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CALIFORNIA ELECTIONS DATA ARCHIVE 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The California Elections Data Archive (CEDA) is a joint project of the Center for California 
Studies and the Institute for Social Research, at the California State University, Sacramento 
and the office of the California Secretary of State.  The purpose of CEDA is to provide 
researchers, citizens, public agencies and other interested parties with a single repository of 
local election data.  With over 6,000 local jurisdictions in California, the task of monitoring local 
elections is nearly impossible for individuals.  CEDA addresses this problem through the 
creation of a single, cost-effective and easily accessible source of local election data.  CEDA 
includes candidate and ballot measure results for county, city, community college, and school 
district elections throughout the State.  CEDA thus represents the only comprehensive 
repository of local election results in California and one of a very few such databases on local 
elections in the U.S.    
 
How the CEDA Data is Collected and Reported 
 
Election data are collected periodically throughout each calendar year.  This enables CEDA to 
incorporate results from special elections as well as all regularly scheduled elections.  Election 
results from counties, cities, and community college and school districts are entered in the 
CEDA database from which three standard CEDA reports are generated.  These reports 
include: 
 

 County Elections: Candidates, ballot designations, and vote totals for all elected county 
offices; vote totals and text for county ballot measures. 

 

 City Elections: Candidates, ballot designations, and vote totals for all elected city offices; 
vote totals and text for all city ballot measures. 

 

 Community College and School District Elections: Candidates, ballot designations, and vote 
totals for all elective community college and school district offices; vote totals and text for all 
district ballot measures. 

 
Ballot measures for all jurisdictions are coded according to type (e.g., charter amendment, 
taxes, bond measure, initiative, etc.) and to topic (e.g., education, public safety, governance, 
etc.).
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THE CEDA PARTNERSHIP 
 

THE CENTER FOR CALIFORNIA STUDIES 
 
Located at California State University, Sacramento, the Center for California Studies is a public 
policy, public service and curricular support unit of the California State University.  The Center’s 
location in the state Capital and its ability to draw upon the resources of the entire State University 
system give it a unique capacity for making contributions to public policy development and the 
public life of California.  Center programs cover four broad areas:  administration of the nationally 
known Assembly, Senate, Executive, and Judicial Administration Fellowship Programs; university-
state government liaison and applied policy research; civic education and community service 
through forums, conferences and issue dialogues; and curricular support activity in the 
interdisciplinary field of California Studies. 
 

INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH  
 
Established in 1989, the Institute for Social Research (ISR) is a multidisciplinary institute that is 
committed to advancing the understanding of the social world through applied research.  The 
Institute offers research expertise and technical assistance serving as a resource to agencies, 
organizations, the University and the broader community.  Services provided by the Institute 
include research and sampling design, measurement, coding and data entry, computer assisted 
telephone and field interviewing, mailed and Internet surveys, focus groups, data base 
management, statistical analysis and report production.  ISR has completed numerous projects 
with more than 50 federal, state and community agencies, several private firms and many 
administrative units of the university.  Faculty affiliates of the Institute offer specific content 
expertise in a wide variety of disciplines, including the social sciences, health and human 
services, engineering and education. 
 

  CALIFORNIA SECRETARY OF STATE 
 
The Secretary of State is, among other duties, California's chief elections officer with the 
responsibility of administering the provisions of the Elections Code.  The Secretary must compile 
state election returns and issue certificates of election to winning candidates; compile the returns 
and certify the results of initiative and referendum elections; certify acts delayed by referendum, 
and prepare and file a statement of vote.  Recent legislation permits but does not mandate that 
the Secretary of State compile local election results. 
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TRENDS IN LOCAL ELECTIONS:  1995-2011 
 

CEDA now encompasses 17 years of election data, including four gubernatorial election years 
(1998, 2002, 2006, and 2010), four presidential elections (1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008) and nine 
odd-numbered years devoted to local races. The 2011 election had 172 local ballot measures and 
1,602 candidates in races for local offices. This report begins with an overview of some of the 
multi-year election trends then continues to a discussion of the 2011 contests. 
 

BALLOT MEASURE TRENDS 

 
Each year, California voters are asked to consider a number of governance issues and to choose 
among candidates vying for public office.  Within local elections, there appear to be consistent 
features at all local election levels across elections over the 17 years of CEDA data collection. 
Other election characteristics seem to vary considerably from year to year, however.  This variation 
is particularly noticeable between on-year (even-year) and off-year (odd-year) election cycles.  In 
the following section, the patterns and trends seen in local elections during the 17 years of CEDA 
data collection are summarized. 
 

Trends in the Number, Types, and Topics of Local Election Measures 

 
As noted in previous reports, there is a clear trend with the number of local ballot measures offered 
to voters “piggy-backing” on state and national elections. On average, there were approximately 
two and one-half (2 ½) times as many ballot measures in even-years (588) as odd-years (236). 
The percentage of ballot measures passing increased by nine percent compared to the previous 
odd year election in 2009. Passing percent for ballot measures increased from 63 in 2009 to 72 
percent in 2011; but the overall percentage of ballot measures passing remained at 63 percent.  

 

 Among all the various types of ballot measures, charter amendments continued to have the 
largest percentage of measures passed, with more than three-quarters (77%) of charter 
amendment measures passing during the 17-year period.  Through the first 16 years of CEDA 
the second best success was among bond measures. However, with the addition of the 2011 
election cycle recalls have now become the second highest percent passing among all 
measure types at 69 percent.  Recalls were closely followed by bond measures with two-thirds 
(67%) passing. However, during the past 17 years, recall measures only constitute four percent 
of all measures, whereas bonds constitute slightly more than one-quarter (26 %) of all 
measures.  In terms of passage rates, following bonds were; ordinances (61%), taxes (55%), 
and initiatives (49%) (See Trend Table A). 

 

 Across the three government levels—county, city and school district—at which data is 
collected, the largest average yearly number of ballot measures were seen at the city level 
(201; 50%), followed by the school district (136; 34%) and county (65; 16%).  However, 
following the trend of previous years, school districts had the largest percentage of measures 
passing (66%), followed by cities (63%) and counties (57%) (See Trend Table A). 
 

 Figure 1 displays the trends for ballot measures and the percent of measures passing from 
1995-2011.  As can be seen in the green trend line representing the number of measures (See 
Figure 1), the actual number of ballot measures cyclically varies substantially between odd and 
even years; however, the dashed green trend line in the figure reveals a slight downward trend 
in the number of measures over the period.  By contrast, the orange line representing the 
percentage of measures passed shows much more stability over time and the dashed trend 
line reveals a movement toward an increased percentage of measures passed during this 
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timeframe.  Thus, while we’re seeing a jagged trend toward slightly fewer measures, we’re also 
witnessing a gradual increase in the percentage of those measures passing.  
 

 Figure 1: Number of Measures and Percentage Passing, 1995-2011 

 
 
During the 17 years of CEDA data collection, the number of ballot measures in odd-years peaked 
in 1997 with 342 measures.  The current 2011 election saw 172 measures—the smallest in the 
history of CEDA data collection in an odd-year election.  Interestingly, while the raw number of 
ballot measures was the lowest seen to date the passage rate for the 2011 elections cycle was 72 
percent which is the second highest pass rate in the 17 years of data collection and 11 points 
above the average for odd-year elections and nine points higher than the passage rate of 
measures overall. 
 

 Among the eight topic areas for local ballot measures, education issues continue to be the 
most common ballot measure area, with slightly more than one-third (34%) of all measures 
between 1995 and 2011 focused on this topic.  Education measures occurred at twice the rate 
in even versus odd-year election cycles. The number of education measures has exceeded the 

number of measures dealing with other specific topics. (See Trend Table B).     
 

 Earlier years’ data have been re-coded to capture revenue measures.  With this revision 
revenue represents 12 percent of the total ballot measures in local elections.  In the 2009 
election cycle revenue measures jumped to 29 percent of local election ballot measures from 
the mid-teens seen in the previous two years. However, in 2011 revenue has dropped five 

percent below its average rate (12%) to seven percent of all measure topics (See Trend Table 
B). 

 
o In 2011, among all county measures, revenue issues accounted for about 11 percent; but 

among city measures, revenue accounted for about 30 percent of measure topics.   
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o Between 1995 and 2010 61 percent of revenue measures passed. However, nearly three-
quarters (74%) of revenue measures passed in 2011. The 2011 passing rate for revenue 
measures is third only to the 2001 and 2008 election cycles where 87 and 77 percent, 
respectively, of all revenue measures passed.  

 
o Since the 2005 election year, no revenue issues have been seen at the school district level.  

 
Figure 2 provides an overview of the average (mean) number of local ballot measures and the 
percent of those measures that passed in each of eight topic areas for the past 17 years (1995-
2011).  Interestingly, with the exception of general services measures, the rank ordering of the 
most frequent ballot topic areas (education, governance, revenue, land use, public safety, 
public facilities, and transportation) and the rank ordering of the passing rates for ballot 
measures by topic area (governance, education, revenue, land use, public safety, 
transportation, and public facilities)  is nearly parallel. That is, the most frequent topics of 
measures are also the topics that pass most frequently.  
 

 Figure 2: Average Number of Local Ballot Measures Per Year and Percent Passing by Topic for      
 the Past 17 Years       

      
                                                                                    

 The level of ballot measures also appeared to have little overall impact on the passing rate for 
various governmental levels.  County measures continue to show the lowest passing rate at 57 
percent overall, with school district measures having the best passing rate at 66 percent (See 
Trend Table B).  

 

 As reflected in previous reports, county measures showed the greatest disparity in passing 
rates between odd and even-year elections, fairing much better in odd-year elections.  County 
elections witnessed a 17 percent better passing rate for tax propositions, a 34 percent better 
passing rate for recall measures, and a 25 percent better passing rate for bond proposals in 

odd-years versus even-years (See Trend Table A).  
 

 Among the six types of ballot measures identified in the CEDA data, charter amendments, 
recalls and bonds  had the highest pass rates, 77 percent, 69 percent and 67 percent 
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respectively, while initiatives and taxes had the lowest pass rates with 49 percent and 55 

percent passing (See Trend Table A). 
    

Trends in Bond and Tax Measures 
 

Bonds and tax measures each make up slightly more than one-quarter of all measures at 26 and 

29 percent respectively, and a little more than one-half (55%) of all ballot measures over the 17 
years of election results tracked by CEDA.  Ordinances and charter amendments, affecting policy 
shifts in local government, constituted another one-third (34%).  Initiatives and recalls continue to 

account for only six percent of total local ballot measures (See Trend Table A). 
 

 The overall percentage of local measures devoted to taxes during the past 17 years has been 
gradually trending upward. This trend continued in 2011, although the percentage of tax 
measures increased to 44 percent from 34 percent in 2010, although still off its all-time high of 
51 percent in 2009 (See Figure 3).  
 

 Figure 3: Tax Measures as a Percentage of All Measures, with Trend Line for 1995-2011 

 
 

 School districts remain responsible for the vast majority of bonds placed before voters—about 
93 percent over 17 years of data collection.  Bonds continue to make up slightly less than 
three-quarters (71%) of the six types of measures in school district elections. 

 

 In the 17 years that CEDA has been collecting data, bond measures had much higher rates of 
passage than did tax measures. With the 2011 election, the average pass rate for bonds 
remained unchanged, some 12 percent above taxes at 67 and 55 percent respectively, 

 

 Another trend observed during 17 years of CEDA data collection is that pass rates for tax 
measures are consistently higher in odd-years than in even-years—an average of 61 percent in 
odd-years compared with 52 percent for even-years.  As noted above with regard to general 
pass rates, counties saw the biggest differences between pass rates for taxes in odd versus 

even-years, with an average pass rate of 56 percent in odd-years and 39 percent in even 
years.  The discrepancy for odd and even-years increased slightly for cities with the 2011 
election—an average 62 percent pass rate in odd-years and a 56 percent pass rate in even-
years.  Tax measures for school districts also pass at higher rates in odd versus even-years. 
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Through 2011, school districts pass, on average, 58 percent of tax measures in even-years and 

62 percent in odd-years (See Trend Table A). 
 

 On the other hand, on average, pass rates for bond measures appear better in even-years than 
in odd-years (69% vs. 61% respectively).  However, while bond measures are considerably 

more likely to pass in even-years versus odd-years for cities (64% vs. 52%) and in school 
districts (70% vs. 61%); they are more likely to pass in odd-years rather than even-years for 
counties (75% vs. 50% respectively) (See Trend Table A). 

 
Trends in Community Services Districts and County Service Areas Measures 

 
Community Service Districts (CSDs) and County Service Areas (CSAs) were introduced just before 
the turn of the new century as an accommodation to the tax restrictions posed by Proposition 13.  
Portions of a county could form a special district and agree to tax themselves to provide services 
that the larger county population as a whole might not support.  CEDA began tracking community 
service district ballot measures in 1998.  Despite considerable fluctuation in the number of 
CSD/CSA measures during the subsequent 14-year period, speculation that the number would 
increase over time has not been supported by the trend data (see the dashed trend line in Figure 3 
below).  As seen in Figure 3, there have been a vacillating number of CSDs/CSAs measures 
during this period; however, there has been a sizeable two-thirds decrease in the overall number of 
measures from 1998 to 2011.  
 
Figure 4: Number of Measures and Trend Line for CSDs/CSAs, 1998-2011 

 
 

 As discussed in previous trend summaries, one important question is whether CSD/CSA 
measures lose effectiveness in terms of their passage rate as they become a larger percentage 
of all county measures.  This year’s data provides additional information to consider in this 
question.  First, although the percentage of measures for CSDs/CSAs varied up and down 
through the 2005 election, the overall trend since 2006 has been downward—essentially these 
measures are accounting for a smaller and smaller percentage of all county measures.  
However, due partially to the third smallest number of county measures in 17 years of CEDA , 
CSD/CSA measures accounted for 50 percent of all county measures. The 2011 percentage of 
CSD/CSA measures is only the fourth instance of CSD/CSA measures constituting at least 50 
percent of all county measures (1999, 2001, and 2005 being the others). In all four instances 
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the number of county measures was less than the average of 65 county measures per election 
cycle (See Table A). Moreover, the percentage of these measures and their passage rates 

seem to be synchronized (except for 2003 and 2007) (See Figure 5 below). 
 
Figure 5: CSD/CSA Measures as a Percentage of All County Measures and Percentage of  
CSD/CSA Measures Passing, 1998-2011 

 
 
 In the 14 years of CEDA data on CSD/CSA elections (1998-2011), 288 ballot measures have 

presented CSD/CSA issues across all 58 counties.  However, use of CSD/CSA measures 
varied widely among these counties.  Eight counties accounted for over two-thirds (70%) of 
CSD/CSA-related measures—Contra Costa (24), El Dorado (42), Kern (17), Marin (44), 
Riverside (19), San Diego (20), San Luis Obispo (20) and Siskiyou (12).  By contrast, 47 
counties have had 5 or fewer CSD/CSA measures on their ballots during the 14-year period 
(See Trend Table C). 
 

 In the years since their inception, the principal type of CSD/CSA measure has involved taxes 
(199; 69%).  Interestingly, another funding mechanism, bond measures, has only appeared as 
CSD/CSA proposals five times (1% of the total measures).  After taxes-- ordinances (29; 10%) 
and Gann Limit issues (29; 10%) were a distant second and third in terms of prevalence on the 
ballot.  Recalls (20), bonds (5) and advisory measures (6) together only accounted for about 10 
percent of the total number of measures during the 14-year period (See Trend Table D).   

 
o During the 14 years since their inception, CSD/CSA-related tax measures were passed 

slightly less than one-half (47%) of the time.  As with other tax related ballot measures, 
CSD/CSA measures in this area were more apt to pass in the odd-year elections (60% 
pass) and more apt to fail in even-years (60% fail).  Including this most recent year (2011) 
of data CSDs/CSAs have slightly higher passage rates for tax measures than counties, 47 
and 41 percent respectively.  On the other hand, cities do slightly better than CSDs/CSAs, 
passing 58 percent of their tax measures, while school districts enjoy the greatest success 

with these measures with a 60 percent passage rate (See Figure 6).  
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      Figure 6: Tax Measures and Percent Passing by Jurisdiction 

 *Data available from 1998-2011. 

 
 With the addition of the 2011 election year data, when we separate out CSD/CSA measures 

from all county measures, we see that non-CSD/CSA and CSD/CSA measures passed at an 
identical rate of 58 percent. However, CSDs/CSAs did much better than other county measures 
when the ballot measure involved taxes.  Non-CSD/CSA county tax measures had a 41 
percent pass rate, while CSD/CSA tax measures enjoyed a 47 percent passage rate (See 

Trend Table E). 
 

 Public safety remains the most common focus of CSD/CSA measures, comprising slightly less 
than one-third of all measures (90 of 288 measures; 31%).  General services (38) was the 
second most prevalent focus of CSD/CSA ballot measures, followed by revenue (38), 
governance (38), transportation (31), public facilities (31), environment (6), and land use (4) 

measures.   
 

o It is interesting to note that there were no governance measures in the first two years that 
CSDs/CSAs tracking was initiated (1998-99), but governance has appeared as a CSD/CSA 
issue in every election since then. Transportation measures were absent in 2011 for only 
the third time since 1998, and for the first time since 2003. Public facilities measures have 
appeared in all but five years (1999, 2003, 2008, 2010, and 2011).  By contrast, land use, 

which also did not appear as CSD/CSA measures in 1998, has only appeared in two 
elections, 2000 and 2005.  Similarly, environment measures have only appeared on 

CSD/CSA ballots during two election cycles, and have not appeared since 1999 (See Trend 
Table F).  

 
CANDIDATE TRENDS 
 

The addition of the 2011 data reinforces previous findings that stable patterns have emerged with 
regard to the number of candidates seeking offices, and distribution of candidates across the 
various local offices that are tracked. 
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 The total number of candidates for local offices (county boards of supervisors, other county 
offices, city councils, and local school boards) is consistently more than twice as high in even-
numbered as opposed to odd-numbered years (See Trend Table G).  

 
 In the 17 years of CEDA data collection, school district candidates have comprised just under 

one half (48%) of all candidates for local offices.  As might be expected given the raw number 
of offices at various levels of local government, candidates for city offices make up about 38 
percent of the local candidates, while the smallest percentage of local election candidates 
reflects those seeking county offices (about 14%).  

 
 In the on-year elections, city candidates and school district candidates are fairly similar in 

terms of the number of candidates.  However, with the exceptions of the 2011 elections, 
school district candidates have the largest number of candidates in the off-year election cycles 
where they make up more than half of the candidates on the ballot (See Trend Table G). 

 
o In all prior off-year elections the number of candidates for school boards was higher than 

the number of candidates for city offices. However, in 2011 candidates for school board 
contests reached their lowest level in the 17 years of CEDA and fell four candidates below 
the number of city candidates (730 and 734, respectively).  
 

o On average, the percentage of candidates running for county offices in even-years is 
approximately three times the percentage of candidates running for county offices in odd-
years. County candidates averaged 18 percent of all local election candidates in even-
years, but comprised only 6 percent of the candidates in odd-years (See Trend Table G). 

 

 Over the 17 years of data collection, county candidates made up about 14 percent of all 
candidates in local elections (See Trend Table H). 

 
o Among candidates for county offices, 35 percent were running for county supervisor 

positions, while 22 percent were seeking CSD/CSA seats. 
 

 On average, during the 17 years of CEDA data collection, slightly less than one-third (32%) of 
all candidates for local offices were incumbents (See Trend Table I). 

   
o About 34 percent of those seeking school district seats were incumbents. 

 
o Approximately 26 percent of those seeking city council positions were incumbents. 

 
o About 29 percent of those seeking county supervisor seats were incumbents, however, with 

the exception of 1997 (5 races) and 2011 (1 race), there are typically no races for county 
supervisor in odd-year elections. 

 During the 17 year period, four out of every five (80%) incumbents running for reelection at the 
city, county, and school district levels won their respective offices (See Figure 5 and Trend 
Table I). 

 
o Eighty four percent (84%) of county supervisor1 incumbents won reelection. 

 
o About 79 percent of incumbent city council office holders win their elections. 

                                                        
1 This percentage is calculated on those years in which county supervisors were normally up for election.  In off years 

there were either no candidates or a very small number running for vacated seats.  
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o Seventy-seven percent (77%) of incumbent school district candidates win their elections 

(See Trend Table I). 

 
 In local elections, during the past 17 years, a little more than half (54%) of winning candidates 

are incumbents.  This means that the local political arena is seeing a fresh mixture of 
individuals comprising local elected offices and bodies with each election cycle.  Conversely, 
this also suggests that fears of control of these institutions by a group of long-term political 
incumbents may be overstated. 

 
o Sixty-two percent (62%) of winning candidates for county supervisor positions are 

incumbents. 
 

o About 50 percent of candidates for city council who win are incumbents. 
 

o Fifty-three percent (53%) of winning school district candidates were in office at the time of 
their reelection (See Trend Table I).  

 
 Figure 7: Percent of Local Contests Won and Lost by Incumbent Candidates 

 
*Runoffs are excluded from totals. 
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    (n=2,354)  (n=5,330)  (n=2,476)    (n=5,354)   (n=2,274)  (n=5,012)   (n=2,505)   (n=5,896)   (n=2,086)   (n=5,035)   (n=2,546)   (n=5,498)   (n=2,021)   (n=5,237)   (n=2,066)  (n=6,022)  (n=1,602) 
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2011 ELECTION DATA 
 
 

2011 BALLOT MEASURES 
 

 
The 2011 election cycle presented California voters with 27 percent fewer measures than the 
average for odd-year elections. In 2011, a total of 172 county, city and school district ballot 
measures were presented. However, 124 of the 172 (72%) ballot measures were enacted, which is 
11 percent higher than the average for odd-year elections since 1995. The high passage rate 
seems to coincide with the overall trend of fewer measures resulting in a higher rate of passage 
(See Figure 1).  
 
Tax measures comprised the largest share of all 2011 measures. Of 172 ballot measures, 75 were 
tax measures, representing 44 percent of all measures. Tax measures passed at a rate of 67 

percent, which is six points above the average (61%) for odd-year elections. Other types of 
measures in the 2011 election cycle included charter amendments (18%), ordinances (17%), 
recalls (9%), bonds (6%), and initiatives (1%).  

   
In 2011 bonds constituted only six percent of all measures, the second lowest percentage in 17 
years of CEDA data collection (2009; 3%). Only 10 bond measures, across six counties, were on 
ballots. However, fewer bond measures did not result in a lower than average passing rate. In 
2011, 80 percent of all bond measures were enacted. The 2011 bond passage rate is 19 percent 
higher than the average for odd-year elections and 13 percent higher than the passage rate from 
1995-2011 (See Trend Table A). In this instance the low number of bond measures demonstrates 
the trend presented earlier in Figure 1 of this report. Furthermore, bonds addressed only two topics 
in 2011, education and transportation. The lone transportation bond measure passed in San 

Francisco, approving $248 million in general obligation bonds for infrastructure improvements. Of 
the nine education bonds seven passed. Education bonds addressed infrastructure improvements 
and/or program improvements and/or retention of existing programs and staff. Education bonds 
ranged from $1.1 million for Bradley Union Elementary in Monterey, which passed, to $564 million 
for San Mateo Community College, which failed. 
  
The 2009 CEDA Report noted the unusual number and high success rates of local tax measures.  

That year, local voters faced a total of 99 tax measures, of which 66 or 67% were approved.   This 
pattern of approval for local tax measures continued in 2010 as well as 2011.  Sixty percent of tax 

measures were approved in 2010 and 67 percent were approved in 2011 (See Trend Table A). 
However, this trend appears to start prior to 2009.  Since 2007 tax measures passed at least 60 

percent of the time. Separating years 2007-2011 from years 1995-2006, the overall passage rate 
for tax measures has increased from 50 percent (1995-2006) to 66 percent (2007-2011). 
Examining the differences in passage rates for tax measures requiring simple majorities (50%+1) 

and two-thirds majorities (66%) from 1995-2006 and 2007-2012 demonstrates a sizeable increase 
in passage rates across both majority types. For tax measures requiring a simple majority, the 
1995-2006 rate of passage is 57 percent versus 72 percent for years 2007-2011. For tax measures 

requiring two-thirds majorities, the 1995-2006 rate of passage is 46 percent versus 59 percent for 
years 2007-2011.  
 
In the 2011 election cycle, 75 tax measures were presented to California voters in 27 counties 

accounting for 44 percent of all measures, the highest percent since 2008 (55%) and the second 
highest in the history of CEDA.   Of these 27 counties, six (Alameda, Contra Costa, Los Angeles, 
Marin, Riverside, and San Mateo) accounted for 56 percent of all tax measures. The number of tax 
measures does not seem to correlate, positively or negatively, with the number of tax measures 
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passed in each county. For example, 19 counties presented two or fewer tax measures to voters. 

Of these counties, 11 had a passage rate of 100 percent, two had a passage rate of 50 percent, 
and in six counties no tax measures passed. Many counties presented voters with higher numbers 
of tax measures, such as San Mateo which presented ten tax measures, nine of which passed. Los 
Angeles presented nine tax measures, five of which passed. Alameda presented six tax measures 

to voters, three of which passed. Santa Clara presented five measures, all of which passed. Marin 
presented seven tax measures, all which passed.  

 
Tax measures in 2011 were presented for an array of purposes and proposed to increase or 
reduce taxes on an array of different activities and actors. For example, the city of West Hollywood 
presented an ordinance which would have established a seven percent tax on “off-site advertising 
signs”. However, the ordinance was defeated by an 80 percent majority. The city of Holtville 
presented voters with two tax measures which would have reduced or eliminated the utility users’ 
tax over three years, both of which were defeated. A business tax measure in the city of Los 
Angeles proposed a $50 tax per $1,000 of gross receipts on marijuana dispensaries, which passed 
by a 59 percent majority.  
 
Of the 75 tax measures, 43 were property tax measures, 27 (63%) of which passed. Many property 

tax measures were presented to provide additional funding for schools and to preserve 
government services. For instance, Davis Joint Unified school district proposed a two years 
property tax increase to offset reductions in state funding; the measure required a two-thirds 
majority and passed with 67 percent of the vote. Lucas Valley County Service Area No. 13 in Marin 
passed a property tax increase, to be phased in over four years, of $10 per living unit and $.022 
per square foot of non-residential structures to maintain paramedic services. In addition to property 
tax measures, there were nine sales tax measures (6 passed) and seven utility tax measures (4 
passed).  
 
Each year California voters are presented with measures that are both interesting and unique, 
some examples include: 
 

 Voters in Beverly Hills considered two measures to provide limited free parking in some city 
owned parking lots to residents, one of which passed. 
 

 A city of Vernon charter amendment passed with nearly 100 percent of the vote eliminating the 
city council’s ability to raise their compensation beyond cost of living increases. 
 

 A measure amending San Francisco county’s/city’s ordinances to redefine “campaign 
consultant”, require campaign consultants to file monthly electronic reports, and make changes 
to the fees paid by campaign consultants was defeated. 
 

 The city of Vallejo passed a measure to tax marijuana dispensaries at a maximum rate of 10% 
and a base tax of $500 to fund city services.  
 

County Measures. In 2011 there were a total of 20 county ballot measures across 11 counties. Of 
the 20 county measures, 16 (80%) passed while four (30%) failed. The bulk of county measures 
were tax measures (7) and ordinances (4).  The most common topic was governance, with 10 such 

measures appearing on county ballots. However, in 2011 four-fifths (80%) of county measures 
passed, marking the highest passing rate for county measures through 17 years of CEDA data 
collection. 
 
City Measures. Voters cast ballots on a total of 105 city measures of which 78 (74%) passed. The 
overall total of city measures is less than the odd-year average of 115 measures. The 74 percent 
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pass rate is the highest in any year since 1995, again supporting the trend discussed earlier in 
Figure 1 of this report. The majority of city measures dealt with governance (49 measures or 47% 
of measures) and revenue (32 measures or 31% of measures). Common types of city measures 
were taxes (37 measures or 35% of all city measures) and ordinances (23 measures or 22% of city 
measures).  There were also 28 proposed charter amendments, 82 percent of which passed.   

 
School District Measures. The year saw a total of 47 school district ballot measures of which 30 
(64%) were approved. In comparison, the average for odd-years since 1995 is 92 (62% pass rate) 
and for all years the average is 136 (66% pass rate). Therefore the passage rate for 2011 was 
above average for an odd-year election and comparable to the overall average. Tax measures 

accounted for 31 of the 47 school district measures and passed at a rate of 68 percent compared 
to the 62 percent average in odd-year elections.  
 
2011 CANDIDATE ELECTIONS  

 
A total of 1,602 Californians ran for local elected office in 2011, which is the lowest number for any 
year since CEDA has been active.  Candidate elections took place at all levels of local 
government: cities, counties, and school districts.    
 
County Races. California counties generally elect their officials in even-numbered years. Counties 
elect five-member board of supervisors (their four-year terms are staggered so not all seats are up 
each year) except the City and County of San Francisco (the boundaries of the City of San 
Francisco and the County of San Francisco are identical) which has an eleven member board. 
Counties also elect judges, sheriffs, clerks, district attorneys and members of the governing boards 
of community service districts (CSD), which are agencies of the county.   
 
In 2011 counties held elections for 30 open seats across 16 counties The most common of these 
were CSD/CSA Director seats, accounting for 25 (83%) of 30 contests. Of the 138 county 
candidates for county offices, 103 (75%) ran for CSD/CSA Director seats across 22 different 
CSDs/CSAs and 14 counties. However, the number of CSD/CSA candidates is the lowest total for 
CSD/CSA Director contests since 1998 when there were 22. Of the 103 CSD/CSA Director 
candidates 31 were incumbents, 23 of which won (74%).  
 
Only five contests for county offices were held in 2011 outside of CSD/CSA Director contests. San 
Mateo had one County Supervisor contest, marking only the second time in 17 years of CEDA data 
collection that a County Supervisor contest occurred in an odd-year election. The City and County 
of San Francisco held three contests: mayor, district attorney, and sheriff. There were no 
incumbents for any of the San Francisco contests. The last of the non-CSD/CSA Director contests 
was held for the Midcoast communities in San Mateo, electing three members to community 
council offices. The Midcoast Community Council advises the San Mateo Board of Supervisors on 
issues relating to the Midcoast communities.   
 
City Races. California cities elected mayors, council members, treasurers, clerks, and a handful of 
other officials in 2011. By far the most common contests were races for city council.   
 
A total of 734 candidates ran for 199 city council contests, including eight recall contests. Twenty-
four percent (153) of all city council candidates were incumbents and 79 percent of all incumbents 
won. Incumbent candidates accounted for 47 percent of all winning candidates in city council 
elections for 2011. Other city contests included city clerk/city assessor, city treasurer, mayor, and 
city attorney. Of these contests, only three of 31 (10%) incumbent candidates lost, although ten 
non-incumbent candidates also won.   
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School District Races. The 2011 election cycle had the fewest number of school district 
candidates in 17 years of data collection. There were 730 candidates for school board elections in 
2011. Of these, approximately 34 percent were incumbents. Of the 245 incumbents, 200 or 82 
percent won, while 191 or 39 percent of non-incumbent candidates won. In total, there were 203 
school board contests across 19 counties. Incumbent candidates accounted for 52 percent of all 
winning candidates in school board contests, or 200 of 391 total winning candidates. 2011 marks 
the second highest percentage of winning incumbent candidates at 82 percent, with 1998 being the 
highest at 83 percent and the average from 1995-2011 being 77 percent.  
 

Recall Elections 
 

The California Constitution allows voters the possibility to remove a local elected official if a 
sufficient number of voters sign a recall petition and a majority approves the recall in a subsequent 
election. In 2011 Californians voted on 16 recalls across four counties (Contra Costa, Fresno, Los 
Angeles, and Mendocino) and three office types (city council, CSD director, and school board 
member). The number of recalls in 2011 (16) is slightly higher than the average for odd-year 
elections (15). The passage rate for recalls in 2011 was five points higher than average for odd-
year elections (75% and 70% respectively). However, recall passage rates exceeded 70 percent 
eleven times in the history of CEDA.  
 
Although the aggregate of 2011 recalls aligns well with past years of CEDA data collection, when 
recalls for city offices are separated from other recalls in 2011 interesting differences are observed. 
In 2011, ten recalls for city council offices were presented to voters in three cities: Bell, Hercules, 
and Point Arena. All ten (100%) of these recalls passed versus the 77 percent average rate of 
passage for odd-year city office recalls. Also, the number of city office recalls proposed (10) is 
twice the average for odd-year elections (5) and is the highest number of such recalls in an odd-
year throughout the 17 year history of CEDA. Furthermore, at least 95 percent of all voters in the 
city of Bell approved recalls removing Oscar Hernandez, Luis Artiga, George Marabal, and Teresa 
Jacobo from the Bell City Council. These majorities are the highest in the 17 year history of CEDA 
for a recall election. 
 
Investigations into the finances and pay of public officials in the city of Bell garnered local, state, 
and national attention. Among the examples of exorbitant compensation were the nearly $800,000 
salary of the City Manager and the nearly $100,000 salaries of Bell’s part-time City Council. These 
salaries are especially shocking considering Bell’s population is 35,477 and the average household 
income is $46,158 or 45 percent below California’s average household income (according to 
American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates).  
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2011 COUNTY, CITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT ELECTION DATES BY COUNTY 

  1/11 1/25 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/22 4/5 4/12 4/19 5/3 5/17 6/7 6/21 7/12 8/30 11/8 11/15 11/22 

Alameda 
    

 

   
          

Butte 
        

          

Calaveras 
        

          

Colusa 
       

           

Contra Costa 
        

          

El Dorado 
    

 

   
          

Fresno 
        

          

Humboldt 
        

          

Imperial 
        

          

Inyo 
        

          

Kern 
        

          

Lake 
        

          

Los Angeles                   

Marin 
        

          

Mendocino 
        

          

Merced 
        

          

Mono 
        

          

Monterey 
        

          

Nevada 
    

 
   

          

Orange 
    

 
   

          

Placer 
    

 
   

          

Plumas 
        

          

Riverside 
    

 

   
          

Sacramento 
        

          

San Benito 
        

          

San Bernardino 
        

          

San Francisco 
        

          

San Luis Obispo 
        

          

San Mateo 
    

 

   
          



xviii ───────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────── CALIFORNIA ELECTION OUTCOMES 
 

 

2011 COUNTY, CITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT ELECTION DATES BY COUNTY 

  1/11 1/25 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/22 4/5 4/12 4/19 5/3 5/17 6/7 6/21 7/12 8/30 11/8 11/15 11/22 

Santa Barbara 
        

          

Santa Clara 
        

          

Santa Cruz 
        

          

Siskiyou 
        

          

Solano 
        

          

Sonoma 
        

          

Stanislaus 
    

 

   
          

Tulare 
        

          

Ventura 
        

          

Yolo 
        

          
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Trend Table A  Number of Ballot Measures, Percent of Total Measures, and Percent Passing by Type, Jurisdiction and Year 

  All Measures Bonds Taxes Ordinance Recalls Initiatives Charter Amendment 

  

Mean 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

All Measures 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
   

1995-2011 402 100 63 104 26 67 117 29 55 88 22 61 16 4 69 9 2 49 50 12 77 

Even Years 588 100 64 156 27 69 167 28 52 136 23 61 17 3 69 15 2 50 71 12 76 

Odd Years 236 100 61 57 24 61 73 0 61 45 19 62 15 6 70 5 2 45 31 13 78 

County  
     

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
   

1995-2011 65 16 57 2 3 62 26 40 41 21 33 63 2 3 69 2 3 50 7 10 64 

Even Years 105 18 53 3 3 50 42 40 39 35 33 62 2 2 50 4 4 48 11 11 63 

Odd Years 29 12 67 2 6 75 11 37 56 9 31 70 2 7 84 0 1 67 2 8 68 

City 
     

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

   
1995-2011 201 50 63 5 3 60 67 33 58 60 30 58 7 4 72 7 4 48 43 21 79 

Even Years 298 51 63 8 3 64 100 34 56 94 31 59 10 3 69 11 4 51 59 20 79 

Odd Years 115 49 65 3 2 52 37 32 62 30 26 56 5 5 78 4 4 43 29 25 79 

School District 
     

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
   

1995-2011 136 34 66 96 71 67 25 18 60 7 5 79 6 5 66 0 0 50    

Even Years 185 31 69 145 79 70 24 13 58 8 4 77 5 3 74       

Odd Years 92 39 62 53 57 61 25 28 62 6 6 81 7 8 61 0 0 100    
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Trend Table A  Number of Ballot Measures, Percent of Total Measures, and Percent Passing by Type, Jurisdiction and Year 

  All Measures Bonds Taxes Ordinance Recalls Initiatives Charter Amendment 

  
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 

.A
ll 

M
ea

su
re

s 

1995 253 100 37 91 36 47 26 10 35 46 18 61 8 3 88 8 3 50 55 22 93 

1996 573 100 57 64 11 59 142 25 40 176 31 58 32 6 72 18 3 39 115 20 73 

1997 342 100 60 127 37 59 100 29 56 45 13 69 29 8 38 7 2 71 31 9 81 

1998 572 100 61 144 25 58 162 28 48 115 20 58 19 3 74 9 2 56 94 16 77 

1999 283 100 60 107 38 59 54 19 57 68 24 57 14 5 71 10 4 40 20 7 50 

2000 559 100 58 135 24 60 122 22 39 154 28 58 11 2 100 21 4 67 79 14 67 

2001 233 100 70 73 31 75 68 29 72 33 14 58 21 9 71 1 0 100 25 11 60 

2002 657 100 68 245 37 76 155 24 54 136 21 54 8 1 63 10 2 40 77 12 77 

2003 178 100 63 22 12 55 62 35 48 47 26 70 9 5 89 5 3 40 24 13 75 

2004 712 100 63 179 25 75 258 36 47 144 20 64 11 2 73 14 2 29 72 10 79 

2005 295 100 64 57 19 74 111 38 58 59 20 54 11 4 82 7 2 43 35 12 89 

2006 556 100 62 185 33 59 142 26 56 123 22 63 17 3 29 22 4 36 39 7 82 

2007 179 100 72 22 12 55 61 34 74 40 22 58 13 7 100 1 1 0 38 21 79 

2008 593 100 75 201 34 82 188 32 67 123 21 65 12 2 58 11 2 91 39 7 90 

2009 193 100 63 6 3 33 99 51 67 35 18 63 13 7 69 3 2 33 20 10 60 

2010 482 100 67 97 20 70 164 34 60 117 24 67 27 6 78 11 2 55 50 10 76 

2011 172 100 72 10 6 80 75 44 67 29 17 72 16 9 75 2 1 0 31 18 81 

C
ou

nt
y 

M
ea

su
re

s 

1995 17 7 53    6 35 33 2 12 0       6 35 83 

1996 114 20 44 3 3 33 34 30 26 41 36 54 5 4 80 7 6 14 17 15 47 

1997 24 7 63 7 29 57 7 29 71 4 17 100 2 8 50    4 17 25 

1998 125 22 59 1 1 0 53 42 40 32 26 75    4 3 25 25 20 76 

1999 38 13 63 1 3 100 21 55 48 8 21 63       4 11 100 

2000 116 21 49 6 5 83 51 44 27 28 24 50    8 7 88 8 7 38 

2001 37 16 73 3 8 100 14 38 71 11 30 64 4 11 75    1 3 0 

2002 98 15 56 5 5 20 38 39 45 39 40 67 1 1 0 2 2 50 7 7 71 

2003 28 16 64    12 43 25 15 54 100 1 4 0       

2004 140 20 54 0 2 0 60 43 45 47 34 62 1 1 0 4 3 25 18 13 56 

2005 57 19 63 3 5 67 24 42 67 16 28 56 3 5 100 3 5 67 2 4 50 

2006 95 17 52    45 47 40 30 32 60 4 4 25 2 2 50 6 6 83 

2007 29 16 76 1 3 100 3 10 67 16 55 63 8 28 100       

2008 90 15 62 3 3 100 33 37 42 40 44 65 1 1 100 2 2 100 4 4 100 

2009 16 8 69    4 25 50 6 38 67 1 6 100    2 13 100 

2010 64 13 53 3 5 67 25 39 48 22 34 59 4 6 50 2 3 50 6 9 50 

2011 18 100 78 1 6 100 7 39 71 4 22 75       3 17 67 



 

2011 CITY OFFICES AND BALLOT MEASURES─────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────xxi 

Trend Table A  Number of Ballot Measures, Percent of Total Measures, and Percent Passing by Type, Jurisdiction and Year 

  All Measures Bonds Taxes Ordinance Recalls Initiatives Charter Amendment 

  
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Pass Rate 

C
ity

 M
ea

su
re

s 

1995 119 47 71 4 3 75 7 6 29 38 32 58    7 6 43 49 41 94 

1996 374 65 60 10 3 30 100 27 43 115 31 59 24 6 79 11 3 55 98 26 78 

1997 144 42 58 2 1 50 70 49 50 28 19 54 9 6 22 7 5 71 27 19 89 

1998 283 49 60 9 3 78 99 35 47 78 28 53 7 2 43 5 2 80 69 24 77 

1999 114 40 54 4 4 75 22 19 55 48 42 48 8 7 100 10 9 40 16 14 38 

2000 297 53 60 11 4 82 65 22 45 113 38 56 6 2 100 13 4 54 71 24 70 

2001 93 40 69 8 9 63 31 33 74 18 19 61 3 3 100 1 1 100 24 26 63 

2002 309 47 60 12 4 83 102 33 58 94 30 48 5 2 60 8 3 38 70 23 77 

2003 89 50 67 2 2 50 14 16 71 29 33 55 6 7 100 5 6 40 24 27 75 

2004 337 47 59 7 2 43 147 44 46 92 27 63 6 2 67 10 3 30 54 16 87 

2005 135 46 61 2 1 0 47 35 55 37 27 51 3 2 33 4 3 25 33 24 91 

2006 253 46 64 10 4 50 82 32 70 85 34 61 6 2 17 20 8 35 33 13 82 

2007 108 60 71 2 2 0 40 37 73 19 18 53 5 5 100 1 1 0 38 35 79 

2008 258 44 73 5 2 100 111 43 71 80 31 65 8 3 38 9 3 89 35 14 89 

2009 130 67 61 1 1 0 63 48 68 28 22 61 3 2 33 3 2 33 18 14 56 

2010 270 56 71 2 1 0 95 35 69 91 34 67 16 6 94 8 3 63 44 16 80 

2011 107 100 75    37 35 65 23 21 70 12 11 100 2 2 0 28 26 82 

S
ch

oo
l D

is
tr

ic
t 

M
ea

su
re

s 

1995 117 46 52 87 74 46 13 11 38 6 5 100 8 7 88 1 1 100    

1996 85 15 62 51 60 67 8 9 63 20 24 60 3 4 0       

1997 174 51 62 118 68 59 23 13 70 13 7 92 18 10 44       

1998 164 29 62 134 82 57 10 6 100 5 3 40 12 7 92       

1999 131 46 62 102 78 58 11 8 82 12 9 92 6 5 33       

2000 146 26 63 118 81 57 6 4 67 13 9 92 5 3 100       

2001 103 44 71 62 60 76 23 22 70 4 4 25 14 14 64       

2002 250 38 76 228 91 77 15 6 53 3 1 100 2 1 100       

2003 61 34 52 20 33 55 36 59 47 3 5 67 2 3 100       

2004 235 33 73 172 73 77 51 22 53 5 2 100 4 2 100       

2005 103 35 69 52 50 77 40 39 55 6 6 67 5 5 100       

2006 208 37 58 175 84 59 15 7 27 8 4 88 7 3 43       

2007 42 23 67 19 45 58 18 43 78 5 12 60          

2008 245 41 80 193 79 81 44 18 75 3 1 67 3 1 100       

2009 47 24 66 5 11 40 32 68 66 1 2 100 9 19 78       

2010 148 31 64 92 62 72 44 30 45 4 3 100 7 5 57 1 1 0    

2011 47 100 64 9 19 78 31 66 68 2 4 100 4 9 0       
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Trend Table B  Number of Ballot Measures, Percent of Total Measures, and Percent Passing by Topic, Jurisdiction and Year 

 
All Measures Education Governance Land Use Public Safety Public Facilities General Services Transportation Revenue 

 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Mean 
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

All Measures   
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
   

1995-2011 402 100 63 136 34 67 94 24 69 33 8 55 24 6 55 20 5 55 14 3 64 10 3 55 50 12 61 

Even Years 588 100 63 186 32 69 139 24 67 50 8 57 39 7 54 31 5 52 17 3 65 16 3 58 76 13 57 

Odd Years 236 100 64 91 39 62 55 23 73 17 7 52 11 5 55 10 4 63 11 5 63 5 2 49 26 11 72 

County 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
   

1995-2011 65 16 57 1 1 80 18 28 68 6 10 46 8 12 45 7 11 48 4 7 66 7 10 63 7 11 46 

Even Years 105 18 53 1 1 67 29 28 65 11 10 48 14 13 43 12 11 39 6 5 64 11 11 61 12 11 43 

Odd Years 29 12 67 0 2 100 9 30 76 2 8 38 3 11 54 4 13 74 3 11 69 3 10 69 3 11 55 

City 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

   
1995-2011 201 50 63 1 1 70 75 37 70 25 12 61 16 8 60 12 6 59 9 5 64 4 2 42 42 21 64 

Even Years 298 51 63 2 1 77 110 37 68 36 12 64 25 8 61 19 7 59 11 4 66 5 2 51 64 22 60 

Odd Years 115 49 65 1 1 57 44 38 72 15 13 54 8 7 56 6 5 58 8 7 60 2 2 24 23 20 74 

School District 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
   

1995-2011 136 34 66 134 99 66 1 1 68       
      

0 0 50    

Even Years 185 31 69 184 99 69 1 0 40          
   

1 0 50    

Odd Years 92 39 62 90 98 64 2 2 79       
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Trend Table B  Number of Ballot Measures, Percent of Total Measures, and Percent Passing by Topic, Jurisdiction and Year 

   
All Measures Education Governance Land Use Public Safety Public Facilities General Services Transportation Revenue 

   
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

A
ll 

M
ea

su
re

s 

1995 253 100 61 121 48 54 63 25 84 16 6 63 12 5 50 14 6 50    2 1 0 5 2 60 

1996 573 100 57 87 15 64 214 37 66 54 9 56 39 7 51 38 7 37 10 2 40 8 1 50 87 15 46 

1997 342 100 60 175 51 62 43 13 67 19 6 68 12 4 42 15 4 40 38 11 61 4 1 50 10 3 70 

1998 572 100 60 158 28 63 131 23 64 46 8 70 41 7 49 32 6 56 28 5 82 23 4 70 75 13 43 

1999 283 100 59 119 42 59 62 22 63 29 10 41 14 5 57 4 1 75 14 5 57 8 3 88 23 8 65 

2000 559 100 59 151 27 63 141 25 64 73 13 55 32 6 50 39 7 67 20 4 55 21 4 43 5 1 20 

2001 233 100 70 105 45 71 46 20 67 7 3 71 11 5 73 19 8 58 7 3 71 4 2 25 31 13 87 

2002 657 100 65 250 38 76 144 22 66 44 7 43 42 6 57 35 5 49 20 3 60 10 2 40 85 13 62 

2003 178 100 62 61 34 52 52 29 73 15 8 60 12 7 50 5 3 60 6 3 100 8 4 38 13 7 62 

2004 712 100 62 238 33 72 139 20 73 58 8 52 55 8 47 37 5 38 23 3 70 25 4 76 110 15 47 

2005 295 100 64 102 35 70 61 21 70 28 9 39 18 6 44 14 5 64 18 6 67 13 4 62 33 11 70 

2006 556 100 60 208 37 58 109 20 60 51 9 61 37 7 73 22 4 41 12 2 58 22 4 50 61 11 62 

2007 179 100 71 42 23 67 63 35 81 18 10 39 5 3 100 8 4 88 7 4 86 4 2 25 31 17 68 

2008 593 100 74 246 41 80 99 17 74 43 7 72 39 7 49 32 5 66 10 2 80 14 2 50 92 16 77 

2009 193 100 63 47 24 66 42 22 64 17 9 47 10 5 60 7 4 86 8 4 25 2 1 0 56 29 71 

2010 482 100 66 149 31 64 138 29 74 30 6 47 27 6 67 12 2 75 9 2 56 7 1 71 95 20 65 

2011 172 100 72 48 10 65 59 12 81 8 2 75 9 2 56 5 1 100 4 1 50 2 0 50 34 7 74 

C
ou

nt
y 

M
ea

su
re

s 

1995 17 7 53    7 41 71 3 18 33    3 18 67    1 6 0 3 18 33 

1996 114 20 44 1 1 100 44 39 59 12 11 33 8 7 38 16 14 13 1 1 100 4 4 75 16 14 31 

1997 24 7 63 1 4 100 5 21 60 3 13 100 2 8 0 5 21 40 5 21 80 1 4 100 1 4 0 

1998 125 22 59    25 20 76 13 10 62 14 11 36 12 10 33 18 14 72 16 13 75 12 10 25 

1999 38 13 63    5 13 80    3 8 33 3 8 67 7 18 29 8 21 88 7 18 86 

2000 116 21 49 1 1 100 22 19 64 17 15 35 14 12 36 16 14 44 8 7 63 16 14 44 3 3 33 

2001 37 16 73 2 5 100 12 32 58 1 3 100 7 19 100 6 16 67 4 11 75 1 3 0 4 11 75 

2002 98 15 56    34 35 71 7 7 71 15 15 33 11 11 36 7 7 57 5 5 40 12 12 67 

2003 28 16 64    10 36 90    5 18 40    2 7 100 2 7 50 6 21 17 

2004 140 20 54 3 2 33 32 23 66 14 10 14 22 16 50 13 9 54 4 3 50 21 15 76 17 12 41 

2005 57 19 63    12 21 67 6 11 33 6 11 33 8 14 75 9 16 78 9 16 78 4 7 50 

2006 95 17 52    28 29 54 10 11 70 11 12 55 8 8 38 2 2 50 15 16 40 12 13 33 

2007 29 16 76    14 48 93 5 17 0    5 17 100 2 7 100 2 7 50    

2008 90 15 62 1 1 100 25 28 76 7 8 86 14 16 43 14 16 50 4 4 75 7 8 57 11 12 64 

2009 16 8 69    7 44 86 3 19 33    3 19 100    1 6 0 2 13 50 

2010 64 13 53    23 36 57 6 9 50 12 19 50 2 3 100 1 2 0 5 8 80 11 17 45 

2011 18 4 78 1 6 100 8 44 75    5 28 60 1 6 100    1 6 100 2 11 100 
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Trend Table B  Number of Ballot Measures, Percent of Total Measures, and Percent Passing by Topic, Jurisdiction and Year 

 

 All Measures Education Governance Land Use Public Safety Public Facilities General Services Transportation Revenue 

    
Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of  All 
Measures 

Percent 
Passing 

C
ity

 M
ea

su
re

s 

1995 119 47 71 4 3 100 56 47 86 13 11 69 12 10 50 11 9 45    1 1 0 2 2 100 

1996 374 65 60 2 1 100 170 45 68 42 11 62 31 8 55 22 6 55 8 2 38 4 1 25 71 19 49 

1997 144 42 58    38 26 68 16 11 63 10 7 50 10 7 40 33 23 58 3 2 33 9 6 78 

1998 283 49 60    101 36 62 33 12 73 27 10 56 20 7 70 10 4 100 7 2 57 62 22 47 

1999 114 40 54    45 39 53 29 25 41 11 10 64 1 1 100 7 6 86    16 14 56 

2000 297 53 60 7 2 71 119 40 64 56 19 61 18 6 61 23 8 83 12 4 50 5 2 40 2 1 0 

2001 93 40 69 3 3 0 33 35 73 6 6 67 4 4 25 11 12 64 3 3 67 3 3 33 27 29 89 

2002 309 47 60 1 0 0 110 36 65 37 12 38 27 9 70 24 8 54 13 4 62 5 2 40 72 23 63 

2003 89 50 67    42 47 69 15 17 60 7 8 57 5 6 60 4 4 100 6 7 33 7 8 100 

2004 337 47 59 2 1 100 107 32 75 44 13 64 33 10 45 24 7 29 19 6 74 4 1 75 91 27 47 

2005 135 46 61    48 36 73 22 16 41 12 9 50 6 4 50 9 7 56 4 3 25 29 21 72 

2006 253 46 64    81 32 62 41 16 59 26 10 81 14 6 43 10 4 60 7 3 71 49 19 69 

2007 108 60 71    49 45 78 13 12 54 5 5 100 3 3 67 5 5 80 2 2 0 31 29 68 

2008 258 44 73    74 29 73 36 14 69 25 10 52 18 7 78 6 2 83 7 3 43 81 31 79 

2009 130 67 61    35 27 60 14 11 50 10 8 60 4 3 75 8 6 25 1 1 0 54 42 72 

2010 270 56 71 1 0 100 115 43 77    15 6 80 10 4 70 8 3 63 2 1 50 84 31 68 

2011 107 22 75    51 48 82 8 7 75 4 4 50 4 4 100 4 4 50 1 1 0 32 30 72 

S
ch

oo
l  

D
is

tr
ic

t 
M

ea
su

re
s 

1995 117 46 52 117 100 52                      

1996 85 15 62 84 99 63             1 1 0       

1997 174 51 62 174 100 62                      

1998 164 29 62 158 96 63 5 3 40             1 1 0    

1999 131 46 62 119 91 59 12 9 92                   

2000 146 26 63 143 98 62                      

2001 103 44 71 100 97 73 1 1 0       2 2 0          

2002 250 38 76 249 100 76                1 0 0    

2003 61 34 52 61 100 52                      

2004 235 33 73 233 99 73                2 1 100    

2005 103 35 69 102 99 70 1 1 0                   

2006 208 37 58 208 100 58                      

2007 42 23 67 42 100 67                      

2008 245 41 80 245 100 80                      

2009 47 24 66 47 100 66                      

2010 148 31 64 148 100 64                      

2011 47 10 64 47 100 64                      
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TREND TABLE C  COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT AND COUNTY SERVICE AREA MEASURES BY COUNTY 

  1998   1999   2000   2001   2002   2003   2004   2005   2006   2007   2008   2009   2010   2011  1998-2010 

 
N % 

% 
Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas-
sing 

N % 
% 

Pas- 
sing 

Butte 2 67 100 
   

1 100 100 
                                 

3 33 100 

Calaveras 
                     

3 100 100 
   

1 50 0 
            

4 57 75 

Contra Costa 2 67 50 
   

4 80 25 1 100 100 2 100 50 
   

3 60 67 3 100 100 1 33 100 2 100 100 3 100 67 
   

1 50 100 2 100 100 22 76 68 

El Dorado 2 12 50 
   

7 78 29 
   

1 50 100 6 100 17 2 20 100 14 88 64 2 100 0 3 100 100 1 50 0 1 100 0 3 75 67 
   

42 58 50 

Fresno 1 50 100 
                                    

2 100 100 1 8 100 

Humboldt 
                  

1 25 100 2 100 0 
      

1 100 0 
      

1 100 100 4 36 25 

Imperial 
                     

1 50 100 
                  

1 13 100 

Inyo 
      

1 50 100 
                                 

1 13 100 

Kern 6 100 50 
   

2 100 0 4 100 75 
      

3 100 33 
   

1 33 100 
         

1 100 0 
   

17 81 47 

Lake 
                  

1 100 0 
         

1 100 100 
         

2 33 50 

Lassen 
      

1 33 0 
   

4 80 25 
   

1 100 100 
   

1 100 0 
               

7 64 29 

Marin 
   

4 100 100 5 100 80 10 91 90 3 100 100 1 100 100 
   

2 100 100 4 100 100 1 100 100 3 75 100 1 100 100 7 88 43 3 100 100 41 80 85 

Mendocino 
   

1 100 0 
      

1 100 0 
   

1 50 100 
                     

3 33 33 

Monterey 
            

1 100 0 
                           

1 9 0 

Nevada 
      

1 100 100 
                                 

1 20 100 

Orange 1 100 100 
            

1 100 100 
                        

2 11 100 

Placer 1 33 100 
                           

1 33 0 
         

2 18 50 

Plumas 
      

1 100 100 2 100 100 
   

1 50 100 
                     

1 100 0 4 67 100 

Riverside 2 40 50 8 100 38 
   

2 100 0 2 67 50 2 100 0 2 100 100 
               

1 25 0 
   

20 77 40 

Sacramento 2 40 100 
   

3 75 33 
                     

1 100 100 
         

6 35 67 

San Bernardino 2 100 50 
   

3 100 67 
   

1 100 0 1 100 0 1 50 0 
   

1 33 100 
   

1 50 100 1 100 100 
   

1 100 100 11 73 55 

San Diego 10 83 30 
   

3 60 33 1 100 100 2 40 0 
   

3 33 33 
   

1 20 100 
               

20 43 35 

San Joaquin 
                           

1 100 100 
            

1 25 100 

San Luis Obispo 
   

5 100 100 1 33 0 
   

1 50 100 
   

4 67 50 4 100 100 5 83 40 
               

20 74 70 

San Mateo 
                  

1 14 100 
         

1 25 100 
         

2 11 100 

Santa Barbara 
         

1 100 0 
            

1 25 0 
      

1 100 100 
      

3 21 33 

Santa Cruz 
                     

1 100 0 
                  

1 11 0 

Shasta 
      

1 100 0 
                        

1 100 100 2 100 0 
   

4 100 25 

Siskiyou 
      

2 100 100 
         

5 83 0 
   

2 100 0 
   

3 75 33 
         

12 75 25 

Sonoma 
      

1 20 100 1 100 100 
   

1 100 100 
      

1 50 0 
               

4 22 75 

Stanislaus 
                        

1 50 0 
   

1 25 0 
         

2 25 0 

Sutter 
   

1 100 0 
                  

1 100 0 
               

2 22 0 

Trinity 
                        

2 100 100 
               

2 40 100 

Tulare 
                  

1 100 100 1 100 100 
                  

2 67 100 

Tuolumne 
   

1 100 0 1 33 0 
                     

1 100 100 
         

3 33 33 

Yolo 
                                 

1 100 100 
      

1 33 100 

Yuba 
      

2 67 50 
         

1 25 0 
                     

3 25 33 

Total for 
CSD/CSA 
Measure Over All 
Counties 31 25 55 20 53 60 40 34 48 22 59 77 18 18 44 13 46 38 30 21 50 31 54 74 24 25 50 8 28 88 18 20 61 6 38 83 15 23 40 10 50 90 277 49 57 
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TREND TABLE D  NUMBER OF COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT AND COUNTY SERVICE AREA MEASURES, PERCENT OF TOTAL COUNTY MEASURES, AND PERCENT PASSING BY TYPE AND YEAR 

 ALL CSD/CSA TAXES BONDS ADVISORY RECALLS GANN LIMIT ORDINANCE 

 
Number of 

Measures 

% of County 

Measures 
Pass Rate 

Number of 

Measures 

% of County 

Measures 
Pass Rate 

Number of 

Measures 

% of County 

Measures 
Pass Rate 

Number of 

Measures 

% of County 

Measures 
Pass Rate 

Number of 

Measures 

% of County 

Measures 
Pass Rate 

Number of 

Measures 

% of County 

Measures 
Pass Rate 

Number of 

Measures 

% of County 

Measures 
Pass Rate 

1998 31 25 55 22 18 45          1 1 0 8 6 88 

1999 20 53 60 16 42 56          3 8 100 1 3 0 

2000 40 34 48 28 24 29 1 1 100 3 3 67    6 5 100 2 2 100 

2001 22 59 77 12 32 75 2 5 100    3 8 100 3 8 100 2 5 0 

2002 18 18 44 14 14 36          4 4 75    

2003 13 46 38 11 39 27             2 7 100 

2004 30 21 50 24 17 42    1 1 100    2 1 100 3 2 67 

2005 31 54 74 23 40 65 2 4 100    3 5 100 1 2 100 2 4 100 

2006 24 25 50 15 16 47       4 4 25 1 1 100 4 4 75 

2007 8 28 88 3 10 67       3 10 100 1 3 100 1 3 100 

2008 18 20 61 11 12 45    1 1 0    4 4 100 2 2 100 

2009 6 38 83 3 19 67       1 6 100 1 6 100 1 6 100 

2010 15 23 40 11 17 36       4 6 50       

2011 10 8 90 4 20 75    1 5 100 2 10 100 2 10 100 1 5 100 

1998-2011 288 30 58 199 21 47 5 1 100 6 1 67 20 2 75 29 3 93 29 3 79 
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TREND TABLE E  COMPARISON OF PASS RATES FOR COUNTY-WIDE AND COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT/ COUNTY SERVICE AREA TAX MEASURES, 1998-2010 

  NON-CSD/CSA COUNTY-WIDE MEASURES CSD/CSA MEASURES NON-CSD/CSA COUNTY-WIDE TAX MEASURES CSD/CSA COUNTY TAX MEASURES 

 Total Number of 

County Measures 

Number of 

Measures 
  Percent Passing 

Number of 

Measures 
  Percent Passing 

Number of 

Measures 
  Percent Passing 

Number of 

Measures 
  Percent Passing 

1998 125 94 61 31 55 31 35 22 45 

1999 38 18 67 20 60 5 20 16 56 

2000 116 76 50 40 48 23 26 28 29 

2001 37 15 67 22 77 2 50 12 75 

2002 98 80 59 18 44 24 50 14 36 

2003 28 15 87 13 38 1 0 11 27 

2004 140 110 55 30 50 36 47 24 42 

2005 57 26 50 31 74 1 100 23 65 

2006 95 71 52 24 50 30 37 15 47 

2007 29 21 71 8 88 0 0 3 67 

2008 90 72 63 18 61 22 0 11 45 

2009 16 10 60 6 83 1 0 3 67 

2010 64 49 57 15 40 14 57 11 36 

2011 20 10 70 10 90 3 67 4 75 

1998-2011 953 667 58 288 58 193 41 199 47 
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Trend Table F  Number of Community Service District and County Service Area Measures, Percent of Total County Measures, and Percent Passing by Topic and Year 

 
ALL CSD/CSA LAND USE PUBLIC SAFETY GOVERNANCE ENVIRONMENT TRANSPORTATION PUBLIC FACILITIES GENERAL SERVICES REVENUE 

  
Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing 

Number of 
Measures 

% of 
County 

Measures 
Percent 
Passing  

1998 31 25 55 
   

12 10 42 
   

3 2 67 2 2 50 1 1 0 8 6 88 4 3 25 

1999 20 53 60 
   

2 5 50 
   

3 8 0 5 13 100 
   

5 13 40 5 13 80 

2000 40 34 48 2 2 0 10 9 30 2 2 100 
   

6 5 17 5 4 40 5 4 60 1 1 100 

2001 22 59 77 

   

6 16 100 4 11 75 

   

1 3 0 5 14 60 4 11 75 2 5 100 

2002 18 18 44 
   

11 11 45 3 3 67 
      

3 3 33 1 1 0 
   

2003 13 46 38 
   

5 18 40 2 7 100 
           

  6 21 17 

2004 30 21 50 

   

17 12 47 1 1 0 

   

4 3 50 4 3 50 1 1 0 2 1 100 

2005 31 54 74 2 4 0 1 2 100 3 5 100 
   

6 11 100 6 11 67 9 16 78 4 7 50 

2006 24 25 50 
   

7 7 71 7 7 43 
   

2 2 50 3 3 0 2 2 50 3 3 67 

2007 8 28 88 
      

4 14 100 
   

1 3 0 1 3 100 2 7 100 
   

2008 18 20 61 
   

8 9 50 2 2 100 
   

2 2 50 
   

1 1 0 5 6 80 

2009 6 38 83 

      

2 13 100 

   

1 6 0 2 13 100   

 

  1 6 100 

2010 15 23 40 
   

7 11 43 4 6 50 
   

1 2 0 
   

  
 

  3 5 33 

2011 10 50 90 
   

4 20 75 4 20 100 
            

2 10 100 

1998-2011 288 30 58 4 0 0 90 9 51 38 4 76 6 1 33 31 3 55 31 3 52 38 3 52 39 4 62 
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Trend Table G  Number of Candidates by Jurisdiction and Year 

Number of Candidates 

  

All 

Candidates 

County 

Candidates 

City 

Candidates 

School 
District  

Candidates 

1995 2,354  0 732  1,622  

1996 5,330  667  2,141  2,522  

1997 2,476  23  736  1,717  

1998 5,354  1,037  1,893  2,424  

1999 2,274  135  724  1,415  

2000 5,012  796  2,166  2,050  

2001 2,505  189  688  1,628  

2002 5,896  1,266  2,188  2,442  

2003 2,086  205  566  1,315  

2004 5,035  782  2,212  2,041  

2005 2,546  167  979  1,400  

2006 5,498  1,136  2,132  2,230  

2007 2,021  207  811  1,003  

2008 5,237  782  2,282  2,173  

2009 2,066  143  863  1,060  

2010 6,022  1,177  2,321  2,524  

2011 1,602 138 734 730 

Total 63,314 8,850 24,168 30,296 

*Runoffs are excluded from totals. 

 
 
 
  

Trend Table H  Number of Candidates for Major County Offices by Year 
  

Total Number 

of  
Candidates 

Number of 

County 
Candidates 

County Supervisor Candidates CSD/CSA Candidates 

  
Number  of 
Candidates 

% of County  
Candidates 

Number  of 
Candidates 

% of County  
Candidates 

1995 2,354 0 0 0 * * 

1996 5,330 667 470 70 * * 

1997 2,476 23 19 83 * * 

1998 5,354 1,037 309 30 22 2 

1999 2,274 135 5 4 109 81 

2000 5,012 796 441 55 174 22 

2001 2,505 189 0 0 186 98 

2002 5,896 1,266 306 24 127 10 

2003 2,086 205 10 5 175 85 

2004 5,035 782 447 57 125 16 

2005 2,546 167 4 2 155 93 

2006 5,498 1,136 310 27 160 14 

2007 2,021 207 10 5 161 78 

2008 5,237 782 441 56 174 22 

2009 2,066 143 0 0 141 99 

2010 6,022 1,177 331 28 170 14 

2011 1,602 138 6 4 103 75 

TOTAL 63,314 8,850 3,109 35 1,982 22 

*The California Elections Data Archive did not collect information on CSD/CSA candidates until 1998. 

**Runoffs are excluded from totals. 
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Trend Table I  Percent of Incumbent Candidates and Percent of Prevailing Incumbents by Major 
Office, Jurisdiction and Year 

    

  

 

% of All Candidates 
% of County Supervisor 

Candidates 
% of City Council  

Candidates 
% of School District 

Candidates 

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f 

C
an

di
da

te
s 

 w
ho

 a
re

 in
cu

m
be

nt
s 

 

1995 27 0 18 30 

1996 27 24 23 28 

1997 30 5 23 33 

1998 32 30 26 32 

1999 30 0 23 32 

2000 30 30 27 32 

2001 30 0 24 32 

2002 34 34 27 36 

2003 31 0 22 35 

2004 33 28 28 37 

2005 31 0 23 36 

2006 35 29 29 36 

2007 31 0 27 33 

2008 34 30 30 38 

2009 34 0 26 39 

2010 35 28 29 39 

2011 29 0 24 34 

1995-2011 32  29 26 34 

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 I

nc
um

be
nt

s 
 W

ho
 W

in
 

 

1995 79 0 79 78 

1996 79 75 74 78 

1997 76 0 79 74 

1998 86 87 82 83 

1999 78 0 81 77 

2000 79 90 80 74 

2001 78 0 80 77 

2002 82 81 79 79 

2003 78 0 72 79 

2004 81 81 81 76 

2005 80 0 80 78 

2006 82 90 78 78 

2007 77 0 79 75 

2008 76 86 80 70 

2009 78 0 79 76 

2010 82 83 82 79 

2011 82 0 82 82 

1995-2011 80 84  79 77 

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 W

in
ni

ng
 C

an
di

da
te

s 

w
ho

 a
re

 in
cu

m
be

nt
s 

 

1995 50  0 41  51  

1996 48  51 41  47  

1997 49  0 45  50  

1998 57  63 48  53  

1999 51  0 45  52  

2000 52  73 51  49  

2001 50  0 51  50  

2002 57  63 50  56  

2003 51  0 40  55  

2004 55  59 51  57  

2005 52  0 50  52  

2006 56  68 51  55  

2007 50  0 54  48  

2008 56  61 55  54  

2009 54  0 51  55  

2010 59  61 56  59  

2011 49  0 47  51  

1995-2011 54  62 50  53  

             *Runoffs are excluded from totals. 
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TABLE A  SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES FOR ALL COUNTY, CITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT BALLOT MEASURES BY TYPE OF MEASURE AND COUNTY, 2011 

 

TAXES BONDS 
CHARTER 

AMENDMENT 
ADVISORY INITIATIVE RECALL GANN LIMIT ORDINANCE POLICY/POSITION ALL MEASURES 

 
PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL TOTAL 

Alameda 3 3 1 0 0 2     0 1                 4 6 10 

Butte         0 1                         0 1 1 

Colusa 1 0                                 1 0 1 

Contra Costa 2 3         1 0     2 0 2 0 1 0     8 3 11 

El Dorado 1 0                                 1 0 1 

Fresno                     2 4             2 4 6 

Humboldt                             2 0     2 0 2 

Imperial 1 3                                 1 3 4 

Kern 0 1                                 0 1 1 

Los Angeles 5 4 2 0 17 1     0 1 4 0     9 3     37 9 46 

Marin 7 0 1 0                             8 0 8 

Mendocino 1 0                 4 0             5 0 5 

Mono 1 0                                 1 0 1 

Monterey 1 1 1 0 1 0                         3 1 4 

Nevada 1 0                                 1 0 1 

Orange                             1 1     1 1 2 

Placer 1 0                                 1 0 1 

Plumas 0 1                                 0 1 1 

Riverside 3 2         1 0             3 1     7 3 10 

San Benito 0 1                                 0 1 1 

San Bernardino 0 1         1 0                     1 1 2 

San Francisco 0 1 2 0 2 1                 0 1 0 1 4 4 8 

San Luis Obispo         2 0                 1 0     3 0 3 

San Mateo 9 1 1 2 1 0                 1 1     12 4 16 

Santa Clara 5 0     2 1                 1 0     8 1 9 

Santa Cruz 1 0                                 1 0 1 

Siskiyou 1 0                                 1 0 1 

Solano 2 0                         0 1     2 1 3 

Sonoma 1 0                                 1 0 1 
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TABLE A  SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES FOR ALL COUNTY, CITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT BALLOT MEASURES BY TYPE OF MEASURE AND COUNTY, 2011 

 

TAXES BONDS 
CHARTER 

AMENDMENT 
ADVISORY INITIATIVE RECALL GANN LIMIT ORDINANCE POLICY/POSITION ALL MEASURES 

 
PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL TOTAL 

Stanislaus 2 0         3 0             1 0     6 0 6 

Tulare                             1 0     1 0 1 

Ventura 0 2                                 0 2 2 

Yolo 1 1                                 1 1 2 

All Counties 50 25 8 2 25 6 6 0 0 2 12 4 2 0 21 8 0 1 124 48 172 
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TABLE B  SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES FOR ALL COUNTY, CITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT BALLOT MEASURES BY TOPIC OF MEASURE AND COUNTY, 2011 

 

EDUCATION LAND USE SAFETY GOVERNANCE TRANSPORT FACILITIES HOUSING 
GENERAL 

SERVICES 
REVENUE OTHER ALL MEASURES 

 
PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL TOTAL 

Alameda 2 2         0 3                 2 1     4 6 10 

Butte             0 1                         0 1 1 

Colusa             1 0                         1 0 1 

Contra Costa 1 1 1 0     2 0 0 1             4 1     8 3 11 

El Dorado 1 0                                     1 0 1 

Fresno   4         2 0                         2 4 6 

Humboldt 1 0         1 0                         2 0 2 

Imperial                                 1 3     1 3 4 

Kern         0  1                             0 1 1 

Los Angeles 3 1 1 1 1  0 26 3     1 0         4 3 1 1 37 9 46 

Marin 3 0     4 0                     1 0     8 0 8 

Mendocino             4 0     1 0                 5 0 5 

Mono 1 0                                     1 0 1 

Monterey 1 1 1 0                         1 0     3 1 4 

Nevada 1 0                                     1 0 1 

Orange     1 1                                 1 1 2 

Placer 1 0                                     1 0 1 

Plumas          0 1                             0 1 1 

Riverside     1 0  0 1 1 1     2 0     0 1 3 0     7 3 10 

San Benito  0 1                                     0 1 1 

San Bernardino  0 1         1 0                         1 1 2 

San Francisco 1 1      0 1 2 2 1 0                     4 4 8 

San Luis Obispo             3 0                         3 0 3 

San Mateo 7 3 1 0                  0 1     4 0     12 4 16 

Santa Clara 4 0         2 1             1 0 1 0     8 1 9 

Santa Cruz 1 0                                     1 0 1 

Siskiyou                     1 0                 1 0 1 
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TABLE B  SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES FOR ALL COUNTY, CITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT BALLOT MEASURES BY TOPIC OF MEASURE AND COUNTY, 2011 

 

EDUCATION LAND USE SAFETY GOVERNANCE TRANSPORT FACILITIES HOUSING 
GENERAL 

SERVICES 
REVENUE OTHER ALL MEASURES 

 
PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL TOTAL 

Solano                              0 1 2  0     2 1 3 

Sonoma 1 0                                     1 0 1 

Stanislaus             3 0             1  0 2 0     6 0 6 

Tulare 1 0                                     1 0 1 

Ventura  0 1                             0 1     0 2 2 

Yolo 1 1                                     1 1 2 

All Counties 31 17 6 2 5 4 48 11 1 1 5 0 0 1 2 2 25 9 1 1 124 48 172 
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TABLE C  SUMMARY OF ELECTION OUTCOMES FOR ALL COUNTY, CITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT OFFICES, 2011 

  County Supervisor 
 

Director, CSD*  
Other County 

Offices 
 City Council  

Other City 
Offices 

 
School 

Board Member 
  Total 

  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent  N   Percent  N 

Incumbent 
Candidates 

Win 0.0  0  74.2  23  0.0  0  82.4  126  90.3  28  81.6  200   82.0  377 

Lose 0.0  0  25.8  8  0.0  0  17.6  27  9.7  3  18.4  45   18.0  83 

Total 0.0  0  100.0  31  0.0  0  100.0  153  100.0  31  100.0  245   100.0  460 

Non-
Incumbent 
Candidates 

Win 16.7  1  47.2  34  20.7  6  28.8  140  32.8  21  39.4  191   34.4  393 

Lose 83.3  5  52.8  38  79.3  23  71.2  346  67.2  43  60.6  294   65.6  749 

Total 100.0  6  100.0  72  100.0  29  100.0  486  100.0  64  100.0  485   100.0  1,142 

Winning 
Candidates 

Incumbent 0.0  0  40.4  23  0.0  0  47.4  126  57.1  28  51.2  200   49.0  377 

Non-Incumbent 100.0  1  59.6  34  100.0  6  52.6  140  42.9  21  48.8  191   51.0  393 

Total 100.0  1  100.0  57  100.0  6  100.0  266  100.0  49  100.0  391   100.0  770 

Losing 
Candidates 

Incumbent 0.0  0  17.4  8  0.0  0  7.2  27  6.5  3  13.3  45   10.0  83 

Non-Incumbent 100.0  5  82.6  38  100.0  23  92.8  346  93.5  43  86.7  294   90.0  749 

Total 100.0  5  100.0  46  100.0  23  100.0  373  100.0  46  100.0  339   100.0  832 

All 
Candidates 

Incumbent 0.0  0  30.1  31  0.0  0  23.9  153  32.6  31  33.6  245   28.7  460 

Non-Incumbent 100.0  6  69.9  72  100.0  29  76.1  486  67.4  64  66.4  485   71.3  1,142 

Total 100.0  6  100.0  103  100.0  29  100.0  639  100.0  95  100.0  730   100.0  1,602 
*Directors of Community Service Districts, and Community Service Areas 

**Runoffs are excluded from totals. 
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TABLE 1.1  VOTE TOTALS FOR CITY BALLOT MEASURES BY COUNTY, 2011 

COUNTY DATE CITY MEASURE TITLE TYPE OF MEASURE TOPIC OF MEASURE 
VOTE IN 
FAVOR 

TOTAL 
VOTE 

PERCENT 
OF VOTE 

PASS 
OR FAIL 

ALAMEDA 11/8/2011 Emeryville Measure C Gasoline Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 1,111 1,347 82.5% Pass 

   
Measure D Gasoline Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 1,080 1,342 80.5% Pass 

   
Measure F Initiative Governance: Organization 448 1,288 34.8% Fail 

 
11/15/2011 Oakland Measure H Charter Amendment Governance: Organization 13,287 49,652 26.8% Fail 

   
Measure I Property Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 19,011 50,364 37.7% FailT 

   
Measure J Charter Amendment Governance: Budget Processes 22,946 49,110 46.7% Fail 

ALPINE No City Measures 
        

AMADOR No City Measures 
        

BUTTE 6/7/2011 Chico Measure A Charter Amendment Governance: Elections 5,244 16,224 32.3% Fail 

CALAVERAS No City Measures 
        

COLUSA No City Measures 
        

CONTRA COSTA 6/7/2011 Hercules Recall 1 Recall Governance: Recall 3,293 3,769 87.4% Pass 

   
Recall 2 Recall Governance: Recall 3,004 3,743 80.3% Pass 

  
Richmond Measure C Advisory Revenues 4,798 8,433 56.9% Pass 

   
Measure D Sales Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 3,673 8,454 43.4% Fail 

 
11/8/2011 Lafayette Measure G Property Tax Transport: Roads 3,683 6,391 57.6% FailT 

  
Pittsburg Measure H Transient Occupancy Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 4,264 5,481 77.8% Pass 

   
Measure I Ordinance Land Use: Growth Cap/Boundary 4,361 5,512 79.1% Pass 

DEL NORTE No City Measures 
        

EL DORADO No City Measures 
        

FRESNO No City Measures 
        

GLENN No City Measures 
        

HUMBOLDT No City Measures 
        

IMPERIAL 11/8/2011 Brawley Measure K Utility Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 1,653 2,860 57.8% Pass 

  
Holtville Measure M Utility Tax Revenues: Tax Repeal/Reduction/Limit 274 566 48.4% Fail 

   
Measure N Utility Tax Revenues: Tax Repeal/Reduction/Limit 200 552 36.2% Fail 

   
Measure O Utility Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 241 566 42.6% Fail 

INYO No City Measures 
        

KERN 11/8/2011 California City Measure A Property Tax Safety 1,250 1,981 63.1% FailT 

KINGS No City Measures 
        TIndicates measure required 2/3’s vote to pass. FIndicates measure required 55% vote to pass. All other city measures required a majority vote. 
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TABLE 1.1  VOTE TOTALS FOR CITY BALLOT MEASURES BY COUNTY, 2011 

COUNTY DATE CITY MEASURE TITLE TYPE OF MEASURE TOPIC OF MEASURE 
VOTE IN 
FAVOR 

TOTAL 
VOTE 

PERCENT 
OF VOTE 

PASS 
OR FAIL 

LAKE No City Measures 
        

LASSEN No City Measures 
        

LOS ANGELES 1/25/2011 Azusa Measure A Ordinance Land Use 2,250 3,309 68.0% Pass 

 
3/8/2011 Bell Recall G Recall Governance: Recall 3,211 3,348 95.9% Pass 

   
Recall L Recall Governance: Recall 3,227 3,368 95.8% Pass 

   
Recall O Recall Governance: Recall 3,213 3,374 95.2% Pass 

   
Recall T Recall Governance: Recall 3,204 3,362 95.3% Pass 

  
Beverly Hills Measure O Gasoline Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 2,335 5,274 44.3% Fail 

   
Measure 2P Ordinance Other 3,452 5,564 62.0% Pass 

   
Measure 3P Ordinance Other 1,542 5,397 28.6% Fail 

  
Commerce Measure A Ordinance Governance: Political Reform/Term Limits 675 925 73.0% Pass 

  
Los Angeles Measure G Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 158,927 211,589 75.1% Pass 

  

HollywoodP Measure H Ordinance 
Governance: 
Incorporation/Formation/Annexation 159,832 213,418 74.9% Pass 

  
Los Angeles Measure I Charter Amendment Governance: Organization 168,014 215,786 77.9% Pass 

   
Measure J Charter Amendment Governance: Budget Processes 175,271 213,976 81.9% Pass 

   

Measure L Charter Amendment Facilities: Libraries 136,676 217,416 62.9% Pass 

   
Measure M Miscellaneous Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 128,501 218,683 58.8% Pass 

   
Measure N Charter Amendment Governance: Political Reform/Term Limits 146,456 207,156 70.7% Pass 

   

Measure O Miscellaneous Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 99,500 205,428 48.4% Fail 

   
Measure P Charter Amendment Governance: Budget Processes 132,205 198,882 66.5% Pass 

   
Measure Q Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 125,403 199,376 62.9% Pass 

  

Monterey Park Measure BB Ordinance Governance: Contracting/Bidding/Leasing 4,088 5,707 71.6% Pass 

  
Rancho Palos Verdes Measure C Charter Amendment Governance 2,049 7,482 27.4% Fail 

  
West Hollywood Measure A Miscellaneous Tax Land Use: Zoning 1,121 5,545 20.2% Fail 

 

4/12/2011 Burbank Measure U Utility Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 5,270 7,832 67.3% Pass 

 
11/8/2011 Hermosa Beach Measure N Ordinance Revenues 1,703 2,779 61.3% Pass 

   
Measure Q Initiative Revenues 610 2,738 22.3% Fail 

  

Maywood Measure C Ordinance Governance: Organization 536 1,281 41.8% Fail 

   
Measure T Ordinance Governance: Organization 505 1,278 39.5% Fail 

  
Montebello Measure O Ordinance Governance: Contracting/Bidding/Leasing 3,039 4,275 71.1% Pass 
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TABLE 1.1  VOTE TOTALS FOR CITY BALLOT MEASURES BY COUNTY, 2011 

COUNTY DATE CITY MEASURE TITLE TYPE OF MEASURE TOPIC OF MEASURE 
VOTE IN 
FAVOR 

TOTAL 
VOTE 

PERCENT 
OF VOTE 

PASS 
OR FAIL 

LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 San Marino Measure P Ordinance Governance: Political Reform/Term Limits 1,794 2,362 76.0% Pass 

(continued) 

  
Measure S Miscellaneous Tax Safety: Multiple Emergency Services 1,794 2,445 73.4% PassT 

  
South Pasadena Measure UT Utility Tax Revenues: Tax Repeal/Reduction/Limit 2,463 4,567 53.9% Pass 

  
Vernon Measure A Charter Amendment Governance: Political Reform/Term Limits 43 52 82.7% Pass 

   
Measure B Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 52 52 100.0% Pass 

   
Measure C Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 52 52 100.0% Pass 

   
Measure D Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 52 52 100.0% Pass 

 
11/22/2011 Vernon Measure E Charter Amendment Governance: Organization 49 50 98.0% Pass 

   
Measure F Charter Amendment Governance: Organization 50 50 100.0% Pass 

   
Measure G Charter Amendment Governance: Organization 50 50 100.0% Pass 

   
Measure H Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 49 50 98.0% Pass 

   
Measure I Charter Amendment Governance: Budget Processes 43 43 100.0% Pass 

   
Measure J Charter Amendment Governance: Contracting/Bidding/Leasing 43 43 100.0% Pass 

MADERA No City Measures 
        

MARIN 11/8/2011 Corte Madera Measure C Property Tax Safety: Emergency Medical/Paramedic 2,540 3,079 82.5% PassT 

  
Fairfax Measure D Sales Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 1,568 2,397 65.4% Pass 

MARIPOSA No City Measures 
        

MENDOCINO 8/30/2011 Point Arena Recall 1 Recall Governance: Recall 92 150 61.3% Pass 

   
Recall 2 Recall Governance: Recall 75 148 50.7% Pass 

   
Recall 3 Recall Governance: Recall 98 150 65.3% Pass 

   
Recall 4 Recall Governance: Recall 85 148 57.4% Pass 

MERCED No City Measures 
        

MODOC No City Measures 
        

MONO No City Measures 
        

MONTEREY 11/8/2011 Del Rey Oaks Measure S Sales Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 323 377 85.7% Pass 

  
Pacific Grove Measure U Charter Amendment Land Use: Zoning 2,804 3,857 72.7% Pass 

NAPA No City Measures 
        

NEVADA No City Measures 
        

ORANGE 3/8/2011 San Clemente Measure A Ordinance Land Use: Zoning 7,624 17,794 42.8% Fail 

 
6/7/2011 San Juan Capistrano Measure B Ordinance Land Use: Zoning 3,723 6,669 55.8% Pass 

PLACER No City Measures 
        

PLUMAS No City Measures 
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TABLE 1.1  VOTE TOTALS FOR CITY BALLOT MEASURES BY COUNTY, 2011 

COUNTY DATE CITY MEASURE TITLE TYPE OF MEASURE TOPIC OF MEASURE 
VOTE IN 
FAVOR 

TOTAL 
VOTE 

PERCENT 
OF VOTE 

PASS 
OR FAIL 

RIVERSIDE 3/8/2011 Jurupa ValleyP Measure A Ordinance Governance: Incorporation/Form./Annex. 3,605 6,672 54.0% Pass 

   
Measure B Ordinance Governance: Organization 2,474 5,857 42.2% Fail 

 
6/7/2011 Menifee Measure C Ordinance Land Use: Zoning 8,406 10,998 76.4% Pass 

  
Wildomar Measure D Property Tax General Services: Maintenance 2,332 4,160 56.1% FailT 

  
Canyon Lake Measure E Property Tax Safety: Multiple Emergency Services 777 2,051 37.9% FailT 

 
11/8/2011 Indian Wells Measure H Transient Occupancy Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 857 1,312 65.3% Pass 

  
Riverside Measure I Property Tax Facilities: Libraries 17,495 20,575 85.0% PassT 

  
Palm Springs Measure J Sales Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 6,550 11,395 57.5% Pass 

  
Coachella Measure K Ordinance Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 806 1,097 73.5% Pass 

   
Measure L Advisory Facilities: Parks & Recreation 557 1,091 51.1% Pass 

SACRAMENTO No City Measures 
        

SAN BENITO No City Measures 
        

SAN BERNARDINO No City Measures 
        

SAN DIEGO No City Measures 
        

SAN FRANCISCO City and County Measures included in County Report 
       

SAN JOAQUIN No City Measures 
        

SAN LUIS OBISPO 8/30/2011 San Luis Obispo Measure A-11 Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 7,848 10,612 74.0% Pass 

   
Measure B-11 Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 7,723 10,628 72.7% Pass 

 
11/15/2011 Orcutt Area Measure C-11 Ordinance Governance: Incorporation/Form./Annex. 29 47 61.7% Pass 

SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 San Mateo Measure G Ordinance Housing: Affordable 5,238 10,596 49.4% Fail 

  
Redwood City Measure I Transient Occupancy Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 6,061 8,238 73.6% Pass 

  
Brisbane Measure J Business Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 680 879 77.4% Pass 

  
Redwood City Measure K Charter Amendment Land Use 4,876 7,958 61.3% Pass 

   
Measure M Business Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 4,554 8,194 55.6% Pass 

  
Foster City Measure P Transient Occupancy Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 4,184 4,988 83.9% Pass 

SANTA BARBARA No City Measures 
        

SANTA CLARA 11/8/2011 Sunnyvale Measure A Charter Amendment Governance: Political Reform/Term Limits 6,331 17,268 36.7% Fail 

   
Measure B Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 15,084 16,799 89.8% Pass 

  
Cupertino Measure C Transient Occupancy Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 8,088 9,805 82.5% Pass 

  
Palo Alto Measure D Charter Amendment Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 10,319 15,263 67.6% Pass 

   
Measure E Ordinance General Services: Maintenance 9,946 15,391 64.6% Pass 

PProposed City 
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TABLE 1.1  VOTE TOTALS FOR CITY BALLOT MEASURES BY COUNTY, 2011 

COUNTY DATE CITY MEASURE TITLE TYPE OF MEASURE TOPIC OF MEASURE 
VOTE IN 
FAVOR 

TOTAL 
VOTE 

PERCENT 
OF VOTE 

PASS 
OR FAIL 

SANTA CRUZ No City Measures 
        

SHASTA No City Measures 
        

SIERRA No City Measures 
        

SISKIYOU 6/7/2011 Mt. Shasta Measure H Sales Tax Facilities: Libraries 635 836 76.0% PassT 

SOLANO 6/7/2011 Rio Vista Measure A Ordinance General Services: Water 1,123 2,506 44.8% Fail 

 
11/8/2011 Vallejo Measure B Sales Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 9,295 18,431 50.4% Pass 

   
Measure C Business Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 13,982 18,275 76.5% Pass 

SONOMA No City Measures 
        

STANISLAUS 11/8/2011 Modesto Measure N Utility Tax Revenues: Tax Repeal/Reduction/Limit 17,486 22,839 76.6% Pass 

  
Oakdale Measure O Sales Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 1,728 3,120 55.4% Pass 

  
Modesto Measure P Ordinance General Services: Wastewater/Sewage 13,605 22,806 59.7% Pass 

   
Measure Q Advisory Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 13,369 23,136 57.8% Pass 

   
Measure R Advisory Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 17,482 23,279 75.1% Pass 

   
Measure S Advisory Governance: Personnel/Labor Relations 14,822 23,403 63.3% Pass 

SUTTER No City Measures 
        

TEHAMA No City Measures 
        

TRINITY No City Measures 
        

TULARE No City Measures 
        

TUOLUMNE No City Measures 
        

VENTURA 11/8/2011 Fillmore Measure I Sales Tax Revenues: Tax Creation/Incr./Contin. 463 1,280 36.2% Fail 

YOLO No City Measures 
        

YUBA No City Measures 
        PProposed City 
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TABLE 1.2  TEXT FOR CITY BALLOT MEASURES BY COUNTY, 2011 
 

 

 
ALAMEDA 11/8/2011 Emeryville Measure C Pass 
To maintain the high quality of life in Emeryville and fund essential services including police, fire, 9-1-1, park maintenance, litter abatement, graffiti removal, 
flood protection, street maintenance, accessibility improvements, child care, senior and recreation programs, shall an ordinance be adopted that increases 
the business tax rate to 0.10% of gross receipts, amends the definition of gross receipts and makes other clarifications? 
 
ALAMEDA 11/8/2011 Emeryville Measure D Pass 
To maintain the high quality of life in Emeryville and fund essential services including police, fire, 9-1-1, park maintenance, litter abatement, graffiti removal, 
flood protection, street maintenance, accessibility improvements, child care, senior and recreation programs, shall an ordinance be adopted that increases 
the limit on the maximum annual business tax that businesses pay? 
 
ALAMEDA 11/8/2011 Emeryville Measure F Fail 
(INITIATIVE) Shall an initiative ordinance be enacted that amends Emeryville Municipal Code Section 2-1.302 to prohibit the Emeryville City Council from 
employing a City Attorney and subordinate employees in the City Attorney's Office and require the City Council by contract to designate a City Attorney or 
law firm to act as City Attorney? 
 
ALAMEDA 11/15/2011 Oakland Measure H Fail 
Shall the Oakland City Charter be amended to return the City Attorney to an appointed position? 
 
ALAMEDA 11/15/2011 Oakland Measure I Fail (2/3 required) 
Shall the City of Oakland establish a five year temporary fiscal emergency parcel tax to preserve essential city services, including fire, police services, and 
police technology, youth violence prevention, library, services, parks and recreation, and street repair, by establishing an $80 parcel tax for single-family 
homes and specified amounts for multi-family and commercial properties with an exemption for low-income households? 
 
ALAMEDA 11/15/2011 Oakland Measure J Fail 
Shall the Charter be amended to allow the City of Oakland to change the deadline for fully funding its Police and Fire Retirement Plan to a new financially 
responsible deadline? 
 
BUTTE 6/7/2011 Chico Measure A Fail 
Shall Section 500 of the City Charter, which now provides that general municipal elections shall take place in November of each even-numbered year, be 
amended to provide that general municipal elections shall, instead, take place in June of each even-numbered year? 
 
CONTRA COSTA 6/7/2011 Hercules Recall 1 Pass 
Shall Joanne Ward be recalled (removed) from the office of City Council? 
 
CONTRA COSTA 6/7/2011 Hercules Recall 2 Pass 
Shall Don Kuehne be recalled (removed) from the office of City Council? 
 
CONTRA COSTA 6/7/2011 Richmond Measure C Pass 
(ADVISORY) Should the proceeds of any tax imposed pursuant to the City of Richmond sales tax of 2011 (also on this ballot) be spent one-half on 
Richmond programs to restore services to the poor that have been cut due to State takeaways, and one-half on School District programs in Richmond to 
restore educational services and programs that have been eliminated due to State takeaways? 
 
CONTRA COSTA 6/7/2011 Richmond Measure D Fail 
Shall a ½ percent sales tax in the City of Richmond be approved? 
 
CONTRA COSTA 11/8/2011 Lafayette Measure G Fail (2/3 required) 
Shall the City of Lafayette be authorized to collect a parcel tax not to exceed $89 per year per equivalent residential unit for ten years, with the purpose to 
complete Lafayette’s road and drain reconstruction program and bring all failed public streets to a good quality, with a volunteer Oversight Committee 
reviewing expenditures annually to ensure conformance with the ballot measure, and with the tax terminating if the work is finished in less than ten years? 
 
CONTRA COSTA 11/8/2011 Pittsburg Measure H Pass 
To provide for and maintain the City’s programs and services, including youth facilities, police services, park and recreational facilities; city streets, and 
other city purposes, shall an ordinance be adopted increasing the transient occupancy tax, which is a general tax charged on persons renting hotel rooms, 
from 8 percent to a maximum of 12 percent and eliminating the tax exemption for federal and state employees traveling on official business? 
 
CONTRA COSTA 11/8/2011 Pittsburg Measure I Pass 
To protect certain vacant land from development in the City of Antioch, shall an ordinance be adopted amending the City of Pi ttsburg's General Plan, 
amending the previously approved Urban Limit Line to include approximately 193.60 acres in City's southeast area; prezoning land within the amended 
Urban Limit Line to single family residential, high density residential and general industrial; and allowing for over three dwelling units an acre in residential 
development south of Buchanan Road? 
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TABLE 1.2  TEXT FOR CITY BALLOT MEASURES BY COUNTY, 2011 

 

FRESNO 11/8/2011 Biola CSD Recall 1 Pass 
Shall Alfonso Rabago be recalled as board member; Biola Community Services District? 
 
FRESNO 11/8/2011 Biola CSD Recall 2 Pass 
Shall Bibiana Rabago be recalled as board member; Biola Community Services District? 
 
IMPERIAL 11/8/2011 Brawley Measure K Pass 
Shall the City of Brawley extend the collection of the Utility User tax in an amount Not to exceed four percent, upon the fol lowing utilities: defined telephone, 
electricity, gas, water, sewer, trash and cable television; in order to maintain City public services, including, but not limited to police, fire, administration, 
library and parks and recreation, and subject to future council action to reduce said percentage, for a period of time which would expire on May 31, 2018? 
 
IMPERIAL 11/8/2011 Holtville Measure M Fail 
Shall the ordinance reducing the Utility Users Tax by 1% a year for a five year period commencing July 1, 2012 until the tax is totally eliminated be 
adopted? 
 
IMPERIAL 11/8/2011 Holtville Measure N Fail 
Shall the City of Holtville reduce the current 5% Utility Users Tax by 0.5% each year beginning with fiscal year 2012-2013, for a period of three years 
(through November 2016), whereupon the City Council shall consider the continued reduction of the remaining 3.5% Utility Users Tax? 
 
IMPERIAL 11/8/2011 Holtville Measure O Fail 
Shall the electors of the City of Holtville extend the five percent (5%) Utility Users Tax for a period of five years through 2016, in order to maintain City 
General Government Services, including police (sheriff), fire and emergency paramedic services, parks and recreation services, equipment and facilities? 
 
KERN 11/8/2011 California City Measure A Fail (2/3 required) 
Shall a city-wide special tax of up to $150.00 per lot or parcel be approved for each of ten (10) fiscal years beginning July 1, 2012, for (1) police operations, 
training and supplies, personnel, equipment, law enforcement, dispatch, code enforcement, and animal control, and (2) fire prevention and suppression 
operations, training and supplies, firefighter and paramedic personnel, equipment and supplies? 
 
LOS ANGELES 1/25/2011 Azusa Measure A Pass 
Shall Ordinance No. 10-O5 adopting a development agreement with Azusa Rock, Inc., which was approved by the Azusa City Council and provides 
environmental benefits and assurances, including millions of dollars in reclamation of the Mayan Steps, requires additional air quality monitoring, requires 
permanent access to Fish Canyon, provides Open Space funding, and mandates an end to hillside mining by 2038 be adopted? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Bell Recall G Pass 
Shall George Mirabal be recalled (removed) from the office of City Council? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Bell Recall L Pass 
Shall Luis Artiga be recalled (removed) from the office of City Council? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Bell Recall O Pass 
Shall Oscar Hernandez be recalled (removed) from the office of Mayor? 

 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Bell Recall T Pass 
Shall Teresa Jacobo be recalled (removed) from the office of City Council? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Beverly Hills Measure O Fail 
Shall an ordinance that increases the oil extraction tax imposed on oil companies and established a natural gas extraction tax on oil and gas companies for 
deposit into the General Fund to support general fund services including police, fire, paramedics, library, administrative support services, and street and 
park maintenance, and that makes a change to the definition of gross receipts set forth in the Beverly Hills Municipal Code, be adopted? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Beverly Hills Measure 2P Pass 
Shall an ordinance be adopted to require the City Council to provide free parking for two hours at particular City-owned parking facilities and limit the 
amount of monthly parking at those facilities? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Beverly Hills Measure 3P Fail 
Shall an ordinance be adopted to provide Beverly Hills residents with free parking for three hours daily and a discount of 50% from evening rates at 
particular City-owned parking facilities? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Commerce Measure A Pass 
Shall the ordinance entitled "An ordinance of the people of the city of Commerce, California, limiting the number of terms and/or total years a member of the 
City Council may serve" be adopted? 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure G Pass 
Shall the Charter be amended: (1) to provide sworn Fire, Police, and Harbor Department employees, who are hired on or after July 1, 2011, with the 
pension benefits provided in the Fire and Police Pension Plan-Tier 6; and (2) to modify provisions of the Fire and Police Pension Plan in order to facilitate 
compliance with state and federal laws, to authorize the Council to establish an Excess Benefit Plan, to allow flexibility in establishing amortization policies, 
and to make technical changes? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Hollywood-Proposed Measure H Pass 
Shall the order adopted July 26, 2002 by the Local Agency Formation Commission, ordering the detachment of Hollywood from the City of Los Angeles and 
the incorporation of the entire detached territory as a general law city be confirmed, subject to such terms and conditions, including the establishment of a 
provisional appropriations limit for the city of $214.3 million, the requirement that the new city continue to levy all previously authorized and collected  
charges, fees, assessments and general or special taxes collected by the City of Los Angeles within the Hollywood area, except as prohibited by law, and 
that the new city make annual fiscal mitigation payments to the City of Los Angeles of $21,320,000 adjusted for inflation and reduced by 5 percent per year 
for a total of 20 years, which payments the Local Agency Formation Commission has determined represent the difference between the revenue collected in 
the Hollywood area by the City of Los Angeles in Fiscal year 2000-01 over and above the amount expended by the City of Los Angeles in the Hollywood 
area in 2000-01, all as more particularly described and set forth in the order? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure I Pass 
Shall the Charter be amended to establish an office of Public Accountability for the Department of Water and Power, overseen by an Executive Director 
appointed by a citizens committee and confirmed by the Council and Mayor for a five-year term, to provide public independent analysis of Department 
actions as they relate to water and electricity rates? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure J Pass 
Shall the Charter be amended to (a) require the Department of Water and Power for informational purposes to submit to the City Council by March 31 each 
year a preliminary budget for the ensuing fiscal year (July 1 through June 30), to be updated by May 31 with new information,  and (b) establish procedures 
for making surplus transfers from the Power Revenue Fund to the City Reserve Fund? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure L Pass 
Shall the Charter be amended to incrementally increase the amount the City is required to dedicate annually from its General Fund to the Library 
Department to an amount equal to .0300% of the assessed value of all property in the City, and incrementally increase the Library Department's 
responsibility for its direct and indirect costs until it pays for all of its direct and indirect costs, in order to provide Los Angeles neighborhood public libraries 
with additional funding to help restore library service hours, purchase books and support library programs, subject to audits , using existing funds with no 
new taxes? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure M Pass 
In order to fund general municipal services, including but not limited to such matters as police protection and crime suppression services, fire prevention 
and suppression services, park and recreation facilities, and general improvements throughout the City, shall a tax be authorized on marijuana collectives 
of $50 per $1000 of gross receipts recognizing that the sale of marijuana is illegal? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure N Pass 
Shall the Charter be amended to comply with recent court decisions and avoid liability to the City by removing from the Charter three provisions determined 
by courts to be unconstitutional regarding campaign contribution limits on independent, non-candidate controlled groups' spending in City and LAUSD 
elections and notice and contribution limits regarding self-financed candidates that lifts contribution limits for only some candidates in City elections? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure O Fail 
In order to fund general municipal services, including but not limited to such matters as police protection and crime suppression services, fire prevention 
and suppression services, park and recreation facilities, and general improvements throughout the City, shall an ordinance be adopted to impose a tax on 
oil producing businesses of $1.44 per barrel of oil produced in the City of Los Angeles? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure P Pass 
Shall the Charter be amended to: establish an Emergency Reserve Account within the City's Reserve Fund, with an annual balance of not less than two 
and three-fourths percent of General Fund receipts, to be accessed only if the City Council finds by a two-thirds vote that there is an urgent economic 
necessity and to be replenished in the subsequent fiscal year except in the event of a catastrophe; establish a Contingency Reserve Account within the 
Reserve Fund for expenditures and revenue shortfalls unanticipated in the annual budget with details defined by ordinance; and establish a Budget 
Stabilization Fund within the City Treasury with details defined by ordinance? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles Measure Q Pass 
Shall the Charter be amended to: (1) expand the automatic civil service exemptions to include Deputy Chiefs of Fire; (2) limit the number of qualified 
applicants testing for civil service positions to an adequate number to prevent examinations of unnecessarily large candidate pools; (3) eliminate the 
requirement for certifying all eligible candidates for appointment to a civil service position when the candidates' scores are not reachable or when no hiring 
is taking place; (4) clarify and standardize the probationary period for police officers to accurately reflect its application to sworn officers from the Airport, 
Harbor and General Services Departments; (5) increase the length of emergency appointments to no longer than one year; and (6) extend the amount of 
time retirees may work from 90 to 120 days without increasing pension benefits? 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Monterey Park Measure BB Pass 
Shall the ordinance mandating the city council to utilize a competitive bid process for awarding solid waste (trash) franchises within the city be adopted? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Rancho Palos Verdes Measure C Fail 
Shall the proposed City Charter be adopted to change the City of Rancho Palos Verdes from a general law city to a charter city? 
 
LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 West Hollywood Measure A Fail 
Shall an Ordinance be adopted (1) imposing a new 7% tax on revenue from off-site advertising signs and (2) amending the City's zoning ordinance to allow 
tall wall advertising signs to be placed on buildings that meet certain criteria on Santa Monica and Beverly Boulevards without discretionary review by the 
City? 
 
LOS ANGELES 4/12/2011 Burbank Measure U Pass 
Shall an ordinance be adopted by the City of Burbank to help preserve funding for essential City services including public safety, parks, libraries, and youth 
and senior programs by modernizing the Utility Users’ Tax provisions of the Burbank Municipal Code, where it does not raise the current tax rate, but 
instead updates the language to incorporate existing and emerging technologies so that all taxpayers are treated the same regardless of the technology 
used? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Hermosa Beach Measure N Pass 
Shall an ordinance be adopted as recommended by the Business License Tax Review Committee, comprised of residents and business owners, and a 
unanimous City Council to simplify, update and restructure the City's business license tax Ordinance and offer incentives for new businesses? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Hermosa Beach Measure Q Fail 
(INITIATIVE) Shall an ordinance be adopted as submitted by initiative petition to amend the City's business license tax ordinance by modifying the amount 
of business license tax on restaurants and bars in order to increase tax revenue to the City? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Maywood Measure C Fail 
Shall the Office of City Clerk of the City of Maywood be appointive? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Maywood Measure T Fail 
Shall the Office of City Treasurer of the City of Maywood be appointive? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Montebello Measure O Pass 
Shall an ordinance be approved which requires franchises for providing solid waste (trash) hauling services to be awarded through a competitive bidding 
process requiring a public hearing and other compliance requirements to ensure fairness and transparency? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 San Marino Measure P Pass 
Shall an ordinance be adopted to establish term limits for members of the City Council limiting them to two (2), four (4) year consecutive terms, with a hiatus 
of two (2) years before being eligible to hold office again as a member of the City Council? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 San Marino Measure S Pass (2/3 required) 
Shall an ordinance be adopted to continue a Special Public Safety Tax for Paramedic Services, Fire Protection and Prevention and Police Protection in the 
City of San Marino? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 South Pasadena Measure UT Pass 
To offset state cuts and provide vital city services, shall an ordinance be adopted to extend and reduce the South Pasadena Utility User's Tax from 8% to 
7.5% to maintain police patrols, fire, paramedics and 9-1-1 emergency services and safety equipment; fix potholes; repair streets and sidewalks; maintain 
senior meals and services; and other essential city services, requiring equal taxpayer treatment, annual audits, with no funds for Sacramento, with the 
entire tax expiring in 10 years? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Vernon Measure A Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to limit the number of terms a City Council member may serve at two terms, with a lifetime band thereafter? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Vernon Measure B Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to reaffirm the City's longstanding policy of ensuring the payment of prevailing wages on public works projects? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Vernon Measure C Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to remove the provision mandating at-will employment for City employees? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Vernon Measure D Pass 
Shall Article VI of the Vernon City Charter be amended to eliminate restrictions on the City Council's authority to remove the City Administrator and to 
reduce the City Administrator's compensation? 
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LOS ANGELES 11/22/2011 Vernon Measure E Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to require that the City maintain a Housing Commission? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/22/2011 Vernon Measure F Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to ensure that an Independent Reform Monitor is retained for four years? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/22/2011 Vernon Measure G Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to require a special election to fill vacancies on the City Council and prohibit the appointment of counci l 
members by the City Council? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/22/2011 Vernon Measure H Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to prohibit council members from increasing their compensation in excess of cost-of-living adjustments? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/22/2011 Vernon Measure I Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to remove restrictions on the use of revenues from the City's Light and Power enterprise deposited into the 
City's Light and Power Fund? 
 
LOS ANGELES 11/22/2011 Vernon Measure J Pass 
Shall the Vernon City Charter be amended to require the establishment of a process allowing for open and competitive bidding on City service contracts by 
City Council ordinance? 
 
MARIN 11/8/2011 Corte Madera Measure C Pass (2/3 required) 
In order to continue existing emergency services in the Town of Corte Madera, shall there be a continuation of the special tax for paramedic and/or 
emergency medical services for four more years at the annual amount of $60.00 per residence and per 1,000 square feet of floor area for nonresidential 
uses for fiscal year 2011-2012, increasing a maximum of $5.00 yearly, if needed, with the appropriations limit increasing by the amount of said tax? 
 
MARIN 11/8/2011 Fairfax Measure D Pass 
To offset declining property tax revenues and severe state budget cuts and to prevent further cuts to general Town services, shall an ordinance be adopted 
to enact a one-half cent transaction and use tax in the Town of Fairfax, subject to annual independent audits, public expenditure reports, local use of all 
funds, and expiration on March 31, 2017? 
 
MENDOCINO 8/30/2011 Point Arena Recall 1 Pass 
Shall Riboli be recalled (removed) from the office of City Councilmember? 
 
MENDOCINO 8/30/2011 Point Arena Recall 2 Pass 
Shall Oropeza be recalled (removed) from the office of City Councilmember? 
 
MENDOCINO 8/30/2011 Point Arena Recall 3 Pass 
Shall Sinnott be recalled (removed) from the office of City Councilmember? 
 
MENDOCINO 8/30/2011 Point Arena Recall 4 Pass 
Shall Ingham be recalled (removed) from the office of City Councilmember? 
 
MONTEREY 11/8/2011 Del Rey Oaks Measure S Pass 
Shall the existing one percent (1%) Transactions and Use Tax be re-authorized and extended for a period of not more than five (5) years, unless terminated 
sooner by the City Council or unless extension or re-authorization is approved by the voters of the City at an election called for that purpose, the proceeds 
of said tax to be utilized for general purposes? 
 
MONTEREY 11/8/2011 Pacific Grove Measure U Pass 
Shall Chapter 23.52 of the Pacific Grove municipal Code be amended to allow not more than 79 (total) additional motel guest units and ease guest unit 
restrictions that existed prior to voter approval of measure C in 1986? 
 
ORANGE 3/8/2011 San Clemente Measure A Fail 
Shall Resolution No. 10-53 approving the Playa del Norte commercial development project in the City's North Beach area be adopted? 
 
ORANGE 6/7/2011 San Juan Capistrano Measure B Pass 
Shall Resolution 10-11-02-02 approving a general plan amendment redesignating the 9.1 acre westerly portion of the Distrito La Novia site from "Specific 
Plan" to "Planned Community" and establishing land uses for the 153.8 acre Distrito La Novia-San Juan Meadows Planned Community located east of 
Valle Road at 7% general commercial, 3% high density residential, 44% open space recreation, 28% low density residential, and 18% natural open space, 
be approved? 
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RIVERSIDE 3/8/2011 Jurupa Valley - Proposed Measure A Pass 
Shall the order adopted on July 22, 2010, by the Local Agency Formation Commission of Riverside County ordering the incorporation of the territory 
described in the order, including detachment from the Riverside County Waste Resources Management District, dissolution of County Service Areas 72 and 
73, subject to the terms and conditions specified in the order designated as LAFCO 2009-32-2 (Resolution No. 12-10) be confirmed? 
 
RIVERSIDE 3/8/2011 Jurupa Valley - Proposed Measure B Fail 
Shall members of the city council in future elections be elected by districts, from districts, or at large? 
 
RIVERSIDE 6/7/2011 Menifee Measure C Pass 
Shall the ordinance proposing adoption of a specific plan for commercial development of approximately 30 acres of undeveloped property located near the 
northwesterly portion of the interstate 215 interchange with Scott Road, be adopted? 
 
RIVERSIDE 6/7/2011 Wildomar Measure D Fail (2/3 required) 
Shall Community Facilities District 2011-1 (Wildomar Parks) of the City of Wildomar be formed and authorized to levy a Special Tax at a maximum rate of 
$28 per benefit unit to provide park maintenance services? 
 
RIVERSIDE 6/7/2011 Canyon Lake Measure E Fail (2/3 required) 
Shall Ordinance No. 133 enacting a special parcel tax to fund the continuation of existing police and fire protection services in the City of Canyon Lake be 
adopted? 
 
RIVERSIDE 11/8/2011 Indian Wells Measure H Pass 
Shall Ordinance Bill No. 2011-05 be adopted to approve an increase in the City's Transient Occupancy Tax from the current rate of nine and one-quarter 
percent (9.25%) to a rate of eleven and one-quarter percent (11.25%)? 
 
RIVERSIDE 11/8/2011 Riverside Measure I Pass (2/3 required) 
Should library services for all City of Riverside residents including children, teens, adults, and seniors, be continued without a tax increase, to preserve 
after-school programs, retain librarians, provide homework assistance and reading programs for seniors, and materials for the hearing and vision impaired, 
by continuing the $19 annual library parcel tax, for ten years, with annual audits, and all funds spent locally on library services, with no money taken by the 
State? 
 
RIVERSIDE 11/8/2011 Palm Springs Measure J Pass 
Shall an ordinance to provide funding that cannot be taken by the State and help preserve Palm Springs' city services, including without limitation police, 
fire, library, parks, streets/pothole repair, acquisition and development of garages and parking facilities, installation and maintenance of improvements and 
facilities for the implementation of the Museum Market Plaza Specific Plan, by enacting a City of Palm Springs 1% sales and use tax, for 25 years, subject 
to independent annual audits, be adopted? 
 
RIVERSIDE 11/8/2011 Coachella Measure K Pass 
Shall the ordinance adding Chapter 4.26 to the City Code to approve a 1/2 percent sales and use tax, in order to continue funding general municipal 
services, be adopted? 
 
RIVERSIDE 11/8/2011 Coachella Measure L Pass 
(ADVISORY) If the City's Sales and Use Tax is increased by 0.5%, should the City solely allocate the additional revenue towards purchasing and 
constructing park and recreational facilities and providing related park and recreational services, and prohibit the additional revenue from being used for 
general City operations? 
 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 8/30/2011 San Luis Obispo Measure A-11 Pass 
Shall Section 1105 (Retirement) of the San Luis Obispo Charter, which authorizes the City Council to enter into a contract with the Board of Administration 
of the Public Employees' Retirement System (PERS), be amended to provide that the City Council may terminate or amend its contract or negotiate 
another contract to provide improved or reduced employee benefits only in accordance with state law and as permitted by the Board of Administration of 
PERS? 
 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 8/30/2011 San Luis Obispo Measure B-11 Pass 
Shall San Luis Obispo Charter Section 1107 ("Impartial and Binding Arbitration and San Luis Obispo Firefighters Association, IAFF Local 3523, Employee 
Disputes") be repealed in its entirety, leaving resolution of disputes over wages, hours, or working conditions, which remain unresolved after good faith 
negotiations between the City and the two covered organizations, subject to the same State law procedures for impasse resolution that govern other public 
employee organizations? 
 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 11/15/2011 Orcutt Area Measure C-11 Pass 
Shall the Orcutt Area Annexation to the City of San Luis Obispo ordered on April 21, 2011, by the San Luis Obispo Local Agency Formation Commission be 
confirmed subject to the terms and conditions specified in the approval? 
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SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 San Mateo Measure G Fail 
To insure the provision of affordable rental housing in response to the Palmer v. City of Los Angeles court decision, shall City Council Ordinance 2011-7 be 
approved authorizing the City of San Mateo to amend its General Plan and Municipal Code to provide for alternative methods of  providing adequate 
affordable rental housing, consisting of a housing impact fee and fee refund incentive program for rental projects agreeing to provide below market rate 
units? 
 
SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 Redwood City Measure I Pass 
To preserve funding for general city services such as libraries, parks, street repairs, and public safety, and support other fundamental City services, shall an 
ordinance be adopted increasing the Transient Occupancy Tax (“Hotel Tax”) charged to hotel guests in Redwood City from the current rate of 10% to a new 
rate of 12%, with proceeds placed in the City’s General Fund which is subject to the City’s annual independent financial audit? 
 
SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 Brisbane Measure J Pass 
Shall the business license tax for certain recycling establishments that recycle 100,000 tons or more of material during any single calendar year be 
increased to up to $3,000,000 per year, subject to annual increase of either 3% or the percentage increase in the Consumer Price Index, whichever is 
greater, after the amount reaches $3,000,000 a year? 
 
SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 Redwood City Measure K Pass 
Shall the City Charter be amended so that the City of Redwood City may, like the majority of cities subject to the general laws of the state, buy, sell, lease, 
and dispose of its real and personal property for the common benefit with the approval of a majority of its City Council and enact additional rules by 
ordinance for this purpose? 
 
SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 Redwood City Measure M Pass 
To preserve funding for general city services such as libraries, parks, and public safety, shall an ordinance be approved increasing, over three years, the 
business license tax rates by $21 plus $15 per employee (with a similar increase for businesses not taxed on a per employee basis) annually adjusted 
thereafter based on the Consumer Price Index, with proceeds placed in the City's General Fund, subject to the City's annual independent financial audit? 
 
SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 Foster City Measure P Pass 
To provide funding for general city services, including police, fire, parks, recreation, and repairing and maintaining the levee, lagoon, streets, and other 
infrastructure, shall the City of Foster City approve an ordinance amending the Foster City Municipal Code to increase the transient occupancy tax rate from 
eight percent (8%) to nine and one-half (9.5%) percent on the rate charged to hotel guests staying within the City to be effective January 1, 2012? 
 
SANTA CLARA 11/8/2011 Sunnyvale Measure A Fail 
Shall Charter Sections 600, 601, 602, and 605 be amended to change the current Council-appointed Mayor to a directly-elected Mayor for a 4-year term, to 
provide an 8-year lifetime term limit for a directly-elected Mayor, and to provide that service as Mayor is not counted toward Council term limits and a 
person can serve a combined total of 16 years as Mayor and Council member in a twenty-year period? 
 
SANTA CLARA 11/8/2011 Sunnyvale Measure B Pass 
In order to reduce future Council compensation increases, shall Charter Section 603 be amended to delete the current automatic 5% annual increase in 
Council compensation, to set the 2012 Council compensation at $2,088.64 per month and Mayor compensation at $2,784.86 per month, and to provide for 
annual cost of living adjustments tied to the Consumer Price Index not to exceed 5% or result in a decrease? 
 
SANTA CLARA 11/8/2011 Cupertino Measure C Pass 
To maintain and protect general city services, including library services, neighborhood police patrols, rapid 9-1-1 emergency response times, city street 
maintenance, current levels of police officers and school traffic safety and crossing guards, shall the City of Cupertino increase the existing transient 
occupancy tax paid by hotel guests from 10% to 12% with proceeds placed in the City’s General Fund for local use, requiring annual audits and public 
expenditure review? 
 
SANTA CLARA 11/8/2011 Palo Alto Measure D Pass 
To provide the City with greater control over employee costs, staffing and services and allow the City Council to make final decisions regarding all matters 
related to public safety employee compensations, benefits, and working conditions, shall Article V of the Palo Alto City Charter be repealed in its entirety, 
eliminating the requirement that public safety employee disputes be resolved through binding interest arbitration? 
 
SANTA CLARA 11/8/2011 Palo Alto Measure E Pass 
Shall ten acres of existing parkland in Byxbee Park be undedicated for the exclusive purpose of building a processing facility for yard trimmings, food waste 
and other organic material? 
 
SISKIYOU 6/7/2011 Mt. Shasta Measure H Pass (2/3 required) 
Shall the City of Mt. Shasta adopt an Ordinance adding Chapter 3.45 “Transactions and Use Tax – Libraries” to Title 3 of the Mt. Shasta Municipal Code, 
imposing a .25% Transactions and Use Tax to fund library operations of the Mt. Shasta Branch Library? 
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SOLANO 6/7/2011 Rio Vista Measure A Fail 
Shall an ordinance amending the Rio Vista Municipal Code to reduce water and wastewater rates be adopted? 
 
SOLANO 11/8/2011 Vallejo Measure B Pass 
To enhance funding for 9-1-1 response, police patrols, firefighter and paramedic services, youth and senior programs, street and pothole repairs, graffiti 
removal, economic development, and general City services, shall the sales tax be raised one cent, expiring after ten years, with all revenue and 
expenditures subject to annual independent audits and all revenue legally required to stay in Vallejo? 
 
SOLANO 11/8/2011 Vallejo Measure C Pass 
To provide funding for general City services, shall an ordinance be adopted to impose a tax at a rate of up to 10% of gross receipts and a base tax of $500 
(adjusted annually for changes in the Consumer Price Index) on marijuana businesses in Vallejo, subject to annual independent audits and all revenue 
legally required to stay in Vallejo? 
 
STANISLAUS 11/8/2011 Modesto Measure N Pass 
Shall the current Utility Users' Tax Ordinance be amended to reduce the tax on telecommunications users from 6% to 5.8%; modernize the ordinance to 
reflect changes in federal and state law and to treat taxpayers the same regardless of technology; preserve funding for essential municipal services like law 
enforcement, gang and drug prevention programs, and fire protection; and all money staying local for services and facilities in Modesto? 
 
STANISLAUS 11/8/2011 Oakdale Measure O Pass 
To help prevent additional budget cuts and maintain infrastructure and City services, including police and fire protection, senior programs and other general 
services, shall the City of Oakdale enact a 1/2 cent sales tax, expiring in three(3) years, with resident oversight and annual independent audits? 
 
STANISLAUS 11/8/2011 Modesto Measure P Pass 
Shall the City Council provide sewer service to the following unincorporated county area described below? The unincorporated area designated "Rouse-
Colorado Neighborhood" which is described generally as the area bounded by South Avenue on the north, Sunset Avenue and Colorado Avenue on the 
east, Robertson Road on the south and Sutter Avenue on the west. 
 
STANISLAUS 11/8/2011 Modesto Measure Q Pass 
(ADVISORY) Should the City of Modesto seek to move employees from a defined benefit plan for employees to a defined contribution (401k style) plan for 
retirement benefits? 
 
STANISLAUS 11/8/2011 Modesto Measure R Pass 
(ADVISORY) Should the City of Modesto seek to avoid "pension spiking" by city employees by moving to an average of the last three year salary as the 
baseline rather than current last single highest year? 
 
STANISLAUS 11/8/2011 Modesto Measure S Pass 
(ADVISORY) Should the City of Modesto seek retirement formulas that increase employee retirement age to mirror the private sector retirement? 
 
VENTURA 11/8/2011 Fillmore Measure I Fail 
Shall the city adopt Ordinance No.11-831, “An ordinance of the City of Fillmore adopting the Fillmore Vital Services Three-Quarter Cent Transactions 
(Sales) and Use Tax”, to be administered by the State Board of Equalization, and to sunset upon the earlier to occur of: (1) Five Years, or (2) Resolution 
favorable to the city of both the litigation brought by the cities of Livermore and Industry, and the proceedings before the State Board of Equalization? 
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TAXES CHARTER AMENDMENT ADVISORY INITIATIVE RECALL ORDINANCE ALL CITY MEASURES 

 

PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL TOTAL 

Alameda 2 1 0 2     0 1         2 4 6 

Butte     0 1                 0 1 1 

Contra Costa 1 2     1 0     2 0 1 0 5 2 7 

Fresno                 2 0     2 0 2 

Imperial 1 3                    1 3 4 

Kern  0 1                    0 1 1 

Los Angeles 4 3 17 1     0 1 4 0 8 3 33 8 41 

Marin 2 0                    2 0 2 

Mendocino                 4 0     4 0 4 

Monterey 1 0 1 0                2 0 2 

Orange                    1 1 1 1 2 

Riverside 3 2     1 0        3 1 7 3 10 

San Luis Obispo     2 0            1 0 3 0 3 

San Mateo 4 0 1 0            0  1 5 1 6 

Santa Clara 1 0 2 1            1 0 4 1 5 

Siskiyou 1 0                    1 0 1 

Solano 2 0                0 1 2 1 3 

Stanislaus 2 0     3 0        1 0 6 0 6 

Ventura 0 1                    0 1 1 

All Counties 24 13 23 5 5 0 0 2 12 0 16 7 80 27 107 
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LAND USE SAFETY GOVERNANCE TRANSPORT FACILITIES HOUSING 

GENERAL 

SERVICES REVENUE OTHER ALL CITY MEASURES 

 
PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL PASS FAIL TOTAL 

Alameda         0 3                 2 1     2 4 6 

Butte         0 1                         0 1 1 

Contra Costa 1 0     2 0 0 1             2 1     5 2 7 

Fresno         2 0                         2 0 2 

Imperial                             1 3     1 3 4 

Kern     0 1                             0 1 1 

Los Angeles 1 1 1 0 25 3     1 0         4 3 1 1 33 8 41 

Marin     1 0                     1 0     2 0 2 

Mendocino         4 0                         4 0 4 

Monterey 1 0                         1 0     2 0 2 

Orange 1 1                                 1 1 2 

Riverside 1 0 0 1 1 1     2 0     0 1 3 0     7 3 10 

San Luis Obispo         3 0                         3 0 3 

San Mateo 1 0                 0 1     4 0     5 1 6 

Santa Clara         2 1             1 0 1 0     4 1 5 

Siskiyou                 1 0                 1 0 1 

Solano                         0 1 2 0     2 1 3 

Stanislaus         3 0             1 0 2 0     6 0 6 

Ventura                             0 1     0 1 1 

All Counties 6 2 2 2 42 9 0 1 4 0 0 1 2 2 23 9 1 1 80 27 107 
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TABLE 2.1  VOTE TOTALS FOR CITY OFFICE CANDIDATES BY COUNTY AND ELECTION DATE, 2011 

COUNTY DATE CITY OFFICE 

DIS- 
TRICT/ 
SEAT 

TERM 
OF 

OFFICE 
CANDIDATE'S 
LAST NAME 

CANDIDATE'S 
FIRST NAME 

CANDIDATE'S 
BALLOT DESIGNATION 

IN- 
CUM 
BENT 

NUMBER 
OF CAN- 
DIDATES 

VOTES 
FOR CAN- 

DIDATE 

TOTAL 
VOTES 
CAST1 

PER- 
CENT 

OF VOTE 
ELECT-

ED 

ALAMEDA 11/8/2011 Emeryville City Council 

 

Full Asher Jacqueline Educator No 5 924  3,324  27.8% Yes 

      

Atkin Ruth Emeryville City Councilmember Yes 5 839  3,324  25.2% Yes 

      
Davis Nora City Councilmember Yes 5 822  3,324  24.7% Yes 

      
Bukowski Ken Emeryville City Councilmember Yes 5 408  3,324  12.3% No 

      
Webber William M. Attorney No 5 331  3,324  10.0% No 

  
Livermore City Council 

 
Full Turner Laureen Livermore Area Rec. & Park Dist. Director No 4 7,807  27,900  28.0% Yes 

      
Gary Stewart Retired Fire Chief No 4 7,396  27,900  26.5% Yes 

      

Burger Bobby D. Financial Marketing Officer No 4 6,493  27,900  23.3% No 

      

Kamena Marshall Mayor No 4 6,204  27,900  22.2% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Marchand John P. Councilmember No 3 7,100  14,810  47.9% Yes 

      
Hickman Barbara Retired Author/Publisher No 3 6,798  14,810  45.9% No 

      
McKernan Minuete Political Science Major No 3 912  14,810  6.2% No 

  
Newark City Council 

 
Full Callazo Maria "Sucy" Owner, Tortilla Factory No 5 3,365  10,205  33.0% Yes 

      
Freitas Luis L. Incumbent Yes 5 3,290  10,205  32.2% Yes 

      

Bucci Mike Union Millwright No 5 1,583  10,205  15.5% No 

      

Dane Jack Registered Tax Preparer No 5 1,056  10,205  10.3% No 

      
Bensco Richard "Rick" Sales Associate No 5 911  10,205  8.9% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Nagy Alan L. Newark City Councilmember No 3 2,732  5,954  45.9% Yes 

      
Apodaca Ana M. Councilmember/Community Manager No 3 1,959   5,954  32.9% No 

      
Rodrgiuez Ray J. School Boardmember/Businessman No 3 1,263  5,954  21.2% No 

ALPINE 

 

No City Contests 

            
AMADOR 

 

No City Contests 

            
BUTTE 

 
No City Contests 

            
CALAVERAS 

 
No City Contests 

            
COLUSA 

 
No City Contests 

            
CONTRA COSTA 6/7/2011 Hercules City Council 

 

Short Romero Dan Insurance Agency Principal No 3 1,704  3,652  46.7% Yes 

      

McCoy Sherry Consultant No 3 994  3,652  27.2% No 

      
Jones Mark A. Local Business Manager No 3 928  3,652  25.4% No 

   
City CouncilR 1 Short Wilkins William W. Retired Public Employee No 2 1,774  3,414  52.0% Yes 

      
de la Vega Virgilio IT/Business Consultant No 2 1,595  3,414  46.7% No 

    
2 Short Boulanger Gerard Business Owner No 1 2,603   2,843  91.6% Yes 

1Write-in candidate votes, when reported by the county, have been included in the total votes cast. For these contests, the sum of t he candidate votes is less than the total votes cast. 
RTo be elected if recall measure passes. 
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TABLE 2.1  VOTE TOTALS FOR CITY OFFICE CANDIDATES BY COUNTY AND ELECTION DATE, 2011 

COUNTY DATE CITY OFFICE 

DIS- 
TRICT/ 
SEAT 

TERM 
OF 

OFFICE 
CANDIDATE'S 
LAST NAME 

CANDIDATE'S 
FIRST NAME 

CANDIDATE'S 
BALLOT DESIGNATION 

IN- 
CUM 
BENT 

NUMBER 
OF CAN- 
DIDATES 
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FOR CAN- 

DIDATE 
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PER- 
CENT 

OF VOTE 
ELECT-

ED 

CONTRA COSTA 11/8/2011 San Ramon City Council 
 

Full Perkins Scott Vice Mayor; Flight Test Engineer Yes 3 6,481  16,869  38.4% Yes 

(continued) 
     

O'Loane Phil Medical Director/Administrator No 3 5,543  16,869  32.9% Yes 

      
Wilson H. Abram San Ramon Mayor No 3 4,791  16,869  28.4% No 

   

Mayor 

 

Full Clarkson Bill Small Business Owner No 2 5,578  9,766  57.1% Yes 

      
Rowley Carol J. City Councilmember/Educator No 2 4,163  9,766  42.6% No 

DEL NORTE 
 

No City Contests 
            

EL DORADO 
 

No City Contests 
            

FRESNO 
 

No City Contests 
            

GLENN 

 

No City Contests 

            
HUMBOLDT 

 
No City Contests 

            
IMPERIAL 11/8/2011 Brawley City Clerk 

 
Full Benavides Alma Incumbent Yes 1 2,451  2,451  100.0% Yes 

   
City Council 

 
Full Campbell Don C. Incumbent Yes 4 1,851  6,540  28.3% Yes 

      
Nava George A. Incumbent Yes 4 1,759  6,540  26.9% Yes 

      

Kelley Ryan Incumbent Yes 4 1,683  6,540  25.7% Yes 

      

Castro Ramon No Ballot Designation No 4 1,247  6,540  19.1% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full Hamilton Jim Incumbent Yes 1 2,389  2,389  100.0% Yes 

  
Calipatria City Council 

 
Full Cervantes Hector H. Incumbent Yes 5 169  698  24.2% Yes 

      
Nava-Froelich Maria Migrant Program Coordinator No 5  155  698  22.2% Yes 

      
Navarro Raul Incumbent Yes 5 149  698  21.3% No 

      
Perez Frank C. Graphic Artist No 5 135  698  19.3% No 

      

Dominguez Ruben L. State of California No 5 90  698  12.9% No 

  
El Centro City Council 

 
Full Sanders Sedalia Incumbent Yes 5 1,791  7,770  23.1% Yes 

      
Silva Efrain Educator/Council Member Yes 5 1,782  7,770  22.9% Yes 

      
Jackson Jason Business Administrator/Instructor No 5 1,586  7,770  20.4% Yes 

      
Edney Jon A. Businessman/Council Member Yes 5 1,517   7,770  19.5% No 

      
Reza Gustavo Economic Development Specialist No 5 1,094   7,770  14.1% No 

INYO 
 

No City Contests 
            

KERN 

 

No City Contests 

            
KINGS 

 
No City Contests 

            
LAKE 

 
No City Contests 

            
LASSEN 

 
No City Contests 
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LOS ANGELES 1/11/2011 Inglewood City Council 1 Full Stevens Mike Business Owner, Analyst No 7 903  2,791  32.4% Yes 

      
Petty Elliott Non-Profit Director No 7 655  2,791  23.5% Yes 

      
Ford Felicia Executive Director CEO No 7 388  2,791  13.9% No 

      

Griffin Morris Maintenance Technician No 7 301  2,791  10.8% No 

      

Burt James H. Retired Electrical Contractor No 7 284  2,791  10.2% No 

      
Giardina Cindy Deputy Probation Officer II No 7 156  2,791  5.6% No 

      
Fisher Leroy Retired Graphic Arts No 7 104  2,791  3.7% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Butts, Jr. James T. Retired Police Chief No 2 3,776  6,780  55.7% Yes 

      
Tabor Daniel K. Mayor, City of Inglewood Yes 2 3,004  6,780  44.3% No 

 

2/22/2011 Burbank City Council 

 

Full Bric Gary Incumbent Yes 4 4,658  13,741  33.9% Yes 

      

Gabel-Luddy Emily City Planner No 4 3,858  13,741  28.1% Yes 

      
Frutos Robert "Bob" Police Officer No 4 3,085  13,741  22.5% No 

      
Waltman Jacqueline Parole Agent No 4 2,140  13,741  15.6% No 

 
3/1/2011 Signal Hill City Clerk 

 
Full Pacheco Kathleen City Clerk Yes 2 776  1,531  50.7% Yes 

      
Fersch Emerson J. Certified Financial Planner No 2 755  1,531  49.3% No 

   
City Council 

 
Full Hansen Tina L. Councilmember/Criminal Prosecutor Yes 3 660  1,658  39.8% Yes 

      

Forester Larry Incumbent Yes 3 569  1,658  34.3% Yes 

      

Simmons Matthew D. Real Estate Broker No 3 429  1,658  25.9% No 

 
3/8/2011 Azusa City Council 

 
Full Carrillo Angel A. Councilmember/Educator Yes 5 1,272  4,542  28.0% Yes 

      
Macias Uriel Edward Councilmember Yes 5 1,191  4,542  26.2% Yes 

      
Naccachian Paul Educator/Mediator No 5  963  4,542  21.2% No 

      
Payne Madelyn S. Community Volunteer No 5 648  4,542  14.3% No 

      
Rosales Jorge V. Retired Architectural Professional No 5 468  4,542  10.3% No 

   

Mayor 

 

Full Rocha Joseph Romero Mayor/Educator Yes 1 2,065  2,065  100.0% Yes 

  
Bell City Council 

 
Full Saleh Ali Small Business Owner No 10 1,521  8,956  17.0% Yes 

      
Valencia Nestor E. Health Care Administrator No 10 1,448  8,956  16.2% Yes 

      
Alvarez Violeta Social Services Worker No 10 1,355  8,956  15.1% Yes 

      
Rivas Mario S. Coordinator/Military Officer No 10 1,279  8,956  14.3% No 

      
Gallardo F.J. English Teacher No 10 1,233  8,956  13.8% No 

      
Velez Lorenzo S. Heavy Equipment Operator Yes 10 688  8,956  7.7% No 

      

Serrano Imelda Student No 10 542  8,956  6.1% No 

      

Mota Estela Business Woman/Realtor No 10 400  8,956  4.5% No 

      
Oliva Marcos A. Programmer/Analyst No 10 258  8,956  2.9% No 

      
Aguilar Willie General Contractor No 10 232  8,956  2.6% No 
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OF 
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CANDIDATE'S 
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VOTES 
CAST1 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Bell City CouncilR T Short Harber Danny Retired No 2 1,634  3,037  53.8% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Ceja Coco Director of Volunteers No 2 1,403  3,037  46.2% No 

      
Quintana Ana Maria Attorney/Organizer No 5 1,467  3,362  43.6% Yes 

     

Short Sanchez Miguel A. Educator No 5 808  3,362  24.0% No 

      
Tavares Donald H. Transport/Logistic No 5 562  3,362  16.7% No 

      
Bass Janice L. Educator/Secretary No 5 296  3,362  8.8% No 

      
Martinez Lorenzo Truck Driver No 5 229  3,362  6.8% No 

  
Bellflower City Council 

 
Full Santa Ines C. "Sonny" Chief Administrative Officer No 7 2,111  9,544  22.1% Yes 

      
Dunton Raymond Business Owner Yes 7 1,813  9,544  19.0% Yes 

      

Bomgaars Randy Teacher/Council Member Yes 7 1,592  9,544  16.7% Yes 

      

Royse Rick Businessman No 7 1,270  9,544  13.3% No 

      
Smith Ray T. Businessman Yes 7 1,129  9,544  11.8% No 

      
Elhessen Sue Professor/ADA Consultant No 7 929  9,544  9.7% No 

      
Gatiglio Michael Finance Administrator No 7 700  9,544  7.3% No 

  
Beverly Hills City Council 

 
Full Bosse Lili Planning Commission Chairperson No 3 3,856  9,052  42.6% Yes 

      
Gold Julian A. Physician/City Commissioner No 3 2,637  9,052  29.1% Yes 

      
Krasne Nancy H. Beverly Hills City Councilmember Yes 3 2,559  9,052  28.3% No 

  

Calabasas City Council 

 

Full Gaines Fred Calabasas Library Commissioner No 7 1,387  6,007  23.1% Yes 

      
Martin Lucy Calabasas Education Commissioner No 7 1,361  6,007  22.7% Yes 

      
Sibilia Bob Consumer Attorney No 7 1,161  6,007  19.3% No 

      
Fritz Martha Chair, Planning Commission No 7 946  6,007  15.7% No 

      
Weintraub Alicia Public Policy Advisor No 7 695  6,007  11.6% No 

      
Sepanlou Roxsana Teacher No 7 241  6,007  4.0% No 

      
Stobie Terry Demolition Contractor No 7 216  6,007  3.6% No 

  

Carson City Clerk 

 

Full Kawagoe Helen Carson City Clerk Yes 1 7,663  7,663  100.0% Yes 

   
City Council 

 
Full Davis-Holmes Lula Councilwoman Yes 5 4,597  15,642  29.4% Yes 

      
Santarina Elito M. Educator/Councilman Yes 5 4,243  15,642  27.1% Yes 

      
Williams Harold Consulting Civil Engineer No 5 3,677  15,642  23.5% No 

      
Mitoma Michael "Mike" Chief Financial Officer No 5 2,575  15,642  16.5% No 

      
Manson Jules C. Mechanical Designer/Engineer No 5 550  15,642  3.5% No 

   

City Treasurer 

 

Full Avilla Karen Carson City Treasurer Yes 4 4,201  8,651  48.6% Yes 

      

Monzon Rey Chief Financial Officer No 4 2,199  8,651  25.4% No 

      
Harris Alene B. Retired Business Manager No 4 1,934   8,651  22.4% No 

      
Lee Jerry Quinones National Sales Manager No 4 317  8,651  3.7% No 

RTo be elected if recall measure passes. 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Cerritos City Council 
 

Full Pulido Mark E. Boardmember, ABC USD No 7 5,198  21,682  24.0% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Barrows Bruce W. Councilmember, City of Cerritos Yes 7 4,704  21,682  21.7% Yes 

      
Cho Joseph Councilmember, City of Cerritos Yes 7 4,682  21,682  21.6% Yes 

      

Hu Grace Businesswoman No 7 4,224  21,682  19.5% No 

      

Fuentes Christopher F. Film Location Manager No 7 1,393  21,682  6.4% No 

      
Rami Kiran Professor No 7 1,102  21,682  5.1% No 

      
Mody Harshad No Ballot Designation No 7 379  21,682  1.7% No 

  
Claremont City Council 

 
Full Pedroza Sam Councilmember/Environmental Planner Yes 8 3,550  14,505  24.5% Yes 

      
Nasiali Opanyi K. Retired Urban Planner No 8 2,849  14,505  19.6% Yes 

      
Lyons Joseph "Joe" Research Consultant/Educator No 8 2,612  14,505  18.0% Yes 

      

Haulman Robin L. Attorney/Businesswoman No 8 2,400  14,505  16.5% No 

      

Pocock Jay N. Businessman No 8 1,516  14,505  10.5% No 

      
Armendarez Joseph Teacher No 8 594  14,505  4.1% No 

      
Keenan Michael John Professional Window Cleaner No 8 577  14,505  4.0% No 

      
Jaime Rex Quality Engineer No 8 407  14,505  2.8% No 

  
Commerce City Council 

 
Full Aguilar Joe Incumbent Yes 8  671  2,609  25.7% Yes 

      
Robles Denise M. Community Services Commissioner No 8 537  2,609  20.6% Yes 

      

Valencia Jaime Accounting Associate No 8 447  2,609  17.1% No 

      

Acero Jose S. Deputy Sheriff No 8 355  2,609  13.6% No 

      
Kevanian George Federal Criminal Investigator No 8 242  2,609  9.3% No 

      
Cisneros Ray "Gordy" Public Affairs Consultant No 8 209  2,609  8.0% No 

      
Flores Elizabeth Substitute Teacher No 8 81   2,609  3.1% No 

      
Estrada Shawn Professional Boxer/Businessman No 8 67  2,609  2.6% No 

  
Glendora City Council 

 
Full Nelson Judy Marie Bookseller, Store/Bookfairs No 7 3,312  16,257  20.4% Yes 

      
Tessitor Doug Councilmember/Retired Businessman Yes 7 2,989  16,257  18.4% Yes 

      

Santoro Joe College Dean No 7 2,673  16,257  16.4% Yes 

      

Nagy Jason Businessman No 7 2,090  16,257  12.9% No 

      
Landmann-Johnsey Erica Educator No 7 2,033  16,257  12.5% No 

      
Fields John C. Non-Profit Executive Director No 7 2,007  16,257  12.3% No 

      
Carrasco Cynthia Natalie No Ballot Designation No 7 1,153  16,257  7.1% No 

  
Hidden Hills City Council 

 
Full Landon Marvin Businessman No 5 225  882  25.5% Yes 

      
Weber Larry G. Incumbent Yes 5 215  882  24.4% Yes 

      

Siegel Stuart E. Councilmember Yes 5 207  882  23.5% Yes 

      

Miles Curt Film Production No 5 154  882  17.5% No 

      
Sacket Cyrous Business Owner No 5 81  882  9.2% No 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Huntington Park City Council 
 

Full Hernandez Ofelia Council Member Yes 8 1,239  7,038  17.6% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Perez Rosa E. Assistant Hospital Administrator No 8 1,151  7,038  16.4% Yes 

      
Gomez Mario Incumbent Yes 8 1,084  7,038  15.4% Yes 

      

Ortiz Graciela Educator/Counselor No 8 975  7,038  13.9% No 

      

Amezquita Valentin Palos Environmental Scientist No 8 844  7,038  12.0% No 

      
Martinez Efren Executive Director/Businessman No 8 809  7,038  11.5% No 

      
Pacheco Irving Senior Field Representative No 8 525  7,038  7.5% No 

      
Ioannidis Nick M. Businessman/Tailor No 8 411  7,038  5.8% No 

  
La Canada Flintridge City Council 

 
Full Olhasso Laura City Council Member Yes 7 2,645  11,164  23.7% Yes 

      
Voss Donald Member of the City Council Yes 7 2,207  11,164  19.8% Yes 

      

Davitt Michael Real Estate Executive No 7 2,095  11,164  18.8% Yes 

      

Kamar Charbel  Business Owner No 7 1,977  11,164  17.7% No 

      
Hill James Deputy County Counsel No 7 828  11,164  7.4% No 

      
Richter Robert Retired Engineer No 7 794  11,164  7.1% No 

      
Harris Jacqueline L. Registered Nurse No 7 618  11,164  5.5% No 

  
La Habra Heights City Council 

 
Full Francis Roy R. Retired Fire Captain No 4 617  2,156  28.6% Yes 

      
Vipperman Howard Incumbent Yes 4 598  2,156  27.7% Yes 

      

Black Larry Marketing Executive No 4 518  2,156  24.0% No 

      

Lough Phillip Economics Teacher/Entrepreneur No 4 423  2,156  19.6% No 

  
La Mirada City Council 

 
Full Jones Steve Councilmember, City of La Mirada Yes 5 2,722  8,495  32.0% Yes 

      
DeRuse Steve Pastor/Coach No 5 1,614  8,495  19.0% Yes 

      
Mowles Larry Insurance Executive No 5 1,536  8,495  18.1% Yes 

      
Brown Paul R. Deputy State Attorney No 5 1,392  8,495  16.4% No 

      
Sarega Andrew Police Officer/Businessman No 5 1,231  8,495  14.5% No 

  

Lakewood City Council 

 

Full Van Nostran Lawrence H.  Incumbent Yes 5 3,402  11,043  30.8% Yes 

      

Wood Jeff Deputy Emergency Manager No 5 2,810  11,043  25.4% Yes 

      
Janes Joy Community Consultant No 5 2,041  11,043  18.5% No 

      
Titel Marc Educator/Businessman No 5 1,527  11,043  13.8% No 

      
Perez Marisa Environmental Policy Advisor No 5 1,263  11,043  11.4% No 

  
Los Angeles City Council 2 Full Krekorian Paul Member of the City Council Yes 2 12,692  16,801  75.5% Yes 

      
Bisani Augusto Businessman No 2 4,109  16,801  24.5% No 

    

4 Full Labonge Tom Los Angeles City Councilmember Yes 3 10,629  19,495  54.5% Yes 

      

O'Grady Tomas Small Businessperson/Environmentalist No 3 6,088  19,495  31.2% No 

      
Box Stephen Producer/Writer/Businessman No 3 2,778  19,495  14.2% No 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Los Angeles City Council 6 Full Cardenas Tony Los Angeles City Councilmember Yes 4 4,788  8,299  57.7% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Goodman Rich Small Business Entrepreneur No 4 1,539  8,299  18.5% No 

      
Cordaro James "Jamie" San Fernando Valley Businessman No 4 1,238  8,299  14.9% No 

      

Barron David Code Enforcement Official No 4 734  8,299  8.8% No 

    
8 Full Parks Bernard C. Los Angeles City Councilmember Yes 3 9,482  18,515  51.2% Yes 

      
Hogan-Rowles Forescee Community Development CEO No 3 8,058  18,515  43.5% No 

      
Jumaane Jabari S. Los Angeles City Firefighter No 3 975  18,515  5.3% No 

    
10 Full Wesson, Jr. Herb J. Los Angeles City Councilmember Yes 6 9,744  13,269 73.4% Yes 

      
Kim Andrew "Andy" Attorney No 6 1,480  13,269 11.2% No 

      

Shaw Althea Rae Victim Advocate No 6 668  13,269 5.0% No 

      

Montoya Luis Small Business Owner No 6 536  13,269 4.0% No 

      
Brown Chris Private Business Owner No 6 490  13,269 3.7% No 

      
Dragon Austin Employment Specialist/Businessman No 6 351  13,269 2.6% No 

    
12 Full Englander Mitchell Policeman/Councilmember Deputy No 6 13,751  23,815 57.7% Yes 

      
Smith Brad Neighborhood Council Boardmember No 6 5,917  23,815 24.8% No 

      
Singh Navraj "Singh" Businessman/Restaurant Owner No 6 1,430  23,815 6.0% No 

      
Lord, Jr. Kelly M. Small Business Owner No 6 1,298  23,815 5.5% No 

      

Chelebian Armineh Boardmember, Neighborhood Council No 6 1,027  23,815 4.3% No 

      

Lakhanpal Dinesh "Danny" Businessperson No 6 392  23,815 1.6% No 

    
14 Full Huizar Jose Los Angeles City Councilmember Yes 2 10,945  17,255  63.4% Yes 

      
Martinez Rudy Small Business Owner No 2 6,310  17,255  36.6% No 

  
Manhattan Beach City Council 

 
Full Lesser David Planning Commissioner/Attorney No 4 3,556  8,956  39.7% Yes 

      
Howorth Amy School Board Member No 4 2,992  8,956  33.4% Yes 

      

Paralusz Kathleen Attorney No 4 1,976  8,956  22.1% No 

      

Ngo Viet No Ballot Designation No 4 432  8,956  4.8% No 

  
Monterey Park City Council 

 
Full Ing Mitchell Councilmember/Banker Yes 8 3,479  16,532  21.0% Yes 

      
Sebastian Teresa Real Attorney/Business Woman No 8 2,810  16,532  17.0% Yes 

      
Wong Anthony City Councilmember Yes 8 2,515  16,532  15.2% Yes 

      
Gin Bob School Board Member No 8 2,341  16,532  14.2% No 

      
Liang Hans J. Deputy Probation Officer No 8 2,180  16,532  13.2% No 

      
Estrada Luis E. School Facilities Management No 8 2,156  16,532  13.0% No 

      

Sarnoi Walter Teacher/Professional Boxer No 8 587  16,532  3.6% No 

      

Avila Joe Ray Handyman/Businessman No 8 464  16,532  2.8% No 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Norwalk City Council 
 

Full Rodarte Marcel Quality Specialist/Reservist No 14 2,019  15,189  13.3% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Vernola Luigi Businessman No 14 1,988  15,189  13.1% Yes 

      
Shryrock Leonard Math Teacher No 14 1,943  15,189  12.8% Yes 

      

McIntosh Mary Jane Distribution Manager No 14 1,672  15,189  11.0% No 

      

Brennan Judith Business Owner No 14 1,568  15,189  10.3% No 

      
Luera Jesse M. Councilman/Business Owner Yes 14 1,421  15,189  9.4% No 

      
Collins Scott Planning Commissioner/Manager No 14 1,116  15,189  7.3% No 

      
Ramirez Rick Councilmember/Peace Officer Yes 14 1,093  15,189  7.2% No 

      
Garcia Anthony R. Small Business Owner No 14 676  15,189  4.5% No 

      
Silvera Ginger College Professor No 14 585  15,189  3.9% No 

      
McIntosh II Larry V. Bookkeeper/Tax Consultant No 14 437  15,189  2.9% No 

      

Lowe Steve L. Retired No 14 333  15,189  2.2% No 

      

Beckman Craig No Ballot Designation No 14 197  15,189  1.3% No 

      
Aduna Alfonso Q. Small Business Owner No 14 141  15,189  0.9% No 

  
Pasadena City Council 1 Full Robinson Jacque Councilmember Yes 2 1,328  1,776  74.8% Yes 

      
Smith James D. Arts Educator No 2 448  1,776  25.2% No 

    
2 Full McAustin Margaret City Councilmember Yes 1 1,241  1,241  100.0% Yes 

    

4 Full Masuda Gene Business Owner No 5 1,476  3,938  37.5% Runoff 

      

Fosselman Jill Management Consultant No 5 1,406  3,938  35.7% Runoff 

      
Chahinian Khatchik Small Business Owner No 5 575  3,938  14.6% No 

      
Shay Allen Business Owner/Realtor No 5 441  3,938  11.2% No 

      
Perera Ranil Computer Systems Engineer No 5 40  3,938  1.0% No 

    
6 Full Madison Steve City Councilmember/Lawyer Yes 2 2,440  4,414  55.3% Yes 

      
Naber Carolyn Business Owner No 2 1,974  4,414  44.7% No 

   

Mayor 

 

Full Bogaard Bill Mayor of Pasadena Yes 1 12,202  12,202  100.0% Yes 

  
Redondo Beach City Clerk 

 
Full Manzano Eleanor Redondo Beach City Clerk Yes 1 6,321  6,321  100.0% Yes 

   
City Council 3 Full Aust Pat Redondo Beach City Councilmember Yes 1 1,328  1,328  100.0% Yes 

    
5 Full Kilroy Matthew J. Teacher Yes 1 1,253  1,253  100.0% Yes 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full O'Dell Ernie Incumbent Yes 1 6,154  6,154  100.0% Yes 

  

Rolling Hills City Council 

 

Full Black James Incumbent Yes 4 341  1,164  29.3% Yes 

      
Hill Frank E. Incumbent Yes 4 325  1,164  27.9% Yes 

      
Lay B. Allen Incumbent Yes 4 279  1,164  24.0% Yes 

      
Resich, Jr. John J. Businessman/Attorney No 4 219  1,164  18.8% No 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 Rosemead City Council 
 

Full Low Polly Councilmember/Engineer Yes 3 1,989  4,066  48.9% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Alarcon William "Bill" Engineer/Planning Commissioner No 3 1,477  4,066  36.3% Yes 

      
Gandara R. Alejandro Businessman No 3 600  4,066  14.8% No 

  

San Dimas City Council 

 

Full Badar Emmett G. Councilmember/Retired Detective Yes 3 2,526  5,839  43.3% Yes 

      
Ebiner John San Dimas City Councilmember Yes 3 2,468  5,839  42.3% Yes 

      
Grant Chris S. Certified Public Accountant No 3 845  5,839  14.5% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Morris Curtis W. Incumbent Yes 2 2,738   3,202  85.5% Yes 

      
Maksoudian Sid Small Business Owner No 2 464  3,202  14.5% No 

  
San Fernando City Council 

 
Full Lopez Antonio Management No 4 457  1,566  29.2% Yes 

      

Esqueda Brenda Mayor Pro Tem No 4 383  1,566  24.5% Yes 

      

Ballin Sylvia Retired Principal Analyst No 4 379  1,566  24.2% Yes 

      
Berriozabal Gilbert Financial Analyst No 4 347  1,566  22.2% No 

  
San Gabriel City Council 

 
Full Harrington John Attorney No 4 1,634  5,211  31.4% Yes 

      
Constanzo Juli Sales Director/Councilmember Yes 4 1,341  5,211  25.7% Yes 

      
Liao Chin Ho Community Volunteer No 4 1,250  5,211  24.0% No 

      
Hu Philip College Professor/Parent No 4 986  5,211  18.9% No 

  

South Gate City Council 

 

Full Morales Jorge Field Deputy Representative No 4 2,154   7,927  27.2% Yes 

      
Davila Maria Vice Mayor Yes 4 1,977  7,927  24.9% Yes 

      
Gonzalez Henry C. City Council Member Yes 4 1,954  7,927  24.6% Yes 

      
Martinez Gregory Mayor Yes 4 1,842  7,927  23.2% No 

  
Temple City City Council 

 
Full Blum Carl L. Appointed Incumbent/Engineer No 6 2,098  8,066  26.0% Yes 

      
Sternquist Cynthia Appointed Councilmember/Teacher No 6 2,082  8,066  25.8% Yes 

      
Vizcarra Fernando L. Incumbent Yes 6 1,760  8,066  21.8% Yes 

      

Valenzuela, III Manuel "Manny" Community Planner/Commissioner No 6 1,200  8,066  14.9% No 

      

Cruse Starene Teacher/Nurse Assistant No 6 626  8,066  7.8% No 

      
Lisk Nicholas J. Retired Contract Administrator No 6 300  8,066  3.7% No 
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LOS ANGELES 3/8/2011 West Hollywood City Council 
 

Full D'Amico John University Project Manager No 10 2,876  16,551  17.4% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Land Abbe Councilmember/Healthcare Director Yes 10 2,834  16,551  17.1% Yes 

      
Heilman John West Hollywood Councilmember Yes 10 2,626  16,551  15.9% Yes 

      

Martin Steve Attorney No 10 2,320  16,551  14.0% No 

      

Horvath Lindsay Appointed W. Hollywood Councilmember No 10 2,124  16,551  12.8% No 

      
Schmidt Scott Businessman/Community Organizer No 10 1,447  16,551  8.7% No 

      
Aviles Mito Businessman/Entrepreneur No 10 1,057  16,551  6.4% No 

      
John Lucas Small Business Owner No 10 559  16,551  3.4% No 

      
Gonzaga Mark Tenant Rights Advocate No 10 550  16,551  3.3% No 

      
Topp Martin Commercial Interior Architect No 10 158  16,551  1.0% No 

 

3/22/2011 Inglewood City Council 1 Full Stevens Mike Business Owner, Analyst No 2 1,308  2,196  59.6% Yes 

      

Petty Elliott D. Non-Profit Director No 2 888  2,196  40.4% No 

 
4/5/2011 Glendale City Council 

 
Full Manoukian Rafi CPA No 6 10,197  41,154  24.8% Yes 

      
Weaver Dave Councilman/Civil Engineer Yes 6 9,903  41,154  24.1% Yes 

      
Drayman John City Council Member Yes 6 9,842  41,154  23.9% No 

      
Keuroghelian Chahe Small Business Owner No 6 7,548  41,154  18.3% No 

      
Mohill Mike Retired Business Man No 6 1,981  41,154  4.8% No 

      

Mailyan Garen Security Officer No 6 1,683  41,154  4.1% No 

  

Inglewood City Council 4 Full Franklin Ralph Councilman District Four Yes 2 970  1,348  72.0% Yes 

      
Goff David Stone Mason/Videographer No 2 378  1,348  28.0% No 

 
4/12/2011 Burbank City Council 

 
Full Gabel-Luddy Emily City Planner No 2 4,411  8,727  50.5% Yes 

      
Frutos Robert "Bob" Police Officer No 2 4,316  8,727  49.5% No 

  
Monrovia City Council 

 
Full Shevlin Becky A. Appointed Councilmember No 5 2,014  5,039  40.0% Yes 

      

Adams Tom Councilmember/Business Owner Yes 5 1,678  5,039  33.3% Yes 

      

Zeigler Chris Community Volunteer No 5 819  5,039  16.3% No 

      
Espinosa Joe Correctional Sergeant No 5 390  5,039  7.7% No 

      
Cosylion Jason F. Government Employee No 5 138  5,039  2.7% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Lutz Mary Ann Mayor/Business Owner Yes 1 2,382  2,382  100.0% Yes 
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LOS ANGELES 4/19/2011 Compton City Council 1 Full Calhoun Barbara J. Incumbent/Councilwoman Yes 7 1,305  3,371  38.7% Runoff 

(continued) 
     

Zurita Janna Meals-On-Wheels Coordinator/Nurse No 7  615  3,371  18.2% Runoff 

      
Bradley Robin L. No Ballot Designation No 7 365  3,371  10.8% No 

      

Boone Lynn Concerned Resident No 7 362  3,371  10.7% No 

      

Jackson Jasper B. Paralegal No 7 258  3,371  7.7% No 

      
Scott Otha R. Educator No 7 242  3,371  7.2% No 

      
Rodriguez Francisco J. Medical Assistant No 7 224  3,371  6.6% No 

    
4 Full Jones Willie O. Council Member Yes 2 1,918  3,130  61.3% Yes 

      
Darden Lillie P. Compton Planning Commissioner No 2 1,212  3,130  38.7% No 

  

Pasadena City Council 4 Full Masuda Gene Business Owner No 2 2,081  3,738  55.7% Yes 

      

Fosselman Jill Management Consultant No 2 1,657  3,738  44.3% No 

 
6/7/2011 Compton City Council 1 Full Zurita Janna Meals-On-Wheels Coordinator/Nurse No 2 1,637  3,165  51.7% Yes 

      
Calhoun Barbara J. Incumbent/Councilwoman Yes 2 1,528  3,165  48.3% No 

 
11/8/2011 Agoura Hills City Council 

 
Full Weber Illece B. Attorney/Planning Commissioner No 4 1,633  5,124  31.9% Yes 

      
Edelston John M. Councilmember/Healthcare Consultant Yes 4 1,579  5,124  30.8% Yes 

      
Lepisto Sue School Programs Consultant No 4 1,411  5,124  27.5% No 

      

Platzer Meril S. Physician No 4 501  5,124  9.8% No 

  
Baldwin Park City Council 

 
Full Garcia Monica Baldwin Park City Councilmember Yes 5 1,988  6,633  30.0% Yes 

      
Pacheco Ricardo Councilmember/Engineer Yes 5 1,777  6,633  26.8% Yes 

      
Baca Cruz Education Consultant/Businesswoman No 5 1,619  6,633  24.4% No 

      
Dexter Jim Law Enforcement Sergeant No 5 936  6,633  14.1% No 

      
De Leon John B. Attorney No 5 313  6,633  4.7% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Lozano Manuel Mayor Yes 1 3,016  3,016  100.0% Yes 

  

Bell Gardens City Council 

 

Full Rodriguez Jennifer Councilwoman/Businesswoman Yes 4 1,569  4,803  32.7% Yes 

      
Aceituno Pedro Councilmember/Businessman Yes 4 1,494  4,803  31.1% Yes 

      
Morales Jannette Associate Teacher/Commissioner No 4 875  4,803  18.2% No 

      
Silva Yvette L. Businesswoman/Pharmacy Manager No 4 865  4,803  18.0% No 

  
Diamond Bar City Council 

 
Full Tanaka Jack Councilmember, City of Diamond Bar Yes 3 3,743  8,024  46.6% Yes 

      
Herrera Carol Councilmember Yes 3 2,577  8,024  32.1% Yes 

      

Dhand Shawn Physician No 3 1,704  8,024  21.2% No 
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LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Duarte City Council 
 

Full Reilly Liz Instructional Aide No 5 1,130  4,647  24.3% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Fasana John Duarte City Councilmember Yes 5 1,115  4,647  24.0% Yes 

      
Gaston Lois Incumbent Yes 5 1,029  4,647  22.1% No 

      

Baltazar, Jr. Henry Landscape Contractor No 5 986  4,647  21.2% No 

      

Gunaratine Anil Auditor No 5 387  4,647  8.3% No 

  
El Monte City Council 

 
Full Martinez Victoria "Vicky" Career College Representative No 6 1,994  10,542  18.9% Yes 

      
Patel B. Bart Businessowner/Accountant/Commissioner No 6 1,987  10,542  18.8% Yes 

      
Wallach Patricia A. "Pat" City Councilwoman Yes 6 1,892  10,542  17.9% No 

      
Ishigaki Emily City Councilwoman Yes 6 1,718  10,542  16.3% No 

      
Velasco Jerry Businessman No 6 1,492  10,542  14.2% No 

      

De Los Reyes Verna Communications Professional/Mother No 6 1,459  10,542  13.8% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Quintero Andre Mayor/Criminal Prosecutor Yes 2 3,315  5,679  58.4% Yes 

      
Barrios Art Retired  City Councilman No 2 2,364  5,679  41.6% No 

  
Hawaiian Gardens City Council 

 
Full Farfan Victor Incumbent Yes 6 629  2,241  28.1% Yes 

      
Gomez Michael Incumbent Yes 6 629  2,241  28.1% Yes 

      
Trimble Kathy Food Services Assistant No 6 431  2,241  19.2% No 

      
Arroyo Mauricio C. Discharge Liaison No 6 380  2,241  17.0% No 

      

Arias Janeth Attorney No 6 102  2,241  4.6% No 

      

Avelar Adrian No Ballot Designation No 6 70  2,241  3.1% No 

  
Hawthorne City Council 

 
Full Michelin Nilo School Boardmember/Teacher No 9 2,103  9,019  23.3% Yes 

      
Valentine Olivia Retired Federal Prosecutor No 9 1,706  9,019  18.9% Yes 

      
Vargas John VP, Hawthorne SD Board of Trustees No 9 1,541  9,019  17.1% No 

      
Jefferson John L. Pastor No 9 1,267  9,019  14.0% No 

      
Walsh Sean R. Businessman/IT Engineer No 9 781  9,019  8.7% No 

      

Gutierrez Jose C. Information Technology Manager No 9 578  9,019  6.4% No 

      

Stiglich Frances Retired County Receptionist No 9 563  9,019  6.2% No 

      
Offiah Martin Professor No 9 306  9,019  3.4% No 

      
Shultz William "Bill" P. Retired Sales Person No 9 174  9,019  1.9% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Juarez Daniel "Danny" City Councilman/Finance Manager No 3 2,536  5,021  50.5% Yes 

      
Vargas Alex Mayor Pro-tem, City of Hawthorne No 3 2,072   5,021  41.3% No 

      
Fulwood Dwan Entrepreneur No 3 413  5,021  8.2% No 
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LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Hermosa Beach City Clerk 
 

Full Doerfling Elaine C. City Clerk Yes 1 1,722  1,722  100.0% Yes 

(continued) 
  

City Council 
 

Full Divirgilio Michael City Councilman Yes 4 1,521  5,194  29.3% Yes 

      

Tucker Peter C. City Councilman Yes 4 1,450  5,194  27.9% Yes 

      

Fangary H.S. Environmental Engineer/Lawyer No 4 1,223  5,194  23.5% No 

      
Powers Steve Business Consultant No 4 1,000  5,194  19.3% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full Cohn David Corporate Managing Director No 2 1,371  2,413  56.8% Yes 

      
Workman John M. Incumbent Yes 2 1,042  2,413  43.2% No 

  
Irwindale City Council 

 
Full Breceda Mark A. Councilmember, Business Owner Yes 6 333   1,546  21.5% Yes 

      
Garcia Manuel R. Incumbent/Electrical Foreman Yes 6 294  1,546  19.0% Yes 

      

Miranda Julian A. Elementary School Teacher No 6 289  1,546  18.7% Yes 

      

Ambriz Albert F. "Albie" Code Enforcement Officer No 6 229  1,546  14.8% No 

      
Burrola Larry G. Councilmember Yes 6 205  1,546  13.3% No 

      
Gomez Suzanne E. Community Volunteer No 6 196  1,546  12.7% No 

  
Lomita City Council 

 
Full Savidan Mike Retired Sheriff Commander No 3 1,328  3,030  43.8% Yes 

      
Sanchez, Jr. Henry Retired Fire Captain No 3 1,175  3,030  38.8% Yes 

      
Thompson James P. Businessman/Attorney No 3 527  3,030  17.4% No 

  

Los Angeles City Council 15 Short Buscaino Joe Los Angeles Police Officer No 11 5,175  18,079  28.6% Yes 

      
Furutani Warren California State Assemblymember No 11 4,098  18,079  22.7% No 

      
Wilson Jayme Businessman/Community Leader No 11 2,190  18,079  12.1% No 

      
McOsker Pat Firefighter/First Responder No 11 1,779  18,079  9.8% No 

      
Svorinich, Jr. Rudy Small Business Owner No 11 1,627  18,079  9.0% No 

      
Teuber Gordon Councilmember's Economic Director No 11 1,186  18,079  6.6% No 

      
Brimmer Justin I. Los Angeles Legislative Deputy No 11 748  18,079  4.1% No 

      

Chambliss Rebecca Realtor No 11 388  18,079  2.1% No 

      

Delgado, Jr. John M. Businessman No 11 326  18,079  1.8% No 

      
Pereyda Frank Local Businessman No 11 293  18,079  1.6% No 

      
Graham M. "Candice" Community Activist/Businesswoman No 11 269  18,079  1.5% No 

  
Lynwood City Clerk 

 
Full Quinonez Maria Incumbent Yes 2 1,600  2,461  65.0% Yes 

      
Rea Armando Private Civil Investigator No 2 861  2,461  35.0% No 

   
City Council 

 
Full Alatorre Salvador Treasurer/State Inspector No 6 1,175  4,933  23.8% Yes 

      

Castro Aide Councilwoman/Business Owner Yes 6 997  4,933  20.2% Yes 

      

Flores Alfredo Council Member/Educator Yes 6 862  4,933  17.5% No 

      
Pygatt Iris Business Woman No 6 712  4,933  14.4% No 

      
Carr Patricia County Worker/Businesswoman No 6 688  4,933  13.9% No 

      
Jacinto Edwin R. Realtor/Businessman No 6 499  4,933  10.1% No 
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LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Lynwood City Treasurer 
 

Full Hernandez Edwin Bank Manager No 2 1,698  2,609  65.1% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Perez Francisco Distribution Branch Manager No 2 911  2,609  34.9% No 

  

Maywood City Clerk 

 

Full Calderon Sergio J. Teacher No 2  679  932  72.9% Yes 

      

Villa Gustavo Administrator No 2 253   932  27.1% No 

   
City Council 

 
Full Guardado Veronica Councilmember, City of Maywood Yes 6 658  2,519  26.1% Yes 

      
Magana Oscar Educator/Coach No 6 623  2,519  24.7% Yes 

      
Medina Ramon Business Owner No 6 489  2,519  19.4% No 

      
Bruyneel Yolanda C. Office Administrator No 6 450   2,519  17.9% No 

      
Diaz Eric Businessman No 6 189  2,519  7.5% No 

      

Sandoval Lizeth "Liz" Maywood City Treasurer No 6 110  2,519  4.4% No 

   

City Treasurer 

 

Full Contreras Salvador Retired School Teacher No 2 524  941  55.7% Yes 

      
Martin Tomas Retired Mayor No 2 417  941  44.3% No 

  
Montebello City Clerk 

 
Full Hernandez Daniel Engineer/MBA Candidate No 3 1,671  3,863  43.3% Yes 

      
Valenzuela Enrique R. Community College Faculty No 3 1,102  3,863  28.5% No 

      
Tapia Robert "Bob" Financial Advisor No 3 1,090  3,863  28.2% No 

   

City Council 

 

Full Cortez Christina City Council Member Yes 7 2,146  8,176  26.2% Yes 

      

Hadjinian Jack Businessman No 7 1,735  8,176  21.2% Yes 

      
Gallarzo Flavio Teacher/School Administrator No 7 1,531  8,176  18.7% No 

      
Salazar Larry H. County Program Administrator No 7 1,164  8,176  14.2% No 

      
Perez Alberto Council Member Yes 7 945  8,176  11.6% No 

      
Cortez Lucy Business Woman No 7 344  8,176  4.2% No 

      
Gonzalez Elizabeth Business Woman No 7 311  8,176  3.8% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full Khwaja Sheraly Businessman No 2 2,115  3,681  57.5% Yes 

      

Watson Yvonne Community Activist No 2 1,566  3,681  42.5% No 

  
Palmdale City Council 

 
Full Hofbauer Steve City Councilmember/Fireman Yes 2 4,841  9,376  51.6% Yes 

      
Dispenza Mike Councilman/Business Owner Yes 2 4,535  9,376  48.4% Yes 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Ledford, Jr. James C. Mayor of Palmdale Yes 3 5,462  7,584  72.0% Yes 

      
Campbell Maggie Professor No 3 1,320  7,584  17.4% No 

      
Kester Desmond L.A. County Supervising Appraiser No 3 802  7,584  10.6% No 
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LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 Pico Rivera City Council 
 

Full Salcido Gregory Teacher/Councilman Yes 7 1,763  10,012  17.6% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Tercero Brent A. Educator/Policy Analyst No 7 1,718  10,012  17.2% Yes 

      
Archuleta Bob J. Councilman/Veterans Commissioner Yes 7 1,709  10,012  17.1% Yes 

      

Renteria Maria E. M. Rio Hondo College Trustee No 7 1,703  10,012  17.0% No 

      

Rapisarda Barbara C. Teacher/Councilwoman Yes 7 1,646  10,012  16.4% No 

      
Riesgo Raul A. Marketing Consultant No 7 789  10,012  7.9% No 

      
Gonzalez Victor MTA Bus Driver No 7 684  10,012  6.8% No 

  
Rancho Palos Verdes City Council 

 
Full Brooks Susan Mediator/Educator No 8 4,657  22,739  20.5% Yes 

      
Duhovic Jerry Business Executive/Owner No 8 4,010  22,739  17.6% Yes 

      
Knight Jim Planning Commissioner No 8 3,202  22,739  14.1% Yes 

      

Emenhiser Dave Businessman/City Commissioner No 8 3,081  22,739  13.5% No 

      

Dyda Ken Retired No 8 3,007  22,739  13.2% No 

      
de la Rosa Dora M. Retired Business Attorney No 8 2,715  22,739  11.9% No 

      
Alegria Eric Local Teacher/Businessman No 8 1,609  22,739  7.1% No 

      
Smith Cynthia College Office Administrator No 8 458  22,739  2.0% No 

  
San Marino City Council 

 
Full Kneier Dennis B. Incumbent Yes 4 1,610  4,365  36.9% Yes 

      
Sun Eugene C. Incumbent Yes 4 1,572  4,365  36.0% Yes 

      

Foley David E. Consultant No 4 673  4,365  15.4% No 

      

Johnson Stephanie Systems Analyst No 4 510  4,365  11.7% No 

  
South El Monte City Council 

 
Full Delgado Hector F. Councilmember/School Teacher Yes 7 849  2,794  30.4% Yes 

      
Ili Willhans Councilmember/Educator Yes 7 539  2,794  19.3% Yes 

      
Carrera Martha Small Business Owner No 7 429  2,794  15.4% No 

      
Yrigoyen, Jr. Robert Business Manager No 7 374  2,794  13.4% No 

      
Pardo Raul Government/Business Consultant No 7 238  2,794  8.5% No 

      
Martinez Aaron Water Treatment Operator No 7 218  2,794  7.8% No 

      

Alvarado Yolanda G. Parent/Homemaker No 7 147  2,794  5.3% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Aguinaga Luis "Louie" Business Owner/Mayor Yes 2 1,222  1,557  78.5% Yes 

      
Acosta Manuel "Manny" Pharmaceutical Manager No 2 335  1,557  21.5% No 
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LOS ANGELES 11/8/2011 South Pasadena City Council 
 

Full Khubesrian Marina Physician No 9 2,124  11,829  18.0% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Schneider Richard D. Incumbent Yes 9 2,057  11,829  17.4% Yes 

      
Joe Bob Retired Government Manager No 9 1,763  11,829  14.9% Yes 

      

Salinas Art Consumer Attorney No 9 1,261  11,829  10.7% No 

      

Margrave David L. Commissioner/Businessman No 9 1,165  11,829  9.8% No 

      
Ten Mike Delivery Supervisor/Councilmember Yes 9 1,134  11,829  9.6% No 

      
Arnold Ernest B. Registered Financial Advisor No 9 854  11,829  7.2% No 

      
Glaeser Chris Community Volunteer No 9 840  11,829  7.1% No 

      
Reynolds Alan Business Owner/Engineer No 9 631  11,829  5.3% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Short Pia Gary E. Registered Investment Advisor No 1 2,705  2,705  100.0% Yes 

  

West Covina City Council 

 

Full Herfert Steve West Covina Mayor/Scientist No 4 3,609  12,135  29.7% Yes 

      
Sykes Frederick "Fred" Retired Deputy Sheriff No 4 3,282  12,135  27.0% Yes 

      
Armbrust Karin Appointed Councilwoman/Businesswoman No 4 2,975  12,135  24.5% No 

      
Redholtz Herb Planning Commissioner/Businessman No 4 2,269  12,135  18.7% No 

  
Westlake Village City Council 

 
Full Davis Ned E. Councilmember Yes 3 1,316  3,176  41.4% Yes 

      
Klessig Phillippa Incumbent Yes 3 953  3,176  30.0% Yes 

      
Mann Chris Westlake Village Businessman No 3 907  3,176  28.6% No 

MADERA 

 

No City Contests 

            
MARIN 11/8/2011 Corte Madera City Council 

 
Full Ravasio Bob Incumbent Yes 3 1,787  4,536  39.4% Yes 

      
Cock Alexandra Councilmember/Businesswoman Yes 3 1,595  4,536  35.2% Yes 

      
Gill Melissa J. Real Estate Consultant No 3 1,129   4,536  24.9% No 

  
Fairfax City Clerk 

 
Full Anderson Judy Incumbent Yes 1 1,659  1,678  98.9% Yes 

   

City Council 

 

Full Bragman Larry Incumbent Yes 3 1,739  3,969  43.8% Yes 

      

O'Neil Ryan Small Business Owner Yes 3 1,669  3,969  42.1% Yes 

      
Lang Christopher H. Landscape Gardener/Bicyclist No 3 532  3,969  13.4% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full Petty Barbara L. Appointed Incumbent No 1 1,609  1,629  98.8% Yes 

  
Larkspur City Council 

 
Full Chu Larry Incumbent Yes 4 2,350  5,638  41.7% Yes 

      
Morrison Ann Community Volunteer Yes 4 1,790  5,638  31.7% Yes 

      
Marsh Bradley Tax Attorney/Educator No 4 1,129  5,638  20.0% No 

      

Kanter Dave Web Developer No 4 365  5,638  6.5% No 
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MARIN 11/8/2011 Novato City Council 
 

Full Lucan Eric Businessman/Parks Commissioner Yes 7 5,522  25,717  21.5% Yes 

(continued) 
     

MacLeamy Jeanne Architect/City Councilmember Yes 7 5,150  25,717  20.0% Yes 

      
Kellner Madeline R. Councilmember/Executive Director Yes 7 4,685  25,717  18.2% Yes 

      

Schwarze Leslie P. Businesswoman No 7 4,530  25,717  17.6% No 

      

Ghigliotti, Jr. Jerome J. No Ballot Designation No 7 2,513  25,717  9.8% No 

      
Sluis Eleanor Retired Teacher No 7 1,990  25,717  7.7% No 

      
Fernandez Manny Executive Director No 7 1,280  25,717  5.0% No 

  
San Anselmo City Clerk 

 
Full Chambers Barbara Incumbent Yes 1 2,399  2,421  99.1% Yes 

   
City Council 

 
Full Lopin Lori J. Business Owner/CFO Yes 3 2,180   5,723  38.1% Yes 

      

Greene Ford Incumbent Yes 3 2,160   5,723  37.7% Yes 

      

Kelly Doug Small Business Owner No 3 1,376  5,723  24.0% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full Niemcewicz Bess Incumbent Yes 1 2,366  2,387  99.1% Yes 

  
San Rafael City Assessor-City Clerk 

 
Full Beirne Esther Incumbent Yes 1 8,178  8,262  99.0% Yes 

   
City Attorney 

 
Full Epstein Robert F. Incumbent Yes 1 8,116  8,234  98.6% Yes 

   
City Council 

 
Full Connolly Damon City Councilmember Yes 4 7,149  19,397  36.9% Yes 

      

McCullough Andrew Businessman/Attorney Yes 4 6,439  19,397  33.2% Yes 

      

Hoyt Whitney S. Educator No 4 3,190  19,397  16.4% No 

      
Sargent Samantha Business Owner No 4 2,583  19,397  13.3% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Phillips Gary Business Owner/CPA Yes 2 6,095  11,015  55.3% Yes 

      
Brockbank Greg Vice-Mayor/Attorney No 2 4,883  11,015  44.3% No 

MARIPOSA 
 

No City Contests 
            

MENDOCINO 8/30/2011 Point Arena City CouncilR 1 Short Sanders Trevor S. No Ballot Designation No 1 93  96  96.9% Yes 

    
2 Short Riehl Brian No Ballot Designation No 1 70  79  88.6% Yes 

    
3 Short Burkey Douglas M. No Ballot Designation No 1 98  103  95.1% Yes 

    
4 Short Cross Lloyd Thomas No Ballot Designation No 1 88  92  95.7% Yes 

RTo be elected if recall measure passes. 
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MERCED 11/8/2011 Merced City Council 
 

Full Lor Noah Incumbent Yes 8 3,736  17,363  21.5% Yes 

      
Dossetti Mark "Tony" Retired Police Chief No 8 3,669  17,363  21.1% Yes 

      
Murphy Mike Small Business Attorney No 8 3,375  17,363  19.4% Yes 

      

Cervantes Richard L. Planning Commissioner/Welder No 8 2,416  17,363  13.9% No 

      

Carlisle John Retiree Yes 8 1,809  17,363  10.4% No 

      
Pollard Carl Medical Transporter No 8 1,007  17,363  5.8% No 

      
Gallardo, Jr. Alex Educator No 8 933  17,363  5.4% No 

      
Bolin Charles Security Officer No 8 361  17,363  2.1% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Short Thurston Stan Businessman/Retired Attorney No 5 2,231  6,951  32.1% Yes 

      
Blake Bill Councilman/Retired Undersheriff No 5 2,037  6,951  29.3% No 

      

Gabriault-Acosta Michelle Merced Councilmember No 5 1,201  6,951  17.3% No 

      

Spriggs Bill Incumbent Yes 5 1,190  6,951  17.1% No 

      
Riggleman, Jr. Kenneth W. Retired Truck Driver No 5 267  6,951  3.8% No 

MODOC 
 

No City Contests 
            

MONO 
 

No City Contests 
            

MONTEREY 
 

No City Contests 
            

NAPA 

 

No City Contests 

            
NEVADA 

 
No City Contests 

            
ORANGE 

 
No City Contests 

            
PLACER 

 
No City Contests 

            
PLUMAS 

 
No City Contests 
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RIVERSIDE 3/8/2011 Jurupa ValleyP City Council 
 

Full Roughton Laura Community Volunteer No 16 2,508  23,859  10.5% Yes 

      
Lauritzen Verne Legislative Chief/Businessman No 16 2,339  23,859  9.8% Yes 

      
Goodland Micheal Retired Police Officer No 16 2,056  23,859  8.6% Yes 

      

Johnston Frank Businessman No 16 1,980  23,859  8.3% Yes 

      

Hancock Brad Business Owner No 16 1,939  23,859  8.1% Yes 

      
Anderson Ron Retired Businessman No 16 1,691  23,859  7.1% No 

      
Enriquez G. "Marcos" Retired USAF Sergeant No 16 1,652  23,859  6.9% No 

      
Berkson Brian S. Businessman No 16 1,603  23,859  6.7% No 

      
Chavez John J. Retired Aerospace Engineer No 16 1,569  23,859  6.6% No 

      
Todd John M. Retired Educator No 16 1,341  23,859  5.6% No 

      
Towels Norman Educator/Corrections Officer No 16 1,319  23,859  5.5% No 

      

Scroggins A.J. Production Manager No 16 1,074  23,859  4.5% No 

      

Hagans Michele Business Woman No 16 1,048  23,859  4.4% No 

      
Tucker Jason No Ballot Designation No 16 671  23,859  2.8% No 

      
Tourville Russell E. Retired Businessman No 16 610  23,859  2.6% No 

      
Calzada Gilbert J. Real Estate Broker No 16 459  23,859  1.9% No 

 
6/7/2011 Riverside City Council 1 Full Gardner Mike Ward 1 Councilmember Yes 4 2,676  4,677  57.2% Yes 

      
Yeager Marisa V. Transportation Policy Manager No 4 1,060  4,677  22.7% No 

      

Betro Dom Entrepreneur/Educator No 4 599  4,677  12.8% No 

      

Pitruzzello Dvonne Businesswoman/Educator/Teacher No 4 342  4,677  7.3% No 

    
3 Full Bailey William "Rusty" Teacher/City Councilman Yes 2 3,926  4,514  87.0% Yes 

      
Davis Jim Fabrication Inspector No 2 588  4,514  13.0% No 

    
5 Full Mac Arthur Chris Business Owner/Councilman Yes 1 2,632  2,632  100.0% Yes 

    
7 Full Adams Steve Councilman/Retired Policeman Yes 3 1,499  3,210  46.7% Runoff 

      

Brandiff John Delivery Service Provider No 3 976  3,210  30.4% Runoff 

      

Frizzel Teresa R.  Businesswoman/Realtor No 3 735  3,210  22.9% No 

 
11/8/2011 Blythe City Council 

 
Full Evans Mike Power Plant Technician No 6 718  2,382  30.1% Yes 

      
Cusick Wayne C. Businessman No 6 679  2,382  28.5% Yes 

      
Covel Carie D. Correctional Health Administrator Yes 6 309  2,382  13.0% No 

      
Contreras Richard Stationary Engineer No 6 295  2,382  12.4% No 

      
McLain Jeffery R. No Ballot Designation No 6 293  2,382  12.3% No 

      

Jones Melvin D. Counselor No 6 88  2,382  3.7% No 

PProposed city. 
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RIVERSIDE 11/8/2011 Desert Hot Springs City Council 
 

Full Betts Russell Councilmember/Businessman Yes 3 1,557  3,497  44.5% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Sanchez Adam Corporate Manager No 3 1,403  3,497  40.1% Yes 

      
Baker, Jr. Karl "Panadero" Incumbent Yes 3 537  3,497  15.4% No 

   

Mayor 

 

Full Parks Yvonne Incumbent Yes 3 1,324  2,090  63.3% Yes 

      
Bentley Robert M. Hearing Representative/Reverend No 3 493  2,090  23.6% No 

      
Bias Alex W. Business Owner/Educator No 3 273  2,090  13.1% No 

  
Norco City Council 

 
Full Azevedo Kathy Business Owner/Councilwoman Yes 7 1,520  7,214  21.1% Yes 

      
Hanna Berwin Norco City Council Member Yes 7 1,428  7,214  19.8% Yes 

      
Higgins Herb Human Resources Director No 7 1,400  7,214  19.4% Yes 

      

Newton Gregory R. Appointed Incumbent No 7 1,101  7,214  15.3% No 

      

Bowen Greg Construction Worker No 7 751  7,214  10.4% No 

      
Koscki John Professional Equestrian Coach No 7 559  7,214  7.7% No 

      
Nolan Jim Business Consultant No 7 455  7,214  6.3% No 

  
Palm Springs City Council 

 
Full Lewin Paul Small Business Owner No 6 6,090  19,835  30.7% Yes 

      
Hutcheson Rick Businessman/Council Member Yes 6 5,745  19,835  29.0% Yes 

      
Weigel Lee Councilmember/Retired Chief Yes 6 3,394  19,835  17.1% No 

      
Glass Elizabeth "Liz" Business Woman No 6 3,249  19,835  16.4% No 

      

Hendrix Kerry Independent Business Consultant No 6 958  19,835  4.8% No 

      

Tymon John Retired Business Owner No 6 399  19,835  2.0% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Pougnet Steve Mayor City of Palm Springs Yes 7 7,491  10,789  69.4% Yes 

      
Sullenger Bridgette Bereavement Services Coordinator No 7 778  10,789  7.2% No 

      
Nichols Jeff Businessman/Property Manager No 7 631  10,789  5.8% No 

      
Ferra Bill Retired Banker No 7 585  10,789  5.4% No 

      
Burgess Phyllis C. Retired No 7 475  10,789  4.4% No 

      

Zeigler Vincent W.S. Retired Safety Officer No 7 427  10,789  4.0% No 

      

Cook Don Retired Contractor No 7 402  10,789  3.7% No 

  
Riverside City Council 7 Full Adams Steve Councilman/Retired Policeman Yes 2 1,400  2,561  54.7% Yes 

      
Brandiff John Delivery Service Provider No 2 1,161  2,561  45.3% No 

SACRAMENTO 8/30/2011 Isleton City Council 
 

Full Bulahan Pamela Treasurer No 3 50  112  44.6% Yes 

      
Gomez Michael V. No Ballot Designation No 3 43  112  38.4% No 

      
Corsaut Jim No Ballot Designation No 3 16  112  14.3% No 

SAN BENITO 

 

No City Contests 

            
SAN BERNARDINO 7/12/2011 San Bernardino City Council 2 Full Jenkins Robert Teacher No 3 778  1,542  50.5% Yes 

      
Longville John San Bernardino CC Trustee No 3 397  1,542  25.7% No 

      
Martin Jerry Retired Businessman No 3 367  1,542  23.8% No 
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SAN BERNARDINO 8/30/2011 Upland City Council 
 

Full Stone Debra "Debbie" Funeral Director No 11 3,585  10,268  34.9% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Thouvenell Martin Retired Police Chief No 11 2,894  10,268  28.2% No 

      
Morgan Dan University Ethics Instructor No 11 1,215  10,268  11.8% No 

      

Dejournett Robert "Bubba" Retired School Teacher No 11 697  10,268  6.8% No 

      

Sundstrom Maureen Attorney No 11 675  10,268  6.6% No 

      
Gavin Eric Technology Professional No 11 326  10,268  3.2% No 

      
Bezanson Ladan After School Educator No 11 239  10,268  2.3% No 

      
Courey Elaine R. Middle School Teacher No 11 225  10,268  2.2% No 

      
Fittante Sam Retired Upland Businessman No 11 163  10,268  1.6% No 

      
Zaman Muhammad Management Consultant No 11 140  10,268  1.4% No 

      
Roppel Steven Real Estate Agent No 11 109  10,268  1.1% No 

SAN DIEGO 

 

No City Contests 

            
SAN FRANCISCO 

 
City and County Contests included in County Report 

         
SAN JAOQUIN 

 
No City Contests 

            
SAN LUIS OBISPO 

 
No City Contests 

            
SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 Belmont City Clerk 

 

Full Cook Terri City Clerk Yes 2 2,148  4,201  51.1% Yes 

      

Warden Dave Vice-Mayor/Engineering Manager No 2 2,053  4,201  48.9% No 

   
City Council 

 
Full Braunstein David Teacher Yes 5 2,837  7,816  36.3% Yes 

      
Wozniak Christine Incumbent Yes 5 1,971  7,816  25.2% Yes 

      
Reed Eric Associate Director Biotechnology No 5 1,960  7,816  25.1% No 

      
McGuinness Michael Software Sales Executive No 5 610  7,816  7.8% No 

      
Brownlee Paul Unemployed Radio Technician No 5 438  7,816  5.6% No 

   

City Treasurer 

 

Full Violet John Belmont City Treasurer Yes 1 3,599  3,599  100.0% Yes 

  
Brisbane City Council 

 
Full Miller Ray Retired Professor No 3 602  1,502  40.1% Yes 

      
O'Connell Terry Material Damage Appraiser No 3 487  1,502  32.4% Yes 

      
Bologoff Cyril "Cy" G. Incumbent Yes 3 413  1,502  27.5% No 

  
Burlingame City Council 

 
Full Deal Jerry Incumbent Yes 3 3,605  9,851  36.6% Yes 

      
Nagel Terry Incumbent Yes 3 3,542  9,851  36.0% Yes 

      
Ortiz Ricardo Parent/Banker No 3 2,704  9,851  27.4% No 

  

Daly City City Council 

 

Full Buenaventura Raymond A. Appointed Incumbent No 3 4,315  7,506  57.5% Yes 

      
Brugger Richard R. Retired Manager/Veteran No 3 1,981  7,506  26.4% No 

      
Occhipinti Nick High School Teacher No 3 1,210  7,506  16.1% No 
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SAN MATEO 11/8/2011 Foster City City Council 
 

Full Okamoto Steve Retired Financial Consultant No 6 2,847  12,977  21.9% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Kiesel Art Incumbent Yes 6 2,776  12,977  21.4% Yes 

      
Perez Herb Small Business Owner No 6 2,439  12,977  18.8% Yes 

      

Minkey-Selvitella Jennifer Small Business Owner No 6 2,311  12,977  17.8% No 

      

Schwarz Bill Certified Public Accountant No 6 1,318  12,977  10.2% No 

      
Sullivan Patrick J. Business Owner/Educator No 6 1,286  12,977  9.9% No 

  
Millbrae City Council 

 
Full Lee Wayne J. Planning Commissioner No 6 2,062  10,048  20.5% Yes 

      
Colapietro Marge Incumbent Yes 6 2,050  10,048  20.4% Yes 

      
Gottschalk Robert G. Attorney No 6 1,764  10,048  17.6% Yes 

      
Oliva Anne E. Realtor No 6 1,736  10,048  17.3% No 

      

Kalos-Gunn Lorrie Battalion Chief No 6 1,372  10,048  13.7% No 

      

Farber Marc Retired Law Enforcement No 6 1,064  10,048  10.6% No 

  
Redwood City City Council 

 
Full Aguirre Alicia Vice Mayor/Professor Yes 5 5,331  22,676  23.5% Yes 

      
Pierce Barbara Council Member Yes 5 5,089  22,676  22.4% Yes 

      
Bain Ian Incumbent Yes 5 4,740  22,676  20.9% Yes 

      
Foust Rosanne Councilmember/Businessman Yes 5 4,646  22,676  20.5% Yes 

      
McCarthy Paul G. Law Enforcement Supervisor No 5 2,870  22,676  12.7% No 

  

San Carlos City Council 

 

Full Olbert Mark Gov. Board Member, San Carlos SD No 3 3,616  10,363  34.9% Yes 

      

Collins Ron Local Business Owner No 3 3,514  10,363  33.9% Yes 

      
Royce Randy Incumbent Yes 3 3,233  10,363  31.2% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full Galvin Michael Certified Public Accountant Yes 2 3,772  4,963  76.0% Yes 

      
Schuette Hal Cash Management Professional No 2 1,191  4,963  24.0% No 

  
San Mateo City Council 

 
Full Freschet Maureen Commissioner/University Administrator No 2 7,412  14,167  52.3% Yes 

      

Matthews Jack Incumbent Yes 2 6,755  14,167  47.7% Yes 

  

South San Francisco City Council 

 

Full Mullin Kevin City Councilmember/Businessman Yes 3 4,633  10,276  45.1% Yes 

      
Garbarino Richard Incumbent Yes 3 4,359  10,276  42.4% Yes 

      
Rankins Johnny  Retired/Arborist/Entertainer No 3 1,284  10,276  12.5% No 

  
Woodside City Council 1 Full Romines Ron Incumbent Yes 1 779  779  100.0% Yes 

    
3 Full Shanahan Thomas P. Investment Banker No 1 746  746  100.0% Yes 

    

5 Full Burow David Businessman No 1 756  756  100.0% Yes 

    
7 Full Mason Peter T. Incumbent Yes 1 743  743  100.0% Yes 
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SANTA BARBARA 11/8/2011 Santa Barbara City Council 
 

Full Francisco Dale City Councilmember Yes 10 8,334  52,553  15.9% Yes 

      
Murillo Cathy Educator/Journalist No 10 8,289  52,553  15.8% Yes 

      
Rowse Randy Appointed Councilmember/Businessman No 10 8,092  52,553  15.4% Yes 

      

Falcone Iya Retired City Councilmember No 10 7,874  52,553  15.0% No 

      

Self Michael Santa Barbara City Councilmember Yes 10 7,381  52,553  14.0% No 

      
Schwartz Deborah Management Consultant No 10 7,142  52,553  13.6% No 

      
Byrne Sharon Executive Director, Non-Profit No 10 2,927  52,553  5.6% No 

      
Aldana, Jr. Sebastian Local Community Volunteer No 10 1,084  52,553  2.1% No 

      
Cruz Cruzito H. Community Service Worker No 10 981  52,553  1.9% No 

      
Matteo Gerald "Jerry" E. Massage Practitioner No 10 449  52,553  0.9% No 

SANTA CLARA 11/8/2011 Cupertino City Council 

 

Full Wong Gilbert Incumbent Yes 6 4,022  18,395  21.9% Yes 

      

Sinks Rod High-Tech Executive No 6 3,879  18,395  21.1% Yes 

      
Tong Homer School Board Member No 6 3,316  18,395  18.0% No 

      
Miller Marty Businessman/Planning Commissioner No 6 3,221  18,395  17.5% No 

      
Austin Donna K. Retired Teacher No 6 2,895  18,395  15.7% No 

      
Zhang Chris Patent Attorney/Businessman No 6 1,062  18,395  5.8% No 

  
Sunnyvale City Council 4 Full Whittum David Incumbent Yes 1 14,016  14,016  100.0% Yes 

    

5 Full Meyering Pat Lawyer/College Instructor No 2 9,092  16,788  54.2% Yes 

      

Chang Bo Small Business Owner No 2 7,696  16,788  45.8% No 

    
6 Full Davis Jim Public Safety Officer No 3 6,239  16,656  37.5% Yes 

      
Walker Jack Engineering Project Manager No 3 6,055  16,656  36.4% No 

      
Hoffman Steve Chief Executive Officer No 3 4,362  16,656  26.2% No 

    
7 Full Martin-Milus Tara Teacher No 3 7,601  16,570  45.9% Yes 

      

Fowler Fred Corporate Vice President No 3 7,210  16,570  43.5% No 

      

Pan Maria Community Volunteer No 3 1,759  16,570  10.6% No 

SANTA CRUZ 
 

No City Contests 
            

SHASTA 
 

No City Contests 
            

SIERRA 
 

No City Contests 
            

SISKIYOU 6/7/2011 Mt. Shasta City Clerk 
 

Short Kennedy, Sr. John E. Retired Businessman No 1 693  710  97.6% Yes 

SOLANO 11/8/2011 Benicia City Council 

 

Full Campbell Tom Orthodontist No 4 4,848  12,976  37.4% Yes 

      
Strawbridge Christina Small Business Owner No 4 4,024  12,976  31.0% Yes 

      
Smith Dan Writer/Health Educator No 4 2,672  12,976  20.6% No 

      
Ernst James "Rick" F. Businessman No 4 1,398  12,976  10.8% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full Langston Robert Retired Analyst No 2 4,332  6,355  68.2% Yes 

      
Autz Hugh "H.R." Businessman/Marketing Consultant No 2 1,974  6,355  31.1% No 
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SOLANO 11/8/2011 Benicia Mayor 
 

Full Patterson Elizabeth Mayor/Environmental Planner Yes 2 3,804  7,394  51.4% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Schwartzman Alan M. Small Business Owner No 2 3,568  7,394  48.3% No 

  

Fairfield City Council 

 

Full Bertani Pam Patent Attorney/Litigator No 4 5,722  20,330  28.1% Yes 

      

Vaccaro Rick Council Member/Educator Yes 4 5,362  20,330  26.4% Yes 

      
Timm Chuck Vice-Mayor/Retired Policeman No 4 5,296  20,330  26.1% No 

      
Travis Brian Sheriff-Sergeant No 4 3,912  20,330  19.2% No 

  
Vallejo City Council 

 
Full Hannigan Erin Councilmember/Business Woman Yes 7 9,210  45,251  20.4% Yes 

      
Sampayan Bob Retired Police Officer No 7 8,929  45,251  19.7% Yes 

      
McConnell Robert H. Financial/Bankruptcy Attorney No 7 8,171  45,251  18.1% Yes 

      

Malgapo Jesus C. Retired Navy Commander No 7 7,795  45,251  17.2% No 

      

Logan, Jr. Johnathan Local Government Administrator No 7 7,195  45,251  15.9% No 

      
Kurshan Sam Information Technology Consultant No 7 2,133  45,251  4.7% No 

      
Esoimeme Matthias Pastor No 7 1,660  45,251  3.7% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Davis Osby Mayor, City of Vallejo Yes 2 9,572  18,225  52.5% Yes 

      
Schivley Joanne Councilmember/Retired Businesswoman No 2 8,482  18,225  46.5% No 

SONOMA 
 

No City Contests 
            

STANISLAUS 3/8/2011 Riverbank City Council 

 

Full Tucker Jeanine Court Operations Manager No 4 533  1,586  33.6% Yes 

      
Mitchell John Riverbank USD Board Member No 4 465  1,586  29.3% No 

      
Nobert Allison Attorney at Law No 4 424  1,586  26.7% No 

      
Verduzco Carlos Student No 4 159  1,586  10.0% No 

 
11/8/2011 Ceres City Council 

 
Full Durossette Brett Appointed Council Member No 4 1,581  5,444  29.0% Yes 

      
Kline Mike Planning Commissioner No 4 1,322  5,444  24.3% Yes 

      
Ochoa Guillermo Ceres Council Member Yes 4 1,293  5,444  23.8% No 

      

Padilla Daniel "Danny" Water Resources Engineer No 4 1,228  5,444  22.6% No 

     
Short Ingwerson Eric E. Businessman/Realtor No 3 1,246  3,241  38.4% Yes 

      
Ryno Linda Retired No 3 1,088  3,241  33.6% No 

      
Molina Hugo D. Planning Commissioner No 3 896  3,241  27.6% No 

   
City Treasurer 

 
Full Herbert Harry Incumbent Yes 1 2,712  2,770  97.9% Yes 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Vierra Chris Appointed Mayor No 1 2,784  2,885  96.5% Yes 

  

Modesto City Council 1 Full Gunderson John L. School Board Member, Stanislaus Union No 2 1,730  3,188  54.3% Yes 

      
Moyer Philip W. Security Guard No 2 1,447  3,188  45.4% No 

    
3 Full Lopez Dave Account Executive/Councilmember No 4 1,781  4,596  38.8% Yes 

      
Aaronson Todd Small Business Owner No 4 1,592  4,596  34.6% No 

      
Sabatino Carmen Talk Show Host No 4 682  4,596  14.8% No 

      
Tunison Paul D. Small Business Owner No 4 528  4,596  11.5% No 
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STANISLAUS 11/8/2011 Modesto City Council 5 Short Burnside Stephanie Small Business Owner No 3 2,793  4,662  59.9% Yes 

(continued) 
     

Kenoyer Jenevieve Retired RN No 3 1,382  4,662  29.6% No 

      
Esteves Joshua "Josh" Appliance Service Technician No 3 475  4,662  10.2% No 

    

6 Full Cogdill, Jr. Dave Business Owner/CFO No 2 3,562  4,633  76.9% Yes 

      
Dyrssen Douglas Businessman No 2 1,057  4,633  22.8% No 

   
Mayor 

 
Full Marsh Garrad Councilman/Small Businessman No 4 10,688  24,051  44.4% Yes 

      
Hawn Brad Small Businessman/Councilmember No 4 7,505  24,051  31.2% No 

      
Zoslocki William "Bill" Businessman No 4 4,699  24,051  19.5% No 

      
Arreola Armando M. Unemployed No 4 1,072  24,051  4.5% No 

SUTTER 

 

No City Contests 

            
TEHAMA 

 
No City Contests 

            
TRINITY 

 
No City Contests 

            
TULARE 11/8/2011 Visalia City Council 

 
Full Link Bob Incumbent Yes 6 7,177  26,341  27.2% Yes 

      
Shuklian Amy L. Incumbent Yes 6 7,084  26,341  26.9% Yes 

      
Collins Gregory F. Planning Consultant/Farmer No 6 5,718  26,341  21.7% Yes 

      

Feldstein Luke Engineering Technician No 6 3,942  26,341  15.0% No 

      

Macareno Raymond Service Center Manager No 6 1,490  26,341  5.7% No 

      
MacRae J.J. Independent Takeout Driver No 6 858  26,341  3.3% No 

TUOLUMNE 
 

No City Contests 
            

VENTURA 11/8/2011 San Buenaventura City Council 
 

Full Heitmann Cheryl Non-Profit Executive Director No 11 7,090  47,062  15.1% Yes 

      
Morehouse Carl E. Councilmember, City of Ventura Yes 11 6,793  47,062  14.4% Yes 

      

Weir Christy City Council Member Yes 11 6,515  47,062  13.8% Yes 

      

Cozzens Kenneth M. Retired Sheriff Captain No 11 5,564  47,062  11.8% No 

      
Knox Bill Businessperson No 11 4,912  47,062  10.4% No 

      
Carrillo Danny Employee Relations Representative No 11 4,138  47,062  8.8% No 

      
Bonney Carla J. Business Owner No 11 3,981  47,062  8.5% No 

      
Rencher Brian L. Financial Advisor/Businessman No 11 3,307  47,062  7.0% No 

      
Alamillo Ed Environmental Health Inspector No 11 2,360  47,062  5.0% No 

      
Armstrong Martin A. Landscape Architect No 11 1,377  47,062  2.9% No 

      

Baker Melody J. Small Business Owner No 11 952  47,062  2.0% No 

YOLO 

 

No City Contests 

            
YUBA 

 
No City Contests 
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Table 2.2  Summary of Election Outcomes for City Offices, 2011 

  City Clerk  City Council 
 

City Treasurer 
 

Mayor  Other City     Total 

  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent  N  Percent  N     Percent  N 

Incumbent 
Candidates 

Win 100.0  9  82.4  126  87.5  7  83.3  10  100.0  2     83.7  154 

Lose 0.0  0  17.6  27  12.5  1  16.7  2  0.0  0     16.3  30 

Total 100.0  9  100.0  153  100.0  8  100.0  12  100.0  2     100.0  184 

Non-
Incumbent 
Candidates 

Win 33.3  3  29.4  132  46.7  7  27.5  11  0.0  0     29.8  161 

Lose 66.7  6  70.6  340  53.3  8  72.5  29  0.0  0     70.2  380 

Total 100.0  9  100.0  472  100.0  15  100.0  40  0.0  0     100.0  541 

Winning 
Candidates 

Incumbent 75.0  9  47.4  126  50.0  7  47.6  10  100.0  2     48.9  154 

Non-Incumbent 25.0  3  52.6  132  50.0  7  52.4  11  0.0  0     51.1  161 

Total 100.0  12  100.0  258  100.0  14  100.0  21  100.0  2     100.0  315 

Losing 
Candidates 

Incumbent 0.0  0  7.4  27  11.1  1  6.5  2  0.0  0     7.3  30 

Non-Incumbent 100.0  6  92.6  340  88.9  8  93.5  29  0.0  0     92.7  380 

Total 100.0  6  100.0  367  100.0  9  100.0  31  0.0  0     100.0  410 

All 
Candidates 

Incumbent 50.0  9  24.3  153  34.8  8  23.1  12  100.0  2     25.4  184 

Non-Incumbent 50.0  9  75.7  472  65.2  15  76.9  40  0.0  0     74.6  541 

Total 100.0  18  100.0  625  100.0  23  100.0  52  100.0  2     100.0  725 
*Runoffs are excluded from totals. 

**Percent may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 

 

 
 
 

 


