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October 21, 2019 

 

By U.S. Mail 

 

Roseville City Councilmembers, 

311 Vernon St. 

Roseville, CA 95678 

 

Re: 10/2/2019 Council Meeting, Agenda Item 10.1, and potential Constitutional 

violations 
 

Dear Roseville City Council, 

 

My name is Mark Meuser and I am an election law attorney with the Dhillon Law Group. 

I have been retained by several residents of the City of Roseville. They have requested that I 

address the significant legal issue of political subdivisions being drawn with significant variance 

in the sizes of the districts.  

 

It is my understanding that the city council is changing from at-large districts to district-

based elections for the 2020 elections. It is also my understanding that the city council is 

considering redrawing the lines based on the 2010 census data. However, it has been brought to 

my attention that approximately 20,000 people have moved to Roseville over the last 10 years 

that are not accounted for in the 2010 Census. It is my understanding that these 20,000 new 

residents are not equally distributed across the city but primarily live in one geographic area of 

the city which would place nearly all of the new residents in only one of the potential five new 

districts. 

 

Based on my review of the 2010 Census data, it appears that the City of Roseville had a 

population of 118,788. As such, I am assuming that you are attempting to draw five equal 

districts of approximately 23,757 individuals based on the 2010 Census data. If it is true that 

most of the 20,000 new residents live in one of the five districts, then it is equally clear that this 

could create a significant legal liability for the city. 

 

For hypothetical purposes, if exactly half of the 20,000 new residents lived in one district 

and the other 10,000 were equally spread between the other four districts, this means the City 

would have one district with 33,757 residents and four districts with 26,257 residents. This 

would result in a maximum variance between districts in excess of 28%. 

 

The United State Supreme Court has routinely ruled that legislative districts that have a 

variance greater than 10% violate the 14th Amendment under Equal Protection grounds unless 
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the government can show a rational state policy. One of the major state policies that permits 

larger variances in district-base elections is the desire not to break up political subdivisions, a 

reason that is not applicable to the City of Roseville. 

 

Should the City move forward with the redistricting plans as they are currently drawn, it 

is probable that a Federal Court will rule that the City has violated the fundamental principle of 

one person one vote. The Court could rule that the plan violated the Equal Protection Rights of 

the residents of Roseville and thus the City would be liable for the attorneys’ fees of any 

residents that sue to the City to protect their fundamental rights. As the City is no doubt aware, 

attorneys’ fees in such actions are substantial, and routinely exceed hundreds of thousands of 

dollars. 

 

It is my understanding that one of the reasons for this change to district-based elections is 

to stop the potential liability of attorneys’ fees should a letter be sent claiming that the City of 

Roseville has violated the California Voting Rights Act. It is my understanding that the city has 

not yet received any such letter. It is important to know that according to California Elections 

Code 10010, should the City “pass a resolution outlining its intention to transition from at-large 

districts to district-based elections, [with] specific steps it will undertake to facilitate this 

transition, and an estimated time frame for doing so” the total amount that the City could be 

liable for the violation of the California Voting Rights Act would be $30,000. 

 

It appears that the City is prepared to pay a demographer up to $30,750.00 to redraw the 

boundaries for the 2020 election. The City will be required to pay a demographer again after the 

2020 Census to redraw the boundaries again (probably another $30,000). Thus the City is paying 

over $30,000 to a demographer to avoid the risk of paying an attorney up to $30,000 for a 

potential liability of a California Voting Rights Act violation that has not yet occurred, and 

which will need to be repeated following the 2020 Census.  

 

Nothing in Elections Code 10010 prohibits the City Council from voting to move to 

district-based elections and establishing a time frame for doing so after the City receives the 

2020 Census data. This appears to be a more logical course of action as it would not require the 

paying a demographer twice to redraw the boundaries, it would limit the city’s liability under the 

California Voting Rights Act, and it would preclude the potential litigation that the districts 

violate the Equal Protection Rights of the City. 

 

It does not appear that the City Council is properly evaluating the transition from at-large 

districts to district-based elections. I hope this letter will assist you in carefully considering all 

the implications of your pending decisions in this matter. 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

 
 

      Mark P. Meuser 


