 districts), Alternatives A, P
and P1 (3 districts), and Alternative B (4 districts).
All the alternatives recognize communities of interest in Roseville as defined by neighborhoods,
Roseville Coalition of Neighborhood Associations (RCONA), or specific plan. Alternatives A, B,
C, P, and P1 recognize newer development and shift it from District 1 to 2.
The alternatives that keep CDPs entirely with a single district are A, B, C, D, and B.2.

Policy Considerations
The following are suggested policy considerations for the Commissioners to evaluate when reviewing the
maps brought forth by staff and the public. The questions are to assist Commissioners in framing their
discussion and recommendations in the context of required federal/state redistricting criteria.
1. Which alternatives do not meet the federal and state criteria? These should be eliminated from
consideration.
2. The remaining alternatives should be considered based on legal state/federal criteria in priority
order and then with consideration for additional local factors. As such, which alternative best
represent communities of interest, neighborhoods, census designated places, city integrity, and
compactness?
3. What are the notable features that drive your recommended alternative (e.g., community of
interest, limits division of incorporated city, specific issue raised in public comment, etc.)?
4. What are the reasons/findings that support your recommendation?
5. What other things would you like the Board of Supervisors to consider?
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NEXT STEPS
Pursuant to the direction given by the Board at its February 9, 2021, meeting, the Advisory Redistricting
Commission will provide a recommendation to the Board, which will ultimately take final action on a map.
Staff will bring forward a recommendation and introduce an ordinance on November 30, 2021. Comments
from the public will be taken at this hearing and will also be accepted electronically at:
(https://www.placer.ca.gov/FormCenter/Community-Development-Resource-Agency-11/RedistrictingComments-199).
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Advisory Redistricting Commission:
1. Consider the Alternatives Assessment (Attachment A) and evaluate the merits of each map
alternative.
2. Eliminate alternatives that are inconsistent with state/federal legal criteria, focusing on alternatives
that optimize compliance with redistricting requirements.
3. Direct staff to forward the Advisory Redistricting Commission’s recommendation to the Board of
Supervisors for its review in accordance with state and federal law and consistent with any additional
direction provided.
Respectfully submitted,
Jane Christenson, Assistant CEO

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Alternatives Assessment
Attachment B – Alternative A
Attachment C – Alternative B
Attachment D – Alternative C
Attachment E – Alternative C2
Attachment F – Alternative B.2
Attachment G – Alternative D
Attachment H – Alternative P
Attachment I – Alternative P1
Attachment J – Alternative Deana
Attachment K – Correspondence
cc:
Todd Leopold, CEO
Dave Defanti, Deputy CEO
Steve Pedretti, Agency Director, Community Development Resource Agency
E.J. Ivaldi, Planning Director
Karin Schwab, County Counsel
Clayton Cook, Senior Deputy County Counsel
Ryan Ronco, Clerk-Recorder / Elections

167

Attachment A
*Public generated map alternative

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative C2

Alternative D*

Alternative B.2*

Alternative P*

Alternative P1*

General

Total Deviation
(between
largest and
smallest
district); 5%
deviation max
Number of
Cities/Town
within District

(Largest: D1,
Smallest: D5)
1.70%

(Largest: D1,
Smallest: D5)
1.70%

(Largest: D3,
Smallest: D5)
4.70%

(Largest: D3,
Smallest: D5)
3.6%

(Largest: D2,
Smallest: D5)
4.04%

(Largest: D1,
Smallest: D2)
5.00%

(Largest: D1,
Smallest: D5)
6.54%

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 2
D4 - 1
D5 - 2

D1 - 1
D2 - 2
D3 - 2
D4 - 1
D5 - 2

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 2
D4 - 1
D5 - 2

Same as C

D1 - 1
D2 - 2
D3 - 2
D4 - 3
D5 - 2

D1 - 1
D2 - 2
D3 - 2
D4 - 2
D5 - 2

D1 - 1
D2 - 2
D3 - 4
D4 - 4
D5 - 3

D1 - 1
D2 - 2
D3 - 4
D4 - 4
D5 - 2

All cities within
single district
except Rocklin (2)
and Roseville (4).

All cities within
single district
except Roseville (4).

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 3
D4 - 2
D5 - 9

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 0
D4 - 3
D5 - 9

Cities that are
currently in a single
district are divided.
Auburn (2), Lincoln
(3), Loomis (2),
Rocklin (2),
Roseville (4).

Cities that are
currently in a single
district are divided.
Auburn (2), Lincoln
(2), Loomis (2),
Rocklin (2), Roseville
(4).

All MACs in single
district except
Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn (3),
Newcastle/Ophir
(2), Rural Lincoln
(3), North Auburn
(2).

All MACs in single
district except
Newcastle/Ophir
(2), Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn (2).

MACs that are
currently in a single
district are divided.
West Placer,
Sheridan, Rural
Lincoln now divided
in two districts.
Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn in three
and
Newcastle/Ophir in
two.

MACs that are
currently in a single
district are divided.
West Placer, Rural
Lincoln now divided
into two districts.
Newcastle/Ophir in
two.

All cities within
single district
except Rocklin (2)
and Roseville (3).

Number of
MACs within
District

All cities within
All cities within
single district except single district except
Roseville (3).
Rocklin (2) and
Roseville (3).

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 3
D4 - 2
D5 - 9

D1 - 1
D2 - 4
D3 - 1
D4 - 2
D5 - 9

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 3
D4 - 2
D5 - 9

All MACs in single
district except
Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn (3),
Newcastle/Ophir
(2), Rural Lincoln
(2).

All MACs in single
district except
Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn (4),
Newcastle/Ophir
(2).

All MACs in single
district except
Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn (3),
Newcastle/Ophir
(2), Rural Lincoln
(2), North Auburn
(2).

Same as C

D1 - 1
D2 - 3
D3 - 1
D4 - 3
D5 - 12

(Largest: D1,
Smallest: D5)
2.63%

D1 - 1
D2 - 2
D3 - 0
D4 - 3
D5 - 11

Alternative
Deana*
This map is
incomplete since
several areas are
not included in any
specific district.
Incomplete

Incomplete
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*Public generated map alternative

Alternative A

Alternative B

Federal and State Criteria under the Voting Rights Act
1. Contiguity
2. Integrity of
neighborhoods
and COIs

Yes
D3 consumes 86%
of the City of
Rocklin and
includes Town of
Loomis, Newcastle,
and Penryn,
currently
developing areas
of Whitney Ranch
neighborhood. The
remainder of
Whitney Ranch and
portions of
Stanford Ranch are
in D2, separate
from remainder of
City of Rocklin.
More recently
developed
neighborhoods in
West Roseville
moves into D2.

Yes
Rocklin is retained
in one district;
communities within
Penryn and
Newcastle are
separated from
those in Loomis but
are joined with
greater Rural
Lincoln area. More
recently developed
neighborhoods in
West Roseville
move into D2.

Alternative C

Alternative C2

Yes
Penryn, Newcastle,
Loomis, and the
greater Auburn area
retained in one
district (D3).
Currently
developing areas of
Whitney Ranch
neighborhood are in
D3. The remainder
of Whitney Ranch
and portions of
Stanford Ranch are
in D2, separate
from remainder of
City of Rocklin.
More recently
developed
neighborhoods in
West Roseville
moves into D2.

Yes
Same as C

Alternative D*

Alternative B.2*

Alternative P*

Alternative P1*

Alternative
Deana*

Yes
Yes
Incomplete
Yes
Yes
Communities in
Rocklin is retained
Roseville Coalition
Same as P, except
D5 remains in
Granite Bay, Town of in one district (D3);
of Neighborhood
configuration of
same
Loomis, and
Newcastle, Penryn
Association
Blue Oaks is slightly
configuration as
communities south
and Loomis
neighborhoods are
different. D4
Alt. A; D2 moves
of King Road are in
retained in one
not split up (with
follows similar
further south into
D4. Newcastle,
district, along with
exception of Blue
configuration as
D1; D3 moves into
Penryn, and greater
Granite Bay CDP
Oaks),
Alt. B.2. Everything
entire City of
North Auburn are in
(D4). The Ophir
historic downtown north of Wise Road Rocklin; D4 moves
D3. Roseville
community and
is in D5.
largely out of
Roseville remains
neighborhoods on
greater North
portions west of Iintact.
the east side of Hwy Auburn Area are in
80.
Roseville
65 are in D3,
D5. Roseville
neighborhoods on
separate from
neighborhoods on the east side of Hwy
remainder of City of the east side of Hwy
65 in separate
Roseville; Diamond
65 are in D3
district from
Oaks is completely in
separate from
remainder of City of
D1 and Highland
remainder of City of Roseville; Diamond
Reserve is split
Roseville; Highland
Oaks and Highland
between D1 and D2;
Reserve and
Reserve
Blue Oaks and most
Harding
neighborhoods
of Pleasant Grove
neighborhoods split move out of D4, and
neighborhoods move
between D1 and
into D1; All
into D2. North half of D3; Diamond Oaks Neighborhoods west
Fiddyment Farms
is completely in D1;
of Fiddyment Rd
moves into D2.
Blue Oaks and most move into D2 with
of Pleasant Grove
the exception of a
neighborhoods
small portion of
move into D2.
Fiddyment Farms.
North half of
D4 follows the I-80
Fiddyment Farms
corridor northeast
moves into D2.
to City of Auburn.
D5 covers most of
the northern
boundary to
northeast portion of
City of Lincoln and
Sheridan Lincoln
Blvd.
*Public generated map alternative
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Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative C2

Alternative D*

Alternative B.2*

Federal and State Criteria under the Voting Rights Act
3. Integrity of
cities and
CDPs

4. Consider
topography,
geography,
natural
barriers
5. Geographic
compactness
i.e., not
bypassing
nearby
populated
areas for
further ones

Yes, all cities and
CDPs in one district
except for City of
Rocklin (86% in
D3), and City of
Roseville (D1, D2,
D4 are same as the
current district
map).

Yes, all cities and
CDPs in one district
except for City of
Roseville (D1, D2,
D4 are same as the
current district
map).

Yes, all cities and
CDPs in one district
except for City of
Rocklin (84% in D3),
and City of Roseville
(D1, D2, D4 are
same as the current
district map).

Same as C

Partially, all cities
and CDPs in one
district except for
City of Rocklin
(90% in D3), and
City of Roseville,
which is in four
districts (D1, D2,
D3, and D4).

Partially, all cities
and CDPs in one
district except for
City of Roseville,
which is in four
districts (D1, D2,
D3, and D4).

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, but D2 reaches
across I-80 to pick
up less dense
population in
Newcastle CDP,
Penryn CDP, and to
north end of Folsom
Lake.

Yes

Yes, but D3 is
pinched in the
middle, making it
less compact.

Yes

Yes

Alternative P*

Alternative P1*

Alternative
Deana*

No. Most of the City No. Most of the City City of Rocklin and
of Rocklin is in D3
of Rocklin is in D3
Town of Loomis
(98%), remaining
(98%), remaining
are in D3; City of
part in D4. Town of part in D4. Town of
Lincoln is in D2;
Loomis is in D4 and
Loomis is in D4
City of Auburn is in
D3, City of Auburn
(mostly) and D3,
D5; City of
is in D4 and D5,
City of Auburn is in
Roseville is in
City of Lincoln is in
D4 and D5, City of
three districts (D1,
D2, D3 and D5.,
Lincoln is in D2 and D2, and D4). Large
City of Roseville is D3. City of Roseville areas of unknown
in four districts (D1,
is in four districts
district location.
D2, D3 and D4). All (D1, D2, D3 and D4).
unincorporated
All unincorporated
CDPs in one district CDPs in one district.
except Sheridan
CDP and Newcastle
CDP.
Yes. I-80 and Hwy
Yes. I-80 and Hwy 65
65 (and other
(and other roads)
roads) are
are prioritized over
Yes
prioritized over
integrity of city and
integrity of city and
town boundaries.
town boundaries.

Yes

Yes

Incomplete
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*Public generated map alternative

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative C2

Alternative D*

Alternative B.2*

Alternative P*

Alternative P1*

Alternative
Deana*

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No. Significant
changes to all
districts.

No. Significant
changes to all
districts.

Yes

Same as C

Ophir General Plan
and Auburn
Bowman
Community Plan
are in D3 and D5.
Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn is D3,
D4, D5.

All in one District
except Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn in D4
and D5.

Divides many
Community Plans.
West Placer/Dry
Creek in D1, D2.
Sunset Area Plan is
in D2, D3. Sheridan
Community Plan in
D2, D5. Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn in D3,
D4, D5. North
Auburn Bowman in
D4, D5.

West Placer/Dry
Creek in D1, D2.
Ophir General Plan
and North Auburn
Bowman in D4, D5.

Incomplete

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Incomplete

Additional Factors
6. Utilize existing
supervisorial
districts as
basis i.e.,
minimize
drastic impact
to existing
boundaries
7. Respect
Community
Plan
boundaries

8. Consider
entitled
Specific Plan
areas
9. Minimize
segmentation
of cities/towns
10. Represents
balance of rural
and urban
constituents
11. Follow existing
voting precinct
boundaries
where possible

Yes

All in one
district, except
Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn is
D3, D4, D5.

Yes

Ophir General Plan
and Auburn
All in one district,
Bowman
except Horseshoe
Community Plan are
Bar/Penryn in four
in D3 and D5.
districts: D2, D3, D4
Horseshoe
and D5.
Bar/Penryn is D3,
D4, D5.

Yes

Yes

See Criteria 3 above.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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HEARING DATE: November 10, 2021
ITEM NO.: 1
TIME: 6:00 P.M.

TO:

Placer County Advisory Redistricting Commission

FROM:

Jane Christenson, Assistant County Executive Officer

DATE:

November 5, 2021

SUBJECT:

PLACER COUNTY 2021 REDISTRICTING MAP ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS FOR
ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS

ACTION REQUESTED
The Advisory Redistricting Commission is asked to consider and evaluate all the public input received on
the proposed maps and provide a recommended Redistricting Map Alternative to the Board of Supervisors.
The Board of Supervisors will hold a hearing on November 30, 2021, to review the recommendation and
introduce an ordinance to amend the district boundaries consistent with population shifts from the 2020
Census.
BACKGROUND
The Placer County Advisory Redistricting Commission held a scheduled meeting to review and discuss
draft redistricting map alternatives on November 4, 2021. The Commission received a presentation from
staff, received public comment, and after deliberations elected to continue the meeting to November 10,
2021 at 6:00 p.m. to make their final recommendation to the Placer County Board of Supervisors.
The Commission also decided to continue consideration of certain maps at the next meeting (Maps A, B,
B.2, C2 and P1-C), thereby excluding the other raised alternative maps from additional discussion by the
Committee (C, D, P, P1, P1-A, P1-B, and Deana). The reasons provided by commissioners during the
meeting included:
-

The importance of keeping the communities of Granite Bay, Loomis, Newcastle, Penryn and Ophir
together
The difference between the City of Rocklin and the rural communities, and that the City of Rocklin
should be able to stand alone as a district
Using State Route 193 as the western boundary of District 5 keeps communities of interest
together and is beneficial as a natural boundary line
An interest in keeping the City of Roseville in three districts, as opposed to alternatives that have
the city in four districts
Later-derived maps (C2, P1-C) were more refined versions of earlier provided maps (C, P, P1),
which eliminated the need to consider the earlier versions

Pursuant to the direction given by the Board at its February 9, 2021 meeting, the Advisory Redistricting
Commission will provide a recommendation to the Board, which will ultimately take final action on a map.
Staff will bring forward a recommendation and introduce an ordinance on November 30, 2021. Comments
from the public will be taken at this hearing and will also be accepted electronically at:
(https://www.placer.ca.gov/FormCenter/Community-Development-Resource-Agency-11/RedistrictingComments-199).
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Respectfully submitted,

Jane Christenson, Assistant CEO
ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment A - November 4, 2021 Advisory Redistricting Commission Staff Report
Attachment B - Correspondence
cc:
Todd Leopold, CEO
Dave Defanti, Deputy CEO
Steve Pedretti, Agency Director, Community Development Resource Agency
E.J. Ivaldi, Planning Director
Karin Schwab, County Counsel
Clayton Cook, Senior Deputy County Counsel
Ryan Ronco, Clerk-Recorder / Elections
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