


























































































To the San Jose City Council: 

 

My name is Greg Ripa and I’ve lived and worked in San Jose for over 12 years since graduating 

from Cal Poly San Luis Obispo with a degree in Civil Engineering and a minor in City Planning. 

Through my home and job locations, my previous job as a transportation analysis consultant for 

the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan, and my time spent visiting friends and family, going to 

church, attending work project meetings, and cycling through various areas of the city, I feel that 

although I may not have lived here as long as other residents, I still have a good grasp on the 

City, its population, and the city’s built environment. 

I currently live in the Midtown neighborhood of San Jose (a neighborhood in District 6). I chose 

to live here due to its walkability, bikeability, and transit friendliness. Before the pandemic, I 

regularly took the bus to various events in the downtown area. I still walk and bike to stores and 

restaurants located near my home. I love that my neighborhood is mixed use with corner 

markets located among residential buildings; further, I appreciate that there are a mix of 

housing types in my neighborhood from single family home to duplexes to fourplexes to small 

apartment buildings to large apartment buildings. In other words, this neighborhood already 

has opportunity housing that you’ll be discussing on another agenda item soon. 

Many areas of District 6 are quite distinct in character and outlook as compared to the 

neighborhood where my home is located. Some areas have exclusively single family homes. 

Some areas have fought against increasing bike lanes (such as the Willow Glen fight against the 

Lincoln Ave road diet) in the city to make it safer and easier to get around without a car. Some 

areas do not want affordable housing or homeless transitional housing built near them.  

This led me to look at how the districts could be better aligned with how neighborhood 

character could be used in addition to the City Charter and Fair Maps Act requirements of 

making districts as nearly equal in population as may be practicable, and in establishing the 

boundaries of the Districts, give consideration to (a) natural boundaries, street lines and/or City 

boundaries; (b) geography; (c) cohesiveness, contiguity, integrity and compactness of territory; 

and (d) community of interests within each district. The character of various neighborhoods and 

areas of the city can be more objectively measured by observing the mix of land uses, the 

amount of high frequency transit, the amount of vehicle miles traveled per capita, residential 

densities, and building typologies. 

This led me to present a proposed map at one of the Redistricting Commission meetings. I’ve 

followed and attended each Redistricting Commission meeting for the past several weeks 

listening to public comment, community of interest testimony, and Commissioner discussions. 

Subsequently, I revised the map to better represent the community of interest testimony and 

public comments received at each of the Redistricting Commission meetings. Below is the 

proposed map that I feel better reflects the City Charter and Fair Maps Act requirements, the 

























This leads to the following: 

• Based on total population, 

  

o Two Asian majority districts and two Asian plurality districts 

▪ 4 districts ≈ 38% of total population  

o Two Hispanic/ Latinx majority districts and One Hispanic/ Latinx plurality district 

▪ 3 districts ≈ 31% of total population  

o One roughly 50/50 Asian and Hispanic/ Latinx split plurality district 

o One White majority district and One White plurality district 



• Based on Citizen Voting Age population (CVAP) 

 

o Two Asian majority districts and One Asian plurality district 

▪ 3 districts ≈ 33.4% of total population 

o No Hispanic/ Latinx majority districts and Two Hispanic/ Latinx plurality districts 

▪ 2 districts ≈ 24.7% of total population 

o Three White majority districts and Two White plurality districts 

 

The Commission map has the same number of CVAP Asian majority and plurality districts but 

only one CVAP Hispanic/ Latinx plurality district (compared to two in this proposal). Similarly, 

the Community Map has the same number of CVAP Asian majority and plurality districts but 

only one CVAP Hispanic/ Latinx plurality district (compared to two in this proposal). The Unity 

Map is more similar to this proposal with the same number of CVAP Asian majority and plurality 

districts and the same number of CVAP Hispanic/ Latinx plurality districts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



As mentioned previously, this proposed map best addresses the following communities of 

interest testimony, community of interest maps submitted to Districtr, public comments made at 

the Redistricting Commision meetings, and commissioner discussions: 

• The Berryessa neighborhood remains together with the Penitencia Creek neighborhood 

• The Berryessa neighborhood contains its namesake BART station  

• The entire Downtown Association and PBID is kept in one district (District 6)  

• The Ocala neighborhood is in the same district as Alum Rock 

• Reid Hillview Airport is in the same district as Alum Rock 

• The Alum Rock Road corridor between 101 and 680 is kept in one district (District 3) so 

Little Portugal, Mayfair, and surrounding neighborhoods are not split. 

• Five Wounds/ Brookwood Terrace are kept in one council district in the same district as 

the Alum Rock corridor discussed above 

• Little Saigon is kept together in one district (including areas such as Grand Century Mall, 

Vietnam Town, Lion Plaza, and the area near Senter Road and Capitol Expressway). 

• Communications Hill is kept with the central part of the city/ District 7 

• All of the Communications Hill (including the hilly areas west of CA-87 and the areas 

near Curtner) are all in one district. 

• All of Willow Glen (areas south of Los Gatos Creek, west of Guadalupe River, and north of 

Foxworthy) and the entirety of the Willow Glen neighborhood Association (according to 

this map 

https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?hl=en&ll=37.27464826403177%2C-

121.89815853559146&z=14&mid=19FEujnQRJdZ8UdmB2f7YE5uWSS4qEytm ) remains 

entirely within one district. This proposed map is the only map that keeps Willow Glen in 

one district and does not split Willow Glen at all. There are no border issues at the south 

end of Willow Glen since there is no longer a border at the south end of Willow Glen. 

• The Vendome neighborhood remains in the same district containing downtown  

o However, to be honest, clear, and upfront, please note that this proposed map 

does not place Vendome in the same district as Japantown, so unfortunately, this 

additional comment could not be put into fruition in this map 

• Japantown remains together with the Hensley Historic District neighborhood in one 

district 

• East Santa Clara St and Alum Rock Ave (west of 680) is mostly in the same district and 

only 5 blocks (from 1st to 6th) are in a different district 

• Midtown remains with Downtown in one district 

• Many areas of high density residential along the 85 corridor are placed into District 2, 

although not all areas due to the need for relatively equal population distribution 

• Erikson, Thousand Oaks, Pinehurst, and Tanglewood/Tatra neighborhoods remain 

together in one district. 

• The VEP neighborhoods remain in one district 



• The Cory neighborhood remains together in one district 

• The entirety of the Newhall neighborhood remains in the same district as PayPal Park 

(not just a portion, as it is currently). 

• Most of the Evergreen School District in District 8 except for areas north of Tully and 

west of King to maintain equal population distribution and to maintain other 

communities of interest. 

• The SJC Airport and Downtown are in the same district 

• Neighborhoods to the north, east , and south of San Jose State University (SJSU) are kept 

in the same district as SJSU 

• All of SJSU including the sports fields are kept in one district 

• All of Spartan Keyes, Washington Guadalupe, and other areas south of downtown remain 

together in one district per the additional recommendation of the Redistricting 

Commission 

• Naglee Park remains in the same district as Japantown, Northside, and Hensley 

 

Regarding neighborhood characteristics: 

• Districts are generally consistent in the amount of per capita VMT within each district 

and borders tend to be near areas where VMT shifts. For example, the proposed District 

3 consists almost entirely of low VMT areas whereas the proposed District 10 consists 

almost entirely of high VMT areas due to their differing land use patterns. 

• Districts are generally consistent in the amount of high frequency transit within each 

district and borders tend to be near areas where the amount of transit shifts. For 

example, Districts 3 and 7 have a large amount of high frequency transit whereas 

Districts 8 and 10 have very little high frequency transit due to their differing land use 

patterns. 

• Districts are generally consistent in their residential densities, land use patterns, and 

building typologies. For example, in the proposed District 6, there are many recent mid-

rise buildings that are generally 5 or more floors with large footprints throughout the 

proposed district, whereas in the proposed District 9, the recent buildings are much 

smaller in size with smaller footprints and lower building heights. Example photos of 

these building typologies can be seen on the next page.  

Other Proposals such as the Commission or Community Plans have a highly variable mix of 

these characteristics discussed above rather than a lower mix in this proposal. 

 

 

 







Both proposed Districts 3 and 6 represent different areas of what is considered downtown. Both 

districts would most likely be primarily oriented towards downtown related issues so there is a 

more equal relationship between the two districts. Two primary downtown districts should not 

be feared since with the opportunity for two primary downtown districts (proposed Districts 3 

and 6) comes the opportunity for two city council advocates for downtown related issues, which 

can be a positive. The other proposed plans such as the Commission or Community Map splits 

the downtown and surrounding neighborhoods into at least two council districts with a more 

unequal relationship. This leaves areas with high density housing, high transit frequency, and 

low VMT such as the St. Leos neighborhood and Midtown split from the remainder of 

Downtown even though that area of the non-downtown oriented district is greatly impacted by 

downtown related issues, such as redevelopment, for example. In my opinion, it would be better 

to have the downtown and all surrounding neighborhoods represented by districts that have 

more similar residential densities, land uses, building typologies, and other neighborhood 

characteristics to each other so that they are more responsive to the characteristics of the 

central part of the city. This is in contrast to today where there is a large mix of characteristics 

between areas within District 6 such as Willow Glen and Midtown, for example.  

 

 

  



In summary for this map, the population deviation is 7.19%, which is within the 10% allowed for 

by law. The districts make use of geography such as natural boundaries, street lines and/or City 

boundaries, yet still maintain compact and contiguous majority and plurality districts of 

potential minority representation. In general, existing neighborhoods, neighborhood 

associations, business associations, business districts, and communities of interests are 

maintained to the extent possible within one proposed district; further, public comment 

reflecting neighborhoods that wish to remain tied to other neighborhoods within the same 

district were generally taken into account except in limited circumstances in order to comply 

with the roughly equal population principle. This proposed map groups area and 

neighborhoods with similar characteristics into the same districts; districts generally have 

relatively the same amounts of high frequency transit, existing vehicle miles traveled, similar 

building typologies, and current residential densities within themselves but differ as compared 

to other districts.  

For these reasons, this map should be taken into consideration and adopted as the new districts 

since it best represents the community of interest testimony and public comments received at 

each of the Redistricting Commission meetings and the character of each area of the city. 

 

Thank you, 

Greg Ripa 




