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Introductory Statement 
 
On April 8, 2003, the Board of Education contracted with National Demographics Corporation 
(NDC) to conduct an analysis of Board member elections to determine whether racial block 
voting occurs in District general elections in violation of the California Voting Rights Act 
(CVRA).  Based on its analysis of Board member elections since 1992, NDC has determined that 
the data is inconclusive in establishing whether racial block voting occurs in District general 
elections in violation of the CVRA.  As a result, no changes are necessary to the electoral 
process, as set forth in Article VI, Section 66 of the San Diego City Charter, for members of the 
Board of Education. 
 
Background 
 
On February 4, 2003, the Board of Education appointed an Advisory Committee on the 
Reapportionment of Trustee Election Districts (Advisory Committee) for the purpose of 
developing reapportioned trustee districts. During its initial work, the Advisory Committee 
determined that the District’s electoral system for members of the Board of Education needed to 
comply with the CVRA.  On April 8, 2003, the Board of Education contracted with NDC to 
conduct an analysis of Board member elections to determine whether racial block voting occurs 
in District general elections in violation of the CVRA. 
 
California Voting Rights Act 
 
Under the CVRA, at-large methods of election are prohibited if they impair the ability of 
members of a protected class to elect candidates of their choice or to influence the outcome of an 
election.  Elections Code § 14027.  An “at-large method of election” includes elections in which 
the voters of the entire jurisdiction elect the members to the governing body, or elections that 
combine at-large elections with district-wide elections.  Elections Code § 14026(a)(1) and (3).  
“Protected class” means a class of voters who are members of a race, color or language minority 
group, as defined in the federal Voting Rights Act.  Elections Code § 14026(d). 
 
To establish a violation under the CVRA, it must be demonstrated that racially polarized voting 
occurs in elections for members of the governing body of the political subdivision.  Elections 
Code § 14028(a).  Whether racially polarized voting occurs is determined from examining the 
results of elections in which at least one candidate is a member of a protected class or elections 
involving ballot measures, or other electoral choices that affect the rights and privileges of 
members of a protected class. Elections Code § 14028(b).  Finally, “racially polarized voting” is 
defined as voting in which there is a difference in the choice of candidates or other electoral 
choices that are preferred by voters in a protected class, and in the choice of candidates and 
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electoral choices that are preferred by voters in the rest of the electorate. Elections Code § 
14028(a). 
 
Analysis 
 
In conducting its analysis, NDC focused its review on elections for members of the Board of 
Education since 1992.  It then collected candidate information, and identified eight elections that 
involved candidates of different ethnic groups campaigning against one another.  Those elections 
included the 1996 primary and general election in trustee districts D and E, and the 2000 general 
and primary elections in trustee district D.  Lastly, NDC analyzed the primary and general 
elections for trustee district E in 2000. 
 
Thereafter, NDC gathered election results, and precinct maps for each of the primary and general 
elections during the time period in question.  NDC calculated the Citizen Voting Age Population 
(CVAP) per census block multiplying the number of voting age members of a specific ethnic 
group by the percentage of that ethnic population who are citizens.  NDC then employed a 
careful, methodical review of precinct lines and the closest matching census block boundaries 
and reallocated the subject population in accordance with the revised lines.  The data was then 
reviewed to match the precinct-level election results to the census block-level demographic data. 
 
After the data had been collected as described-above, NDC utilized two methods to conduct the 
racial block voting analysis: homogenous precinct analysis, and ecological regression.  Both 
methods have been approved for the purpose of determining racially polarized voting by the U.S. 
Supreme Court in Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986). 
 
Under the homogenous precinct analysis, election results are compared to precincts where over 
ninety (90) percent of the population in the precinct is of one ethnic group.  While there are 
several non-Hispanic White precincts with over ninety (90) percent voting age populations in the 
District, there no such voting age Hispanic, Black or Asian precincts.  On the other hand, there 
are a number of “total non-White population” precincts with over ninety (90) percent voting age 
Hispanic, Black and Asian populations.  Using the elections identified-above, NDC concluded 
that homogenous non-White precincts did not vote as a unified block while non-Hispanic White 
precincts generally did. 
 
Under the ecological regression analysis, NDC attempted to identify the impact the ethnic 
composition of each precinct has on the percentage of votes a candidate received in a given 
precinct.  In addition, NDC also accounted for the fact that voter turnout among different ethnic 
groups was not consistent in determining the vote for each individual candidate.  Using the 
elections identified above, NDC was unable, in all but one race, to conclusively correlate any 
relationship between the ethnic percentage of a precinct and the percentage of the vote received 
by a given candidate.  In the one election (2000 primary election in trustee district D) where 
there was evidence of racially polarized voting, the same pattern did not occur in the general 
election for which the CVRA analysis was performed. 
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Conclusion 
 
NDC conducted a comprehensive analysis of Board member elections that conforms to state and 
federal legal requirements.  Based on the data, NDC was unable to conclusively demonstrate 
racially polarized voting in a trustee district for a general election.  Moreover, it is unlikely that 
more conclusive results could be produced regarding trustee district elections than the results 
produced by NDC.  Therefore, it appears that the electoral process, as set forth in Article VI, 
Section 66 of the San Diego City Charter, for members of the Board of Education, does not 
violate the CVRA. 
 
Instructional Implications 
 
There are no instructional implications. 
 
Facilities Implications 
 
There are no facility implications. 
 
Budget Implication 
 
There are no budget implications.  
 
Public Support and Engagement Implications 
 
During the process of reapportionment of trustee election districts, the Advisory Committee 
received significant public input consistently supporting and encouraging the District to elect 
members of the Board of Education through trustee district-only, and not at-large, general 
elections. 
 
Policy Implications 
 
This report is consistent with District policy A-1000 and B–1150. 
 
Recommendations 
 
There are no recommendations. 
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