
Date: February 12, 2020

To: Board of Directors

From: Carey Casciola, Business and Accounting Manager

Subject: Agenda Item #8D: Recommendation to Approve Cash Disbursements

Recommendation

It is recommended that your board approve the attached cash disbursements:

Discussion

The following is a summary of the attached cash disbursements:

Description Amounts
58215 - 58242

Disbursements Requiring Board Approval prior to Payment:
Regular Payable Register - paid 02/12/2020 58220 - 58242 321,304.09$      

Subtotal: 321,304.09$      

Reoccrring Payments for Board Review (authorized by Resolution 2018-11):
Payroll Disbursements - PPE 12/07/2019  01/18/2020 30,047.24$         
Reoccurring Utility Disbursements - paid 01/22/2020 58215 - 58217 1,135.80$           
Reoccurring Health Disbursements - paid 01/22/2020 58218 - 58219 10,193.98$         

Subtotal: 41,377.02$         
Grand Total: 362,681.11$      

Other Agency Involvement
N/A

Other Financial Considerations
Amounts are within the authorized Fund level budgets.

Results

Check Sequence

The Board's review of cash disbursements is an integral component of the District's system of internal controls and 
promotes a well governed community.

N/A

Oceano Community Services District
1655  Front Street,  P.O. Box 599,  Oceano, CA 93475

PHONE(805) 481-6730        FAX (805) 481-6836
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Electoral System Options for California:
Achieving Fair Representation

Michael Latner
Cal Poly SLO, political science dept

Voting Rights Fellow, Union of Concerned Scientists
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What is “fair” representation?

• Voting Rights Act and subsequent case law protects “effective” 
representation

• Avoid vote dilution = in specific contexts, under certain rules, some 
people’s votes count less than others

• Example: Under racially polarized voting, a racial minority is unable to 
elect a candidate of choice; such as cities where 60% white and 40% 
black voters reliably yields 100% white city councils, under Winner-take-
all rules, black votes are diluted (white votes are amplified) 

• Solution: One Person, One Vote = EQUAL WEIGHT for all voters; 
nobody’s vote is diluted as a result of who they vote for (candidates of a 
particular race or party)
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Presentation Notes
Representation is fair when no voters are systematically disadvantaged by the electoral system…vote dilution occurs
Legal Question for liability under CVRA
Does the protected class vote as a bloc?
Do the voters who are not in the protected class vote in a bloc to defeat the preferred candidates of the protected class?




Electoral Institutions:
The road to representation

Population

Voter Eligibility/Ballot Access: (voting age, registration, election timing, voting centers, etc.)

District Magnitude (M): # of seats/district (1S, the total number of seats)

Electoral Formula (F): PluralityProportional (how many votes, how are votes counted)

Representation
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F= Electoral Formula
more vote dilution less vote dilution

How M and F interact to weight votes

Multi-Seat
Plurality (Bloc Vote)

Single-Seat
Plurality

Multi-Seat
Limited

Multi-Seat
Cumulative

Single-Seat
Ranked
(RCV)

Multi-Seat
Ranked
(STV)

M=District 
Magnitude
(ranges from 
one to
assembly
size)

Single-Seat
Majority (runoff)
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We will focus on combinations of district magnitude and electoral formulas, that’s where electoral engineering is focused, where we have two big families of electoral systems, the Winner-Take-All or majoritarian systems, and the proportional systems.

MS Plurality = current system, known in comparative circles as bloc voting, where each voter gets as many votes as there are seats to fill, and the candidates with the most votes win. This is in practice is the least proportional, or has the greatest propensity to discriminate against minority voters under polarized voting, as a slate of candidates backed by just a plurality can sweep every seat, as in the example I gave with White and Black voters. This system was commonly used in the pre-VRA South to do just that.

SS Majority = Now you divide voters into M districts and give them 1 vote each, and require a majority winner in a November runoff. This is how Congressional districts operate, winner take all, one candidate receives 100% of the representation.  They are not necessarily more representative, however, as I will show.

SS Ranked Choice = Same as SS majority, but you don’t need a runoff election, you can run the whole thing in November because voters rank their candidates, and if nobody receives a majority of the vote, the least popular candidate is eliminated and you count voters second choices, until you have a winner.  Many cities in the Bay Area use this, I’ll show you how this works later.

MSLimited = Next we start moving into the family of explicitly proportional systems, starting with the simplest of all, limited voting or SNTV, one vote to fill multiple seats. I should note that for the next few systems, the results of any single election could be quite similar, I don’t want to suggest a clear hierarchy. As we will see the way that limited voting gets more proportional results is by limiting a majority’s capacity to win multiple seats. While it is simple to understand, it can be complex in operation, as constituencies have to limit the number of candidates they run, or they risk the dreaded spoiler effect.  That is, if they split their votes among too many candidates they could lose to a more disciplined constituency.

Next is cumulative voting, a system that the city of Mission Viejo recently adopted in response to a CVRA lawsuit in cooperation with Mr. Shenkmen.  Cumulative voting enhances minority representation by allowing voters to cumulate, or cast multiple votes, for a single preferred candidate. As I’ll show, cumulative voting allows for minority representation by allowing minorities to show a strong preference for a single candidate. However, cumulative voting is susceptible to vote splitting, and it requires a coordination by both candidates and voters to work as desired, which is an undesirable property in electoral systems, especially without political parties, which do that coordinating work in partisan races.

Finally we have multi-seat or at-large ranked choice voting, or single transferable vote, as it is known in Ireland where it has been used for 100 years.  Whether in single or multi-seat form (I’ll call it RCV-At Large), the logic is the same: voters rank candidates, in order of preference. That’s it. It is simple, but that additional information transforms RCV into a powerful electoral formula than ensures proportional results, without the need for primaries or runoffs, and without some of the drawbacks of the other systems.

OK let’s look at some simulations where you can get a better idea of how these systems work differently with the same et of voters.



How electoral systems weight votes
(in language we all understand)

Six types of voters competing for three council seats. There are millions of ways to decide.

Cabernet
Merlot
Tempranillo
Rose
Firestone
Barrelhouse 

Cabernet, Merlot, and Rose drinkers tend to support one 
another, Tempranillo lovers are a bit eclectic. Beer drinkers 
stick together…How do different electoral systems
weight voter choices?

02122020 - Handouts 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So imagine you have six types of voters in Paso Robles:
Cabernet quite popular, been around a long time, strong following
Merlot is similar, not bold as Cabernet, but they generally work well together.
Tempranillo is quite distinct, still closer to Cab and Merlot than to the others, but others think Tempranillo is a little exotic, foreign sounding.
Then there is Rose, not many people’s top choice, but for whatever reason, both Cab and Merlot voters dig Rose.
Finally we have Firestone and Barrelhouse lovers, they do their own thing, and tend to support one another, but are not supported by others.
Reminder, this is just a simulation, could do this with ice cream flavors, that’s not the point, the point is to understand how different electoral systems impact voter choice and the aggregation of votes.



Current system: Bloc Voting (M=3, v=3)

C R M R F B
C C M M F F
R C T T M B
F T C C C C
F T M C C B
C T T T C M
C B T M T C
C F M B C C

C = 17   8    3   9  =37/144    =25.7% W
M =  8  17   3  9   =37/144    =25.7% W
T =  9                   =  9/144 =  6.3%   L
R =   3   17   8      =28/144 =19.4% W
F =   6    5             =11/144 =  7.6%   L
B =   5    6             =11/144 =  7.6%   L
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Now let’s see how things change under the current system, MSP or bloc voting.  Now every voter gets the number of votes equal to seats to fill, in this case three. See how this greatly empowers the largest bloc of voters, led by Cabernet voters. Assuming all voters use their first vote to support their first choice, 17 vote for a Cabernet candidate, and they still have 2 votes each to cast, which in this case goes to Merlot and Rose candidates.  See how this system amplifies the votes of the largest group, the CMR coalition effectively controls all three seats, even Rose wins a seat, though we know it is few people’s first choice. Voters outside of that coalition have no representation.  In this particular example, this is how the largest coalition maintains total control.

Even if Tempranillo voters broke with the wine coalition C and M partners and supported the beer candidates, as they supported Tempranillo, they would still not win seats.  Indeed, bloc voting actually encourages a bifurcation of a coalition in power and a coalition out of power.  In this case the beer coalition does not cast a third vote, instead wasting it. And under conditions of racially polarized voting, the larger group always wins.

So how can we ensure minority representation?



Limited Voting (M=3, v=1)

C R M R F B
C C M M F F
R C T T M B
F T C C C C
F T M C C B
C T T T C M
C B T M T C
C F M B C C

C = 17/48 = 35.4% W
M =   8/48 = 16.7% W
T =   9/48 = 18.8% W
R =   3/48 =   6.3%  L
F =   6/48 = 12.5%  L
B =   5/48 = 10.4%  L
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Let’s start, not with the current system, but with the simplest. That’s limited voting. With three seats and just one vote, the voting system basically reveals voter’s first preferences, and then whichever three candidates have the most votes win those seats. Doesn’t matter where voters live, just who they like most. Two things to note here. One, all seats are won by the RED majority, however, we see that a Tempranillo candidate wins enough votes to get a seat, that’s minority representation.  Second, note that we have majority rule, that is, a majority of voters elected a majority of candidates.

However that does not have to be the case!  Imagine if 9 candidates ran, including 2 Cab, 2 Merlot and 2 Tempranillo.  If they split their supporters votes about evenly, then two Cabs and one Tempranillo win, but with less than 50% of the total vote.  Indeed the main reason that Japan eventually gave up this system in the 90s was because it is very sensitive to candidate entry and potential vote splitting.

Also, this system is quite sensitive to coordination failure.  Imagine if two or more Cabernet candidates run because they know they are the most popular, they could split up the Cabernet vote such that Cabernet voters win no seats! Something like this has happened in our top-two primary system more than once. So that’s a drawback.



Single-seat districts with a minority-majority 
district carved out (M=1, v=1)

C R M R F B
C C M M F F
R C T T M B
F T C C C C
F T M C C B
C T T T C M
C B T M T C
C F M B C C

District 1 2 3
C = 4 7 6
M = 2 6 0
T = 9 0 0
R = 3 0 0
F = 0 0 6
B = 1 0 4
Winner T C F
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As you see it is possible to generate minority representation by creating “majority minority” districts, or “majority influence” districts, where a bloc of minority voters can effectively select their candidate of choice.
Indeed in this rather extreme example, Cabernet voters have gone from majority to minority, while both Tempranillo and Firestone voters (with the help of Barrelhouse voters) could finally achieve representation.
So that’s the good, you can nearly ensure minority representation.

But at what cost? First there is the cost of actually designing and certifying districts, which you are now experiencing is not insignificant. Then you have the costs of administering a runoff election, and all the campaign costs that entails for individuals. Further, by splitting communities into smaller, more homogenous districts, you will likely reduce electoral competition.  In my view, competition is a good thing, but with single seat districts, you partition communities with the intent of reducing it.

But as an expert on electoral systems, I can tell you that my greatest concern about single-seat districts is that they freeze political divisions along racial lines, or whatever is the intent of the district designers. Don’t get me wrong, I’m not saying that racial politics should be suppressed; indeed I’ve spent most of my career working to improve electoral system performance, specifically in terms of racial representation. But if you adopt a racial district plan, you automatically ensure that race is a salient cleavage in the community, even if it is not already, and you will keep it that way. Moreover, even if racial politics is not the dominant cleavage in city politics, dividing the city into constituencies will fragment the city council into constituencies, and that is going to make it more difficult to be responsible leaders fore the city as a whole.




With transferable voting,
voters can rank candidates,
in either single-seat or 
multi-seat districts, winners
are chosen when they pass
an election threshold
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The primary feature of choice voting is, as this actual sample ballot from the voting system vendor that SLO county uses shows, voters provide a value for their 1st, 2nd, 3rd choices and so on.
The disadvantage of this system is pretty obvious: it becomes unwieldy when district magnitude is large, because a large number of seats means a large number of candidates to rank.  The largest district magnitude in Ireland is now 5, but they have used RCV in districts with as many as 9 seats to fill.  Australia, Nepal and Pakistan also use versions of choice voting.

The current Irish average is 4, which is what Paso would adopt unless it changed the way the mayor was elected, and that has proven quite manageable.



STV= V/(M+1) = 25% or 12,+1=13 votes to win a seat

C R M R F B
C C M M F F
R C T T M B
F T C C C C
F T M C C B
C T T T C M
C B T M T C
C F M B C C

Rounds    1 2 3 4 5
C = 17
M = 8 11 14
T = 9 9 9 10 10
R = 3 4
F = 6 6 6 6 11
B = 5 5        5 5
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Let’s look at how choice voting works. I’m skipping single-seat system because you will see that the logic is the same regardless of the number of seats being allocated.

First, a threshold for representation is set using this formula here. Divide the total votes cast by the district magnitude, then add one vote to that.
Here M = 3, so our 48 votes divided by 4 gives us a threshold of 12 votes, or 25%, plus one vote for a threshold of 13, that’s what a candidate needs to win a seat. Note that for a single seat, M=1, this formula reduces to simple majority rule, 50% plus one.  If you did decide to go with district elections, I would strongly urge you to still adopt choice voting.  Now we don’t have districts, every vote counts regardless of where one lives, so we begin by counting everyone’s first choices, just as in limited voting. Immediately we see that Cabernet voters have already earned a seat with 17 votes. 

Next, because it takes 13 votes to win a seat, there are 4 surplus votes, typically wasted votes in non-choice systems, where second choices will be transferred to other candidates, in this case, let’s say 3 votes go to Merlot and 1 2nd choice goes to Rose. Now even with those transfers, no candidate has met the threshold of representation, so the least popular candidate, Rose, is eliminated, and all their votes are transferred to 2nd choices, in this case Merlot, as in the bloc voting example. Now Merlot has 14 votes and captures the second seat. Their single surplus vote is transferred within the wine coalition in the 4th round, and the next least popular candidate, Barrelhouse, is eliminated, with all their transfers going to Firestone, within the beer coalition. With only two candidates left, that makes Firestone the majority winner, so that the beer coalition gets one seat.  Majority rule and minority representation. But more than that, in one election, every voter was able to case a sincere vote, not worry about vote splitting, and each vote counts equally, with no wasted or surplus votes until the last seat is chosen.  In this case Tempranillo gets no representation, but we are only electing three seats here, so it is important to recall that with four seats you get better representation.

In the case of a four seat assembly with four year terms and the mayor chosen separately through RCV, you maximize the choice of voters, and any group that can mobilize 25%+1 votes gets a seat. While Latinos currently make up about 16% of the Paso voting base, a candidate with that support and some crossover (9%) is assured a seat.




Conclusion: Districts v Choice

• Single-Seat districts can generate minority representation, but at a 
cost (gerrymandering; less competitive elections, parochialism);

• Cities do not need to adopt districts to provide accurate minority 
representation and fair representation for all voters;

• Cumulative and “choice” voting are effective alternatives;
• RCV/STV provides for enhanced coalition building across diverse 

groups, positive campaigning, and high voter turnout in competitive 
elections
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Further reading

My analysis of the new 2018 PA Congressional districts: 
https://blog.ucsusa.org/michael-latner/pennsylvanias-new-congressional-
map-is-fair-but-reveals-fundamental-tradeoffs-in-institutional-choice

My analysis of the Maryland gerrymander: 
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2018/03/27/marylands-electoral-maps-
show-how-proportional-representation-could-solve-the-problem-of-
gerrymandering/

My team’s analysis of the 2018 Congressional elections and the impact of 
gerrymandering http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2018/11/22/the-2018-
house-elections-may-be-historic-enough-to-end-the-redistricting-wars/02122020 - Handouts 

https://blog.ucsusa.org/michael-latner/pennsylvanias-new-congressional-map-is-fair-but-reveals-fundamental-tradeoffs-in-institutional-choice
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2018/03/27/marylands-electoral-maps-show-how-proportional-representation-could-solve-the-problem-of-gerrymandering/
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2018/11/22/the-2018-house-elections-may-be-historic-enough-to-end-the-redistricting-wars/
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Single-Seat Majority (M=1, v=1)

C R M R F B
C C M M F F
R C T T M B
F T C C C C
F T M C C B
C T T T C M
C B T M T C
C F M B C C

District 1 2 3
C = 7 3 7
M = 0 6 2
T = 3 5 1
R = 2 1 0
F = 3 0 3
B = 1 1 3
Winner C M C
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What about the district system being proposed by National Demographics Corporation?
In a single-seat district system voters get one vote for one seat. Here we create three districts with different colors, and simply identify the largest vote earners.  In this case Cabernet voters are the largest group in both district 1 and 3, with Merlot winning district 2.  Now as you see these are just plurality, not majority victories but in this case it is easy to see how these same candidates would win a runoff. The real point I want to make is that districts alone don’t get you minority representation, you only get that through the intentional adjustment of district boundaries, which is where we go next.




Cumulative Voting (M=3, v= up to 3)

C R M R F B
C C M M F F
R C T T M B
F T C C C C
F T M C C B
C T M T C M
C B T M T C
C F M B C C

Own +  Other =   Total Ballot
C =     (17)17      8        25=17.4% L
M =      (8)16    17        33=22.9% W
T =       (9)27      0 27=18.8% W
R =        (3) 9     17        26=18.1% L
F =        (6)18    15        33=22.9% W
B =        (5)0
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SO what about non-district alternatives? First let’s look at cumulative voting. Mission Viejo successfully adopted cumulative voting for 2020 under circumstances similar to Paso’s
Under cumulative voting, each voter gets M votes but they can concentrate their votes onto a single candidate
If you mark your ballot once, that counts for three votes.
What I’ve done with this example is to highlight two properties of cumulative voting: First, note that if beer voters are strategic, they can coordinate behind a single candidate to win a seat. Here Firestone voters give all three votes to themselves, and Barrelhouse voters support Firestone with all three of their votes for a combined 33 votes. Similarly, Tempranillo voters use their concentrated votes to win a seat.  However, look at what Cabernet voters do: they give themselves a vote, then give their EQUALLY weighted remaining votes to Merlot and Rose, respectively, just as they did under bloc voting.  Merlot also give one vote to Cabernet, but it is not enough to gain enough votes to surpass the votes of the Beer coalition of Tempranillo.  This is an example of how vote splitting can hurt coalitions under cumulative voting.

So while it looks simple, it actually requires coordination among voters, as in the beer coalition, and it requires coordination among candidates, to prevent vote splitting. So cumulative is actually system that requires a lot of the electorate, which is why I would suggest Paso look at ranked choice options.
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Carey Casciola

From: Bonita Ernst >

Sent: Sunday, February 9, 2020 6:23 PM

To: carey@oceanocsd.org

Subject: Contact Form Submission, Subject: Other | Entry ID 167

Name  

  Bonita Ernst  

Email  

    

Phone  

    

Subject  

  Other  

Message  

  

From what I have observed over the last few years it seems obvious that the OCSD has much on it's plate to debate and 
consider. I support at least 2 meetings per month and oppose any cut backs to just one. Regarding payment to Directors, I 
oppose any efforts to cut funding. Considering the General Manager is compensated with approximately $600 or more per day it 
makes sense that adequate compensation is needed for Directors - who are the ultimate deciders - be compensated to do the 
research, attend meetings and make informed decisions.  
Regarding any limits to free speech following board votes I would remind everyone that the entire US and many law makers are 
still debating "Obama Care" even though it was passed into law a few years ago. Government is NOT private business and 
limits should not be placed on free speech.  
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Carey Casciola

From: jeanie class 

Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2020 1:03 PM

To: carey@oceanocsd.org

Subject: Contact Form Submission, Subject: Other | Entry ID 170

Name  

  jeanie class  

Email  

    

Phone  

    

Subject  

  Other  

Message  

  

Dear OCSD staff and boardmembers: 
It appears that there are some communication problems among OSCD boardmembers. I suggest bringing in a neutral 
facilitator/mediator to help the group discuss and resolve those issues, increasing the board's skills for collaborative 
conversations on important issues for the board and the community. I strongly suggest this work be done before changes to the 
bylaws are considered. Please call upon me to help you find an appropriate facilitator.  
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Carey Casciola

From: Toni Berger 

Sent: Sunday, February 9, 2020 10:01 AM

To: carey@oceanocsd.org

Subject: Contact Form Submission, Subject: Other | Entry ID 166

Name  

  Toni Berger  

Email  

    

Phone  

    

Subject  

  Other  

Message  

  

I see homes getting painted , new landscaping , newer cars . These are the signs of progress. The public association needs to 
be put in check . They are there for the people , for Oceano and to exclude the public ? Censor members you do not like or 
agree with is not doing the peoples work . It is culling anyone who disagrees with this party. By making one meeting you will limit 
the public access. I am tempted to think this is your reason . You need to be transparent , don't pull some Schiff stuff , as in 
secret meetings , railroad those who have a different opinion and limit their access to meetings. I do see why residents are leery 
of your intent , your actions are speaking for themselves. Be fair and DO NOT PRESUME YOU ARE BETTER THAN THE 
RESIDENTS !  
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