
 
From: claudia sarconi <claudiasarconi@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 11:15 AM 
To: GRP-City Council <council@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: District Maps 

 

Dear Council Members, 
 
I am writing to share my thoughts on the District Election maps. As a resident of Redwood 
Shores for over 18 years, I feel strongly that we need to have someone who lives in Redwood 
Shores represent us. It is important for the council member to live in Redwood Shores so that 
he or she understands the issues. He or she would undoubtedly take a much stronger interest 
in the issues if they affect his or her community. In addition, Redwood Shores is not contiguous 
with Bair Island or any other area of Redwood City. The population of Redwood Shores is 
already at the "ideal" limit per the map options. Bair Island is a new development. I am guessing 
the population will grow in the coming years. If that is the case, the district's population would 
be more than the other districts if it were to be merged with Redwood Shores.  
 
For this reason, I do not support map option 13G.  
 
Personally, I would be happy with any of the other options because they do not combine 
Redwood Shores with another part of Redwood City. None of the other options are perfect, but 
21E seems like the most balanced option to me in terms of the population, income level and 
housing stats.  
 
Sincerely, 
Claudia Sarconi 
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From: Contact-Rick Hunter <rick.hunter@comcast.net>  
Sent: Saturday, March 30, 2019 10:59 AM 
To: MGR-Alex Khojikian <akhojikian@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: District Map 

 

Hi Alex, 

 

I wanted to let you know I just submitted a district map for your consideration.  I'm sending this 

as documentation that I met the deadline, in case there's a problem with the website.  Thanks! 

 

Rick 
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From: Dan Ponti <pontifamily@gmail.com> 

Subject: District election comment 
Date: March 30, 2019 at 11:41:16 AM PDT 

To: GRP-City Council <council@redwoodcity.org> 

 

Dear Mayor Bain and members of the City Council -  

 

I have been following the district elections discussion closely and was generally satisfied with 

the Council's decision to adopt map 13f on March 15. However, I listened to the comments at the 

March 25 council meeting and agree with critics from the Hispanic community who feel under-

represented. The Council has done the right thing to reopen the process and only consider maps 

that provide for more than one majority-minority district based on voting age population. 

 

After reviewing the four new maps, I believe that there is only one acceptable option - map 13g - 

no other option comes close to providing the advantages of this map and I strongly recommend 

that the Council adopt this map until we need to re-district following the 2020 election. My 

reasons for recommending that the Council adopt map 13g are as follows: 

 Only map 13g leaves one vacant district for the 2020 election and does not treat any 

incumbent candidate unfairly. If maps 13h or 21f are adopted, Ms. Masur, whose term is 

up in 2020, would not be allowed to run for re-election because her new district (which 

would also include Giselle Hale), would not have an election until 2022.  

 The one vacant district for 2020 (district 4) in map 13g is a majority-minority district, 

which means that this district will elect a new council member without an incumbent 

currently in the district. This will ensure that one new council member from a majority-

minority district will be elected to the council in 2020. This is a good thing for the 

Council makeup without necessarily turning over more of the Council in 2020 solely for 

structural reasons. 

 Map 21e is a particularly bad map. It produces two vacant districts for 2020 and also pits 

two incumbents (Masur and Aguirre) against each other in 2020. The result of this 

construct is that the 2020 election will have at least two new council members (out of 

four seats up for re-election), and is unfair to both Masur and Aguirre, as incumbents, as 

the other incumbent, Janet Borgens, will not have to face an incumbent in 2020. 

 Whatever map is adopted now, it is constructed with obsolete demographic data (based 

on the 2010 census) and districts will need to be modified after the 2020 election. 

Therefore, it is important not to upset the apple cart too much with changes to the 

districts that guarantees, for structural reasons only (not based on will of the people), that 

there is significant turnover on the Council in 2020 - based on this obsolete information. 

Map 13g has only one vacant district for the 2020 election, and each of the incumbent 

council members who are up for re-election in 2020 have equal opportunity to earn back 

their seats within their respective districts. All other maps produce two vacant districts in 

2020, and map 13h and 21e produce a district where incumbents will need to face each 

other in 2020, or where an incumbent will be prevented from running for reelection in 

2020. 

 Map 13g combines the Centennial neighborhood with the lower part of the Edgewood 

Park neighborhood (where I live). While I would prefer a map that includes my home 

with the rest of Edgewood Park as well, the lower part of Edgewood Park shares the same 
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schools and similar concerns as Centennial and it makes sense to include the two 

neighborhoods together rather than separate them. 

 I found the arguments for keeping Redwood Shores in its own district, and not combined 

with the Bair Island community, to be specious and politically motivated. Before map 13f 

was approved, I recall that the desires of Redwood Shores residents was to not split up 

their community - there was little a priori complaints about combining Redwood Shores 

with Bair Island. Map 13g maintains Redwood Shores' autonomy, while linking it to 

another community in the city with similar setting by the bay, similar isolation from the 

rest of the city, similar demographics, and similar issues with respect to risks of enhanced 

earthquake and flood risk. Bair Island and Redwood Shores have far more in common 

with each other than either community have with most of the rest of Redwood City. If 

map 13g is adopted,  Redwood Shores will have an election in 2020 that will allow it, as 

it did in 2018, to weigh in on the council composition in 2020. I don't have that 

opportunity, as a resident of proposed District 2, as is also the case for residents of 

districts 5 and 6. In addition, there may also be an open seat in District 1 (Redwood 

Shores) if Ms. Masur is successful in her State Senate bid. With all of the proposed maps, 

every other neighborhood community in Redwood City is either combined with other 

neighborhoods and/or is split up within the districts. There is no justification for treating 

Redwood Shores preferentially compared to any other neighborhood in the City.  Map 

13g does not break up Redwood Shores as its citizens requested, and grants it an election 

in 2020 - this is more than fair treatment for that community, especially as district 

boundaries will necessarily need to be changed after the 2020 election. 

Map 13g is the only map that provides the fairest transition into district elections. It is equally 

fair to all incumbents and all neighborhoods/communities, it ensures that at least one of the two 

new majority-minority districts will elect a new member to the council in 2020, and does not 

force, for structural reasons only, extensive turnover in the Council for the 2020 election, given 

that that the district maps will have to be modified after 2020. 

 

Of the four options presented to the public on March 26, I strongly encourage you to adopt map 

13g. Should other maps be presented for consideration I urge that you judge them based on the 

criteria I discussed above and only adopt one of them if the meet or exceed map 13g based on the 

following:: 

1. Fair and equal treatment to all incumbent council members and 

neighbohoods/communities. 

2. Ensuring that at least one majority-minority district will be able to elect a new council 

member in 2020. 

3. Minimize forced structural changes to the Council in advance of having to redo the 

district maps following the 2020 election. 

Thank you for your hard work and consideration of my recommendation. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Dan Ponti 

54 Finger Ave. 

Redwood City, CA  94062 
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From: City of Redwood City <noreply@redwoodcity.org>  
Sent: Saturday, March 30, 2019 11:58 AM 
To: Forward of Internet E-Mail <CITY@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: Feedback for City of Redwood City 

  

You have received this feedback from Douglas Crisman < djcrisman@gmail.com > for the 

following page:  

 

https://www.redwoodcity.org/departments/city-clerk/district-elections 

 

Dear Council Members, I am writing about the proposed District Election maps as a resident of 

Redwood Shores and a former President of RSCA. Redwood Shores is a distinct and separate 

community within Redwood City. Not only is Redwood Shores geographically separated from 

Redwood City, but we also face some local issues that are distinct from those faced by other 

parts of Redwood City. For example, we are surrounded by levees, we are part of a different 

school district, we host a regional water treatment plant that is currently building a tunnel under 

Redwood Shores, and we have concerns about emergency access (both in and out of Redwood 

Shores) due to our being located entirely to the East of the 101 freeway. For at least these 

reasons, Redwood Shores needs its own representative in the City Council, and I encourage you 

to adopt one of the three proposed district maps that keeps Redwood Shores as a separate and 

distinct voting district. Thank you for considering my comment. Douglas Crisman  
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From: Ben Packer <bpacker@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, March 30, 2019 12:01 PM 
To: RedwoodCity@ndcresearch.com; GRP-District Elections <districtelections@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: District map proposal 

 

I'm sending this via email in case there was an issue submitting via the online tool. 

 

This is a modification of 13f, whose main purposes are to satisfy the desire for Redwood Shores 

to be its own district and to increase the number of majority-minority districts. The main 

modification is that Redwood Shores becomes its own district  1 , and to compensate, District 7 

extends into Edgewood Park. There are 3 districts  2, 3, 4  with White CVAP less than 50%, 

though districts 2 and 4 are close  49%  and could be modified to reduce that percentage further. 

 

(Details: I meant to adhere to 13f other than the following modifications: District 7 moves 

Edgewood Park, District 2 takes the non-Redwood Shores part of District 1, and District 4 is 

modified slightly to get its CVAP White % under 50. District 7 is meant to encompass 

Councilmember Aguirre s census block but not Councilmember Reddy s, who should be in 

District 6 -- due to the mapping issue, I wasn't able to do this with the map tool, but this should 

be fixed.) 

 

Let me know if there are any issues or if you have any questions. 

 

Thanks, 

Ben
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