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INTRODUCTION 
 
This report examines the level of Latino electoral participation and representation on school 
boards in three small communities in the Northern Yakima Valley: Toppenish, Wapato, and 
Granger, Washington.  In particular, it will seek to answer the following questions: How do the 
structures of elections affect Latino participation and representation in these communities?  Is it 
possible that these structures violate Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act by disproportionately 
reducing the level or effectiveness of the Latino vote?  How do other factors, such as the 
existence of bilingual election materials and outreach, help to create these conditions? And 
finally, what steps can local authorities and community members take to ensure that Latinos 
possess a fair and equal opportunity to participate in the electoral process?  At stake in answering 
these questions is access to control over the tangible social and economic benefits offered by 
education, a topic of particular interest to Washington’s disproportionately young Latino 
population.  These questions, however, speak to more than simply giving Latinos an equal voice 
on the school board in these predominantly Latino districts.  They go to the heart of America’s 
representative democracy: a form of government intended to be, on all levels, “by the people, 
from the people” and “for the people” (Lincoln, 1863, pg. 1).  The experiences of Latino voters 
and candidates in these small communities in Washington’s Yakima Valley represent a small 
chapter in a broad historical struggle towards the enfranchisement and representation of 
minorities in the United States.  This struggle, sewn into the fabric of our nation’s founding, still 
continues today. 
 
In order to investigate these important questions, this report uses the framework created by one 
of the landmark legislative articulations of the right to minority enfranchisement, the Voting 
Rights Act.  Section 2 of the act prohibits “minority vote dilution,” or a system of elections that 
disproportionately reduces the electoral influence of minority voters.  In order to determine 
whether such dilution exists in these communities, I took the following steps.   First, I 
determined the level of Latino electoral participation and success in these communities.  Second, 
I examined local election structures and processes in order to identify potential barriers to Latino 
participation and representation.  Third, I analyzed recent elections in order to determine whether 
racially polarized voting had diluted the strength of the Latino vote.  Fourth, I interviewed local 
candidates, election officials, and community members in order to assess the relevant local 
context for applying the Voting Rights Act and taking other steps to increase Latino political 
influence.  Fifth, and finally, I used scholarly research to further contextualize these questions in 
order to provide recommendations suited to the conditions found in these jurisdictions.  In each 
of these three school districts, Latinos are underrepresented both among candidates and officials.  
In two of these three jurisdictions, analysis of recent elections demonstrated evidence of racial 
bloc voting, implying a potential violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act and demanding 
a change in the system of elections.  The recent efforts of Yakima County to make the election 
process bilingual have been effective, but considering the overall context in these communities, 
disparities in voter turnout and representation remain. 
 
I could not in good conscience write this report without mentioning the multitude of groups and 
individuals without whom it could not have been produced.  In particular, I would like to thank 
the Yakima County Auditor’s Office, Joaquin Avila, Brian Sutherland, my wonderful fellow 
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researchers, and our community partners at the League of United Latin American Citizens 
(LULAC) for their help and support. 
 
DISCUSSION OF SCHOLARLY LITERATURE 
   
Before discussing the methods and results of this study on voting rights in the Yakima Valley, it 
is necessary to place this primary research in a broader historical and academic context.  By 
doing so, I hope to illuminate the importance of the questions asked in this project, the rationale 
behind the design of this study, and the potential ramifications of this information for Latinos in 
these three small communities and throughout the State of Washington.   
 
Latinos, the Voting Rights Act, and American Political Ideals 
 
Voting is central to the American political system.  It is perhaps the most important check on the 
power of government: the right to exercise ultimate accountability over the decisions of public 
officials.  With limited or diluted access to this tool, a minority community has a 
disproportionately low level of input into the decisions which affect their lives.  Further, ensuring 
equal access to franchise provides an important test of America’s adherence to its political ideals.  
Thomas Jefferson (1816) once wrote that “governments are republican only in proportion as they 
embody the will of the people” (553).  If Washingtonians and other Americans still claim to 
attempt to embody this statement in their political structures, then extending the right to vote not 
only allows for a more inclusive politics, but it also renews the pledge of rights and government 
accountability for every person in this representative democracy.  
 
 The Voting Rights Act of 1965 represents one of the landmark moves towards the extension of 
the franchise in the United States.  As Chandler Davidson (1994) writes, though the passage of 
the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments prohibited racial discrimination in the right to vote after 
the Civil War, “it was not until the passage of the Voting Rights Act…that the last major barriers 
to voting were breached” (22).  When passed in 1965, the act’s provisions applied only to 
African-American populations, particularly in the South, who faced literal and often violent 
denial of the franchise.  The act was extended, however, to include other minority groups, 
including Hispanics, when it was renewed by Congress in 1975.   
 
As the political climate changed and literal barriers to voting fell, the focus of voting rights 
litigation began to shift as well.  As Davidson (1994) notes, “the act would soon be used to 
confront a quite different problem [from promoting black franchise]: electoral devices that 
operated to restrict the impact of black votes” (22, emphasis mine).  In other words, while 
minorities were usually able to cast a ballot, minority groups did not and do not exercise an 
influence on electoral politics proportional to their numbers in the population.  This statement 
certainly applies to Latinos and proves true in all of the jurisdictions analyzed in this report.  As 
de la Garza and DeSipio (2006) write, “Latinos continue to confront impediments that prevent 
them from attaining the influence that their dramatically increased population predicts should be 
theirs” (139).  As such, Voting Rights Act litigation began to focus on Section 2, which prohibits 
so-called “minority vote dilution.”  In the language of the Act, this situation exists in a 
jurisdiction if members of a minority group “have less opportunity than other members of the 
electorate to participate in the political process and to elect representatives of their choice” 
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(Voting Rights Act as amended 1982, Section 2b quoted in Bullock and McManus 1984, 336).  
An electoral system dilutes the votes of a minority group if that system systematically and 
regularly limits the impact of minority votes and gives disproportionate say to the majority 
group. 
 
Electoral Systems and Minority Vote Dilution 
 
Before delving into the specific standards created by courts for proving dilution, it is important to 
understand the different electoral structures typically used in local elections and their potential 
effect on the influence of the minority vote.  In a “winner take all” at-large election system, the 
entire jurisdiction votes for each and every position on the city council or school board.  The 
candidates with the most votes form the governing body.  These systems may either involve all 
candidates running in the same election or candidates running for separate positions, as long as 
all the voters in the jurisdiction vote for each and every position.  A further variation on this 
form, as noted by Steven Mulroy (1998), is to “require that a candidate run for a designated seat 
determined by his or her residence within the jurisdiction.  Such elections are said to employ 
‘residency districts’” (336).  In this system, used in all three school districts analyzed in this 
report, candidates must be from a specific part of the school district, but voters from throughout 
the district vote for candidates from each residency district, meaning that the system should still 
be classified as “at-large.”  Such an electoral system has the potential to dilute, or consistently 
decrease the influence of, a minority group.  Dilution occurs in a situation where different groups 
vote consistently in opposing blocs.  In such a case, a group that controlled as little as 51% of the 
vote could elect 100% of the members of the governing body, with every election reflecting the 
proportion of the group divide (in this case 51% to 49%), but with victory in every election going 
to the candidate endorsed by the majority group.  In such a situation, the minority group will 
rarely or never elect a candidate of their choice, dramatically understating their proportion in the 
electorate and producing a substantially skewed embodiment of the “will of the people.”  
 
In theory, the creation of single member districts tends to remedy the dilution of the minority 
vote caused by at-large elections.  In single-member district elections, only voters within a 
specific portion of a jurisdiction, determined by a districting process, vote for each position on a 
governing board.  This system of elections allows a geographically compact minority the ability 
to form the majority of one or more of the geographic districts, making representation more 
proportional even if racial groups vote in blocs.   
 
A substantial body of primary social science research on minority representation on these two 
electoral systems confirms the idea that at-large elections have the potential to dilute minority 
influence and reduce levels of minority representation.  This same research also confirms that 
single-member district elections help to correct disproportionately low levels of minority 
representation.  For example, in an extensive case study on the impact of the Voting Rights Act 
in Texas, Robert Brischetto, David Richards, Chandler Davidson, and Bernard Grofman (1994) 
state that “among majority Anglo cities, those changing from at-large to single-member districts 
between 1974 and 1989 witnessed sharply increased minority (black plus Hispanic) percentages 
on the city council following the change” (249).  It should be noted that, with the exception of a 
small number of jurisdictions where information was not available or the study was not 
applicable, the authors draw this finding from a study of “all Texas municipalities of 10,000 or 
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more persons that had a combined black and Hispanic population of at least 10 percent according 
to the 1980 census,” a very significant sample size of 45 cities (Brischetto et. al 1994, 248, 253).  
Moreover, by using the same cities in different years, the authors mitigated potential disparities 
created by demographic factors.  The authors further controlled for changes created by the mere 
passage of time by comparing their sample to another set of cities which retained at large 
systems (Brischetto et al. 248).  In another extensive study, this time of school boards in North 
Carolina, Theodore Arrington and Thomas Watts (1991) made similar findings.  This study 
examined a significant number of jurisdictions, 110 of North Carolina’s 140 school districts, in 
1987 (Arrington and Watts 1991, 1100).  Rather than using a historical method, this study 
examined districts with different election systems at a fixed point in time and controlled for 
demographic factors statistically using census data (Arrington and Watts 1991,1100).  The 
authors determined using this method that “at all levels of black representation, blacks are 
underrepresented in at-large systems” (Arrington and Watts 1991, 1102).  Also, notably in terms 
of this report, “Even more unresponsive are systems with at-large election by district 
nominations” (Arrington and Watts 1991, 1102).   Moreover, each of these authors places their 
work in the context of numerous other studies on the relationship between electoral system and 
minority representation, a vast majority of which confirm their key findings (Meier and England 
1984; Robinson and England 1989; Stewart, England, and Meier 1989; Davidson and Korbel 
1981).  As such, it is not unfair to say that both theory and practice demonstrate that at-large 
elections have the potential to, and often do, dilute the strength of the minority vote and produce 
disproportionately low levels of minority representation.  Further, Latinos perform substantially 
better in single-member district elections.  
  
It should be noted, however, that a growing number of legal and political scholars have 
questioned the effectiveness of implementing single member districts as a remedy for the vote 
dilution caused by winner-take-all, at-large elections.  In one of the more notable articulations of 
this argument, Lani Guinier (1991), in “The Triumph of Tokenism,” claims that the 
implementation of single-member districts simply elects more Black or Latino candidates, but 
fails to address deeper problems of participation and legitimacy for racial minorities.  As such, 
she writes, “by focusing narrowly on electing black officeholders … litigation eventually 
eclipsed the [Civil Rights] movement’s wide-angled view of transformative politics” (Guinier 
1991, 1081).  Further, by using single-member districts to achieve the goal of minority electoral 
success, Guinier (1991) argues that “electing black representatives may simply relocate to the 
legislature polarization experienced at the polls,” thereby making minority representation more 
of a formality than a force for policies favorable to the minority group (1116).  This theory, 
however, has been disputed by some political economists, who marshal evidence to show that 
representing a majority-minority community actually allows for greater policy responsiveness, as 
minority representatives do not have to pander to the interests of the white community (Meier, 
Juenke, Wrinkle, and Polinard 2005, 761). 
 
Even so, the attraction of alternatives to districting does not end with preventing the 
“ghettoization” (Guinier 1991, 1126) of minority interests.  As attorney Steven Mulroy notes, 
recent Supreme Court decisions have made race conscious districting more difficult.  In Shaw v. 
Reno, the Court limited the ability of policy makers to consciously create majority-minority 
districts.  This standard was further articulated in Miller v. Johnson, where the Court stated that 
the only requirement for suit against the creation of majority-minority districts was to “show that 
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the challenged redistricting plan ‘subordinated [to race] traditional race-neutral districting 
principles’” (Mulroy 1998, 347).  Given these severe limitations on using race as a factor in 
districting, Mulroy (1998) argues that alternative forms, like cumulative voting and limited 
voting, which use an at-large format modified to decrease the dilution created by racial bloc 
voting, “are the way out of the dilemma posed by the race-conscious imperative of the Voting 
Rights Act and the race-neutral limits of Shaw” (335).   
 
These alternatives take several different forms, but all increase the ability of minority candidates 
to succeed while maintaining an at-large system.  In limited voting, candidates run in an at-large 
election with all candidates running in the same race.  However, each voter may only vote for a 
number of candidates which is less than the number of seats.  As such, such systems are 
“designed to prevent the majority from ‘making a clean sweep of all seats by voting a straight 
ticket’” (Mulroy 1998, 339) while still maintaining a system in which voters may vote for any 
candidate irregardless of their geographic placement within the jurisdiction.  In another 
alternative, cumulative voting, voters may use their allotment of votes to show the strength of 
their regard for a particular candidate by casting more than one of their votes for that candidate, 
increasing the ability of a cohesive minority to “single shot” its candidates onto the governing 
body (Mulroy 1998, 340).  Finally, in preference voting, voters rank each candidate, minimizing 
“the number of ‘wasted votes’” cast for candidates who have already gained a position on the 
board (Mulroy 1998, 342).  As such, jurisdictions with larger proportions of minorities might 
increase their representation to a greater degree in this system than they can within a district 
system (Mulroy 1998, 342).  Confirming the theoretical basis for each of these systems as Voting 
Rights Act remedies, Mulroy points out that in the limited number of cases where these systems 
have been implemented, they have consistently led to more proportional representation for 
minorities (Mulroy 1998, 342, 350).   
 
Such alternatives have gained some traction.  In several jurisdictions, plaintiffs and defendants 
have agreed to remedy Section 2 violations without creating single-member districts, cases 
which have notably stood up on appeal (Mulroy 1998, 334).  Even so, Mulroy (1998) can only 
cite one case in which such a system was IMPOSED on a jurisdiction, a decision that was 
overturned on appeal to the Sixth Circuit Court (334; Cousin v. Sundquist 2000).  As such, in 
Section 2 cases where a court must directly intervene, single-member districts are still far and 
away the preferred remedy for vote dilution. 
 
Proving Minority Vote Dilution: Thornburg v. Gingles and Racial Bloc Voting 
  
Despite the more recent arguments over the proper remedy for vote dilution, demonstrating this 
dilution has proved to be the most important piece of any case brought against an at-large system 
under Section 2.  As several scholars note, the language and legislative history of the act suggest 
a fairly broad interpretation of this section (Guinier 1991, de la Garza and DeSipio 2006). 
However, over the years, interactions between the courts and the Congress have produced a very 
specific method for determining dilution in violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.   
 
Initially, as laid out in the Supreme Court’s decision in City of Mobile v. Bolden (1980), courts 
required that plaintiffs prove discriminatory intent, meaning that officials must have “created or 
maintained” a discriminatory at-large elections system specifically “for a racial purpose” 
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(McCrary 1984, 47).  In a direct response to the Court’s decision, when renewing the act in 1982 
Congress added the so-called “Bolden amendment,” which specifically stated that the standard 
for minority vote dilution lay not in proving a racist INTENT, but merely a discriminatory 
EFFECT (McCrary 1984, 59-60).  This amendment added the aforementioned language to the 
section and ensured that plaintiffs did not need to prove personal racism on the part of officials, 
but merely that the system itself produced consistent racially skewed outcomes.   
 
In Thornburg v. Gingles (1986) Supreme Court Justice William Brennan articulated the 
definitive judicial precedent for this “effect standard” of proving minority vote dilution.  In his 
decision, Brennan provided three “preconditions,” which must be met before a court takes any 
other considerations into account.  These are, as stated by Steven Mulroy (1998) in the Harvard 
Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, “that (1) the minority group is sufficiently numerous 
and compact to form a majority in a single-member district; (2) the minority group is politically 
cohesive (i.e.: its members tend to vote alike); and (3) the white majority votes sufficiently as a 
bloc so as to usually defeat the minority’s preferred candidate” (344).   
 
The first precondition simply asks that plaintiffs prove that it is possible to create single-member 
districts that, due to having a majority of voters from the minority group, are likely to reflect the 
interests of the minority community.  If no such district exists, implementing district elections 
would not change the discriminatory effect of at-large elections, likely making the case irrelevant 
in the eyes of the court.   
 
The second two preconditions refer to perhaps the most important concept in this report and in 
Section 2 litigation, “racially polarized” or “racial bloc” voting.  If a jurisdiction displays racially 
polarized voting, both the minority and majority groups will tend to coalesce around opposing 
candidates, with the majority candidate almost always winning.  It is important to note that since 
the suit in a Voting Rights Act case is filed by the voter, the race of the candidate matters less 
than the race of the voters supporting each candidate (Citizens for a Better Gretna  v. City of 
Gretna 1987).  However, traditionally, courts have been more sympathetic to claims made in 
which a minority bloc votes for a minority candidate and the majority group votes for a white 
candidate, meaning that analysis is usually confined to elections where a viable minority 
candidate has run against a majority group candidate (Citizens for a Better Gretna  v. City of 
Gretna 1987).  If these elections show that minority voters tend to vote in a bloc for the minority 
candidate and that this bloc is typically outvoted by an equally cohesive bloc of white voters, it is 
possible to seek a change in the election system under Section 2. 
 
If plaintiffs meet these three preconditions, courts judge minority vote dilution based on the 
“totality of circumstances” (Thornburg v. Gingles 1987) in the jurisdiction that can show 
minority vote dilution.  Courts usually use this standard with reference to the conditions laid out 
in the Senate Judiciary Report during the 1982 amendment of the Act, the so-called “Senate 
Report factors.”  These circumstances, as reviewed by the fifth circuit court in a 1987 case, are as 
follows:  
  “(1) The extent of any history of official discrimination in the state or political 
 subdivision that touched the right of the members of the minority group to register, to 
 vote, or otherwise to participate in the democratic process; 
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 (2) The extent to which voting in the elections of the state or political subdivision is 
 racially polarized; 
 (3) The extent to which the state or political subdivision has used unusually large election 
 districts, majority vote requirements, anti-single shot provisions, or other voting practices 
 or procedures that may enhance the opportunity for discrimination against the majority 
 group; 
 (4) If there is a candidate slating process, whether the members of a minority group have 
 been denied access to that process; 
 (5) The extent to which members of the minority group in the state or political 
 subdivision bear the effects of discrimination in such areas as education, employment and 
 health, which hinder their ability to participate effectively in the political process; 
 (6) Whether political campaigns have been characterized by overt or subtle racial 
 appeals; 
 (7) The extent to which members of the minority group have been elected to public office 
 in the jurisdiction” (Citizen for a Better Gretna v. City of Gretna 1987). 
In addition to these factors, Joaquin Avila, a prominent voting rights attorney and scholar, notes 
that courts may consider two additional factors in the totality of circumstances: the level of 
government responsiveness to the minority community and policy in support of the existing 
electoral structure.1  It is important to note that not all of these factors must be present to support 
a successful Section 2 case.  In fact, in the Gingles case, which forms the definitive precedent on 
this issue, the court only identified the existence of six of these factors (Citizens for a Better 
Gretna  v. City of Gretna 1987).  Rather, this means of evaluation asks the court to determine the 
extent to which each of these factors exist in a given jurisdiction and then weigh the general 
force of the evidence.  Given this standard and the fact that many of the Thornburg preconditions 
also have a place in the Senate Report factors, it is very rare for a jurisdiction to establish these 
preconditions and proceed to fail in proving a sufficient totality of circumstances (Grofman, 
Handley, and Niemi 1992, 55).  
 
Section 203: Language Minority Voting Rights 
 
Although this Section 2 analysis will comprise most of the case study, it will also examine 
compliance with another provision in the Voting Rights Act that has proved to be of vital 
importance to the Latino community, Section 203.  This section attempts to remedy low voter 
turnout among language minority citizens through translation of election materials and outreach.  
The Section covers only certain jurisdictions based on a “triggering formula” which uses the 
percentage of low-English proficient (LEP) citizens in a particular state or county, the number of 
LEP citizens, and the illiteracy rate in the language minority group (USDOJ 2008).  Spanish is 
the language covered in the most jurisdictions, 425 nationwide (Tucker and Espino 2006, 8).  All 
three of the communities examined in this case study lie within Yakima County, which has been 
covered by this section since 2002 (US v. Yakima County 2004).  In 2004, the United States 
Department of Justice sued the county for non-compliance and the county entered into a consent 
decree based on the department’s demands for translation and outreach.  The consent decree has 
since expired, although Yakima County remains covered by Section 203.  
 

                                                
1 Joaquin Avila, tutorial with author and others, 21 February 2008, Walla Walla, WA. 
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Recent social science research supports the idea that compliance with this section has a 
significant impact on voting behavior among Latinos.  Contrary to claims that this provision is a 
symbolic gesture towards language minorities, Michael Jones-Correa (2005) found in a large 
study of Census data that “regardless of generation, coverage under the language provisions of 
the Voting Rights Act has significant and positive effects on voting turnout for Latinos” (561).  
More than half of the population in each of these small towns speaks Spanish at home (US 
Census Bureau 2000), potentially giving the issue of bilingual materials and outreach a 
particularly large influence on turnout in this area.  As such, assessing Yakima County for 
compliance with Section 203 helps to reinforce the gains made by any potential Section 2 case in 
these jurisdictions. 
        
The Voting Rights Act and Small Rural School Boards 
 
Although the standards for proving a minority vote dilution case have become fairly uniform, 
different communities, of course, possess different circumstances that may affect the building of 
a Section 2 case or the remedy proposed for a Section 2 violation.  US attorney James P. Turner 
(1992) makes a convincing argument that, beyond the traditional standards of evidence, every 
Voting Rights Act case should maintain an extremely close relationship to the particular 
circumstances of the locality in question.  Previous to Gingles, he writes, the Court “referred to 
the ‘intensely local appraisal’ that a trial judge must make in assessing proof of vote dilution” 
(Turner 1992, 297-8; White v. Regester 1973).  Given the “totality of circumstances” test, once 
the preconditions have been demonstrated, every Voting Rights Act case becomes a careful 
analysis of local circumstances.  Moreover, it is not just in the assessment phase that local 
context should be taken into account.  Turner (1992) argues that “relief must be tailored to fit the 
violation and should conform, if possible, to local preferences” (298).  In other words, since the 
issue of minority vote dilution may take different forms in different communities, policy makers 
should also consider a diverse set of remedies for this problem.  Toppenish, Wapato, and 
Granger are no exceptions to these rules.  A whole range of factors unique to these communities 
may help to explain the trends found in the case study and to aid in understanding how to apply 
the Voting Rights Act.  In particular, this section will examine previous studies on representation 
and the Voting Rights Act in school board races, rural areas, and in small jurisdictions. 
 
Many studies, such as that of Brischetto et al. in Texas, focus on applying the Voting Rights Act 
to city councils in relatively large urban areas.  Other researchers, however, have shown that at-
large elections cause similar issues for minorities in small rural school boards.  Arrington and 
Watts’ (1991) study in North Carolina, mentioned in the preceding section, addressed exactly 
this gap in voting rights literature.  The authors write that “most school districts in [North 
Carolina] are small and rural, giving us a very different sample than that used in previous 
studies” (Arrington and Watts 1991, 1099).  As noted previously, this study returned results 
similar to that of the Brischetto et al (1994), finding that at-large elections tended to produce 
minority under representation.  Similarly, Meier, Juenke, Wrinkle, and Polinard (2005) conclude 
that in Texas school districts display a “double bias of electoral structures” (766), in which 
Latinos receive lower levels of both descriptive (Latino school board members) and substantive 
(policy outcomes) representation in at-large systems as opposed to single member districts 
(Meier et al. 2005, 767).  As such, this evidence demonstrates that, despite some contrary 
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findings in large urban school districts (Welch and Karnig 1978), the relationship between 
election structure and minority representation found in city councils holds for school boards.    
 
In fact, as Arrington and Watts (1991) note in contradicting Welch and Karnig (1978), small 
rural districts like those in North Carolina and those in this study seem to possess lower levels of 
minority representation than larger jurisdictions (1100).  This finding fits with another study of 
Texas school districts by Meier, Polinard, and Wrinkle, which argues that small jurisdictions 
irregardless of election structures pose an obstacle for substantial Latino representation.  These 
authors conclude that “all other things being equal, small school districts have lower levels of 
Latino representation on the school board and faculties” (Meier, Polinard, and Wrinkle 2001, 
123).  While for many political economists, this finding may seem counterintuitive, as the 
authors point out, it conforms to some of the founding notions of American political thought.   
Indeed, in the Federalist Papers James Madison argues that “large jurisdictions are preferred 
because their heterogeneity works to protect minority interests” (Meier et al 2001, 129).  In such 
a view, the Thornburg preconditions may be seen as essentially testing for a permanent “tyranny 
of the majority,” with Section 2 remedy acting to counteract the effects of racial faction.  
Moreover, as Meier et al. (2001) note, the ease of collective action in a small jurisdiction 
combined with the effects of socioeconomic disparity may mean that it becomes all the easier for 
a majority to act to suppress minority views (128).  In other words, a small jurisdiction size 
enhances the cohesive power of the majority group to uphold the existing power structure.  These 
unique aspects of small rural jurisdictions should be taken into account in evaluating and 
remedying Section 2 claims in this case study. 
 
Beyond these unique aspects of representation in these small rural school districts, however, 
there are also issues of applying the Voting Rights Act itself to these jurisdictions.  The courts 
have been consistent on the issue of school boards.  As legal scholar James Scott McLain (1988) 
notes, “Although a plain reading of the ‘political subdivision’ definition in the Voting Rights Act 
would not include most local school districts, courts have construed the act broadly and regularly 
permitted challenges alleging vote dilution from school board reapportionment proposals” (164).  
As such, the courts will consider claims of minority vote dilution in school districts.  Further, 
while the aforementioned studies indicate that at-large elections likely dilute the minority vote in 
these small jurisdictions, the traditional judicial standards for evaluating and remedying Section 
2 violations may need to be altered in these small communities.  Size, as the following literature 
will show, matters very much in voting rights litigation.    
 
First, very small jurisdictions may have a difficult time proving violations of Section 2 in relation 
to the standards set out in Gingles v. Thornburg.  As Charles Bullock and Susan McManus 
(1984) noted soon after the 1982 amendments came into effect, “some of the conditions [for 
proving racial bloc voting] are often missing in small communities, especially those with 
populations of less than 25,000.  For smaller jurisdictions, traditional methods of calculating 
racial bloc figures are difficult if not impossible” (337).  The most traditional form of this 
analysis is ecological regression of precinct results, which uses the results from subdivisions 
(usually precincts) of different racial compositions to infer the choices made by individuals of 
different races (Bullock and McManus 1984, 337-8).  However, such analysis is impossible 
without sufficient numbers of subdivisions to analyze.  Such is the case for the city councils in 
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Toppenish, Granger, and Wapato.  Toppenish city has only two electoral precincts.  Granger and 
Wapato have only one each.   
 
In circumstances with very few precincts, there are only a few options for calculating racial bloc 
voting, all of which require certain conditions and/or large portions of professional work and 
expert analysis.  The first of these is “homogenous precinct analysis,” in which a precinct with a 
large proportion of minority voters is compared to one with a large proportion of white voters.  
Unfortunately, this method is only available when such racially homogenous precincts exist.2  
The other method is the use of so-called “exogenous elections,” elections which occur in a larger 
jurisdiction of which the targeted jurisdiction is a part.  Through use of statistical projections, 
this data can be used to forecast voting behavior in the jurisdiction.  Even then, “it is not proof 
positive of racial polarization.”3  The only other available option for such cases is an election 
survey, but, as Brian Sutherland, an attorney with the ACLU’s Voting Rights Project notes:  
 “This method is difficult because (1) it can be very expensive due to the amount of time it 
 takes, (2) people may not be forthcoming about who they voted for or want to talk about 
 it at all, and (3) some people in the community who oppose any change to the electoral 
 system may actually be angered by such activities.”4 
As such, tools for Voting Rights Act plaintiffs in such jurisdictions may be impossible or, at 
least, difficult enough to deter potential analysts.  In fact, it was exactly this factor which ensured 
that the three city councils could not remain the subject of Voting Rights Act analysis in this case 
study.  While this factor does not preclude a change in the elections system in order to increase 
Latino representation and prevent minority vote dilution, it does prevent the use of litigation as 
leverage or as a tool to force change. 
 
Second, this difficulty in analyzing small jurisdictions for racial bloc voting is not limited to a 
lack of precincts.  Elections where a viable minority candidate ran in a particular office may be 
few and far between, particularly in a jurisdiction where minority electoral success has been rare 
or non-existent.  The Court spoke to this concern immediately in developing standards for 
assessing claims under the 1982 “Bolden amendment.”  As circuit court judges note in a later 
case, Citizens for a Better Gretna v. City of Gretna, Louisiana, “Gingles, however, suggests 
flexibility in the face of sparse data: ‘where a minority group has begun to sponsor candidates 
just recently the fact that statistics from only one or a few elections are available for examination 
does not foreclose a vote dilution claim’” (Citizens v. City of Gretna 1987; Thornburg v. Gingles 
1986).  In other words, while elections showing direct evidence of racial polarization in a district 
are preferable for analysis, the Court does not punish jurisdictions where minority candidates 
have failed to seek elected office on a regular basis.  In these cases, this statement asserts, other 
evidence of racial polarization can and should be marshaled to support a section 2 claim.      
 
Third, the existence of a small jurisdiction may not only make it difficult to assess for minority 
vote dilution, it may also make it difficult to correct.  Districting a small town like Granger may 
be unduly difficult, both for elections administrators and for voters.  It should be noted that some 
cases of very small towns creating single-member districts as a Voting Rights Act remedy do 
exist.  Brischetto et al. (1994), in their study detailing the effects of the act in Texas, note that 

                                                
2 Brian Sutherland, attorney, ACLU Voting Rights Project, e-mail to author, 28 March 2008. 
3 Brian Sutherland, attorney, ACLU Voting Rights Project, e-mail to author, 28 March 2008. 
4 Brian Sutherland, attorney, ACLU Voting Rights Project, e-mail to author, 28 March 2008. 
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even the tiny town of Jefferson, Texas, “with a 1980 population of fewer than 3000” has 
successfully implemented district elections (245).  Though the problems of small jurisdictions in 
Voting Rights Act litigation has not been a frequent subject of Voting Rights Act litigation, 
however, it has served as an additional argument on the side of those asking that judges look 
beyond single-member districts for Section 2 remedies.  As alternative voting systems advocates 
Bowler, Brockington, and Donovan (2001) note “CV [cumulative voting] also avoids those 
difficulties associated with using districts in small communities” (904).  This additional factor 
adds, in small jurisdictions, to the previously articulated case for at-large remedies for vote 
dilution. 
 
The Stakes: Latinos in the Voting Booth, on the Ballot, and on the School Board 
 
Before continuing into the voting rights situation in the Yakima Valley, it is important to briefly 
note the important impact that changes in election systems and Latino representation could have 
in these communities.  The right to vote, after all, is not just a problem of political ideals, it is a 
practical tool necessary to influence the distribution and form of goods offered by government.  
As multiple authors have noted, both in carefully contextualized examinations of specific cases 
and large scale studies, Latinos in government help to ensure the hiring of Latino staff and 
administrators which, in turn, is correlated with policies more suitable to Latino residents (Geron 
2005, 179-184; Barreto 2007, 65-75; Meier et al. 2005, 767).  Latino representation on school 
boards, therefore, represents a vitally important challenge for the Latino community.  After all, 
Latinos have a disproportionately young population, both in Washington and around the country 
(NALEO 2007, 4).  Moreover, everywhere I conducted interviews with Latino candidates, 
officials, and residents in the Yakima Valley, education was cited most often as one of the most 
important issues for the Latino community, often outweighing even immigration.  As such, it is 
of vital importance that Latinos ensure that their voice is heard on school boards throughout the 
state.  
 
Further, changing electoral systems to promote competitive Latino candidates has important 
consequences beyond success in any particular election.  Studies have shown that a change in 
election system, and the accompanying rise in the number of viable Latino candidates, also 
correlates within an increase in Latino turnout (Barreto 2007, 439; Bowler et al. 2001, 902).  As 
such, ensuring that Latinos feel empowered by the ability to succeed in politics as candidates, 
also leads to greater inclusion and participation for the community as a whole.  Moreover, the 
Voting Rights Act does not only possess the ability to produce such indirect effects on Latino 
turnout.  By ensuring bilingual elections through Section 203, the act also directly advocates for 
a greater inclusion of the Latino community in the electoral process. 
 
These examples show just briefly the potentially revolutionary impact of the Voting Rights Act 
in the Yakima Valley.  While this analysis will focus on the specific judicial framework for using 
this powerful legal tool, it is important to emphasize the impact that these sometimes obscure 
standards have on real lives.  In this spirit, I note that this report shares the broader goals of the 
Voting Rights Act.  As de la Garza and DeSipio note, during the original debate over the 1965 
Voting Rights Act, Representative Jeffery Cohelan (D-CA) called on the Congress and the 
country to fight disenfranchisement; to “strike it down wherever it may thrive and prosper” 
(quoted in de la Garza and DeSipio 2005, 140).  While a legal scholar could likely produce a 
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more judicially acceptable argument in each of these jurisdictions, this report will not only seek 
to follow the judicial standards for changing electoral system, but also will attempt to maintain a 
broader view of the issue, discussing ways of increasing Latino participation and representation 
that do not center around litigation.  In this sense, it will attempt to follow both the letter and the 
spirit of the Voting Rights Act.  It is with this broader spirit in mind that readers should approach 
the following case study. 
 
RESEARCH METHODS 
 
This case study uses the framework set out by the judicial and legislative standards for assessing 
compliance with Sections 2 and 203 of the Voting Rights Act.  The following section details the 
manner in which this information was gathered and the relation of each piece of information to 
the project as a whole. 
 
In consultation with our community partners at the League of United Latin American Citizens 
(LULAC), Whitman College Professors Paul Apostolidis and Gilbert Mireles assigned the 
jurisdictions to be studied to the author.  These jurisdictions, Toppenish, Wapato, and Granger, 
are excellent subjects for such a study.  Each of the three cities possesses a substantial Latino 
population (75% or greater) and lie just to the north and west of Sunnyside, Washington, subject 
of a similar case study by Whitman College student Ian Warner in 2006 which produced 
evidence of minority vote dilution and, eventually, a change in the elections system.  As such, 
this study represents a further extension of Mr. Warner’s work in the Yakima Valley.  More 
importantly, by studying these predominantly Latino communities, this report hopes to add to the 
growing body of scholarly research on Latino representation and on the electoral participation of 
Latinos in the State of Washington. 
 
As Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act focuses on the relationship between the structure of 
elections and minority representation, I first sought to categorize the system of elections in each 
jurisdiction and evaluate the level of Latino representation.  Through conversations with the 
Yakima County Auditor’s Office, staff within each district, and through research on the internet, 
I determined that both the school boards and city councils in these three communities utilized at-
large election systems.  During these conversations and related research, I also determined the 
number of Latinos currently serving on each of these governing bodies as compared to the 
number of total positions. 
 
Knowing the number of Latinos currently serving on each body, I sought to determine whether 
this level of representation aligned with recent electoral history for Latinos in each jurisdiction.  
In order to do so, I obtained election records for each local election for the past twenty years 
from the Yakima County Auditor’s Office.  I then analyzed these records using a list of common 
Hispanic surnames in order to approximate the level of Latino electoral success in each of these 
communities.   
 
Through examination of these records, I also determined the number of precincts in each 
jurisdiction.  It was at this point, that I realized that the limited size of each city council 
jurisdiction presented a virtually insurmountable challenge to assessment for racial bloc voting.  
For reasons more fully explained in the discussion of scholarly literature, these jurisdictions 
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simply did not have enough precincts for me to produce the necessary graphs and statistical data.  
Given this fact, for reasons more fully explained in the discussion of scholarly literature, I 
abandoned for now the task of analyzing each city council for compliance with Section 2 of the 
Voting Rights Act.  The school districts in each community, however, extend beyond the city 
limits into a number of rural precincts.  As such, I shifted my focus to the three school districts, 
an equally important, if not as common, area of research on Latino political influence.      
 
Given the Thornburg preconditions and the importance of racial bloc voting in Voting Rights 
Act litigation, I sought to determine whether such electoral patterns existed in each of these 
communities.  In order to do so, I obtained full election records from the Yakima County 
Auditor’s Office including: (1) a list of all current registered voters in the county, listed by 
precinct, (2) a list of all voter registrations cancelled within the county since the year 2000 listed 
by precinct, and (3) full voting history for each of the voters on these lists in every election since 
the year 2000.  Using my previous analysis of election results over the past ten years, I identified 
a number of elections in each school district where a Latino ran against a non-Latino.  
Importantly, courts have tended to favor such elections as evidence of racial polarization 
(Citizens for a Better Gretna  v. City of Gretna 1987; Grofman, Handley, and Niemi 1992, 83).  I 
then used the election records to analyze each of these elections for racial bloc voting using the 
following steps.   
 
First, I approximated the proportion of Latinos in each precinct.  I did so using a surname 
analysis of each voter who cast a ballot in the relevant election.  As part of their Bilingual 
Program, Yakima County keeps track of Latino turnout by coding each voter as either “HS” 
(Hispanic) or “ENG” (Non-Hispanic) using a list of common Hispanic surnames.  Using these 
categories, I determined the number of Hispanic surnamed voters in each precinct and compared 
it to the total number of voters in that precinct.  In charts and graphs, I will refer to this data as 
“% HISPANIC” or “% Hispanic Voters” and I will use it to stand for the percentage of Latinos 
casting a ballot within a particular precinct during a particular election.  While it is important to 
note that some non-Latinos may possess Latino names and visa versa, such a surname analysis is 
a well-accepted means of determining the size of the Latino population.  In fact, the United 
States Department of Justice gave this particular list of Hispanic surnames to Yakima County for 
the purpose of tracking Hispanic voter turnout.  The US Census Bureau compiles lists of 
Hispanic or “Spanish origin” surnames based on the percentage of persons with a particular 
surname who self-identify as Hispanic in a large sample of Census respondents (Word and 
Perkins 1996, 1).  This process has proved extremely effective.  As David Word and R. Colby 
Perkins (1996) note in a recent Census working paper,  
 “With very few exceptions, every frequently occurring is either Heavily Hispanic or 
 Rarely Hispanic and there is no middle ground….fewer than 1000 surnames are sufficient 
 for capturing 80 percent of the Hispanic population in the United States.  Moreover, 
 householders with those surnames are Hispanic 95 percent of the time” (13).     
Given this high level of accuracy, investigators have consistently used surname list analysis for 
the purpose of racial bloc voting assessments in Voting Rights Act cases.  As Bernard Grofman, 
Lisa Handley and Richard Niemi (1992) instruct in their book on the Voting Rights Act, “To 
determine the percentage of Spanish-surnamed registrants/voters, one can use the Census 
Bureau’s list of Spanish surnames, as the accuracy of that list has been accepted by numerous 
courts” (96 emphasis mine).  Given the official support for this method and the high level of 
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accuracy usually found in tests of this procedure, I have no problem asserting that this method 
produces an accurate estimate of the proportion of Latino voters in each precinct. 
 
Having determined the proportion of Latinos in each precinct, I then correlated this data with the 
percentage of votes received by each candidate in each precinct as a test for racial polarization.  I 
graphed these correlations and determined the level of linear correlation between the two 
variables using a typical least-squares regression line.  The slope of this line indicates the change 
in the percentage of votes received by a particular candidate over the percentage change in the 
number of Latinos in a district.  As such, high positive or negative slopes demonstrate a 
significant change in support as the proportion of the Latino population grows.  The intercept of 
this line, the point where it would cross the y-axis, signifies the estimated extent of racial 
polarization.  While it is important to be careful in extending a regression line beyond the range 
of the data set, if there are nearby data points this intercept represents an estimate of the 
percentage of votes that would be received by a candidate in a theoretical precinct with zero 
Latino voters.  Finally, the value “r”, or the correlation coefficient, shows how well the 
regression line fits with the data points.  The closer this value is to 1, the stronger the linear 
relationship between the two variables.  If the Hispanic community voted as a bloc, fulfilling the 
first Thornburg precondition, I would expect to see an upward sloping regression line of a 
relatively high slope and a relatively low intercept for the Latino candidate.  The inverse of this 
pattern, a steep downward sloping pattern with a relatively high intercept for the Anglo 
candidate, would demonstrate bloc voting in the non-Latino population in accordance with the 
second Thornburg precondition.  In both cases, the “r” value of the correlation coefficient would 
have to be over .8 in order to say that this line holds a close relationship to the data points. 
 
In addition to analyzing these elections for racial polarization, I also used the election records to 
assess the levels of voter turnout among Latinos and non-Latinos in each relevant election.  I did 
so using the same Hispanic surname analysis that I explained earlier in this section.  Using the 
voter history section of records for currently registered and cancelled voters, I determined the 
number of voters casting a ballot in each election and compared it to the number of registered 
voters during that election for each portion of the population.   
 
I will note at this point that my analysis of election records produced figures that differ slightly 
from the official voter turnout figures compiled by Yakima County during the election process.  
For the 2007 elections in Toppenish and Granger, this difference among the number of voters 
who cast a ballot was never greater than three persons in a particular precinct.  As such, at their 
greatest potential impact, in the smallest precinct where such errors occurred, they may change 
the percentage of Hispanics in a particular precinct by a mere three or four percentage points.  
The deviations were higher for determining numbers of registered voters and were also higher 
for the 2003 elections that I analyzed.  It appears that the greatest deviation came among voters 
who turned out in the city of Granger during the 2003 general election, where my analysis gave 
me roughly 50 more voters than are recorded in the official turnout records.  It is important to 
note that, according to the records given to me by the Yakima County Auditor’s Office, these 
differences do not indicate a change in the area encompassed by any of the precincts that I 
analyzed.  The county did not change any of the relevant precincts in the years following these 
elections.  One possible source of error, as assiduously suggested by Lupe Camacho in the 
Auditor’s office, are voters who moved within the county in the intervening years.  While the 
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registration address and precinct number of these voters would have changed on the voter 
records, they would not, to my knowledge, have appeared on the cancelled voter list.  It would be 
difficult or impossible to find these voters on the current records.  Another source of error, of 
course, could be the deleterious effect of years of administrative record keeping, in which small 
and relatively harmless mistakes in record keeping add up to larger discrepancies later on.  While 
I do not preclude some human error on my part, I conducted my analysis in careful and 
methodical manner and I state with a fairly high level of confidence that any errors merely reflect 
the limitations of available records.  In addition, particularly with reference to the racial bloc 
voting analysis in Toppenish and Wapato, I believe that the differences are small enough not to 
seriously impinge the accuracy of my conclusions.  However, as I consider any discrepancy as 
serious, I leave it to the reader to assess the value of the data derived from these records, which 
are the only available source for such analysis.   
 
Having analyzed the available elections, I sought to gain context for these numbers through 
interviews with Latino candidates and other politically active community members.  I formulated 
these questions with a few key points in mind.  First, I wished to see whether or not the message 
or tactics of each campaign may have played a role in polarizing the electorate along racial lines.  
Second, I wanted to assess each candidate’s view of the reasons for racial bloc voting.  Third, 
given the “totality of circumstances” test for Section 2 cases, I also formulated questions with 
close reference to the Senate Report factors, which have traditionally been used to assess these 
cases once the preconditions have been established.  These factors are listed in the discussion of 
scholarly literature.  While I hoped to interview as many candidates as possible, time constraints 
and difficulties with finding contact information limited my interviews to two candidates from 
relevant elections and a small set of knowledgeable community members. 
 
Listed in chronological order, I interviewed the following people in order to build my knowledge 
of political climate in each community.  My research partner, Emma Fulkerson, and I spoke with 
community members attending the Washington Democratic Presidential Caucus at Toppenish 
High School on February 9th, 2008.  Topics discussed included language barriers to political 
participation, the general political climate, and, of course, the Democratic presidential race.  
During this trip, we also spoke Tomas Villanueva, chairman of the Democratic Party for the 15th 
legislative district and a former candidate for the state senate, about his personal history with 
activism and politics in the Yakima Valley.  Two weeks later, on February 22nd, Ms. Fulkerson 
and I conducted another set of interviews.  The first of these was an interview in Pasco, 
Washington with Russell Shjerven, a local union activist and campaign coordinator for a set of 
candidates in Toppenish that included school board candidate Maria Osorio.  Topics included his 
experience during the Osorio campaign and his perception of local politics and the 
responsiveness of local institutions to the community.  We also interviewed Fred Diaz, a 
Toppenish City Councilman and educator, with whom we discussed the history of race relations 
in the valley and his personal experience as a Latino candidate, official, and educator.  This 
interview was conducted in Toppenish.  Finally, we spoke with Ramona Fonseca, the recently 
elected mayor of Granger, at the City Hall in that community.  Topics included the 
responsiveness of local institutions, her experience as a Latina candidate, and language barriers 
to voting for local Latinos.  These early contacts with politically knowledgeable community 
members led to a series of interviews with Latino school board candidates.  I conducted an 
interview with Maria Osorio, candidate for the Toppenish School Board, in Yakima on March 
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20th.  We discussed her experience as a candidate in the 2007 school board election with 
particular reference to the Senate Report factors, my finding of racially polarized voting, 
language barriers in the community, and the responsiveness of the Toppenish School Board.  I 
also interviewed Gabriel Ramos, a former Wapato city councilman and candidate for Wapato 
School Board, on March 21st in Yakima.  Questions and conversation centered on topics similar 
to those discussed in the interview with Maria Osorio.  A full list of interview questions for these 
final two interviews can be found in the appendix to this report, although I should note that no 
interview precisely followed this line of questioning.  Rather, I allowed each conversation to 
develop organically with these questions in mind.  Finally, a short phone conversation with 
Granger School Board candidate Francisco Moreno gave me some insight into the situation in 
Granger.     
 
Having investigated conditions relevant to a Section 2, I also sought to determine Yakima 
County’s level of compliance with Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act, which requires a 
bilingual election process in the county.  In determining the various aspects of optimal 
compliance with this provision, I was aided by Yakima County’s recent involvement with the 
United States Department of Justice on this issue.  In 2004, the USDOJ brought a suit against 
Yakima County alleging violation of Section 203.  This litigation resulted in an agreement 
between the two parties on a legally enforceable “consent decree,” which detailed the aspects of 
compliance expected by the Department of Justice (US v. Yakima County 2004).   A fellow 
researcher, Brian Mendiola, and I used this document to develop a list of questions for the 
County Auditor and her staff, designed to determine the level of compliance with Section 203.  
In addition, I also sought to integrate into these questions observations made by members of the 
local community on language barriers to voting and recent changes in Yakima County’s 
elections process, including the expiration of the consent decree and the move to wholly vote-by-
mail elections. On March 21st, 2008, Mr. Mendiola and I conducted an interview using these 
questions with the County Auditor, Corky Mattingly, and two members of her election staff, 
Elections Manager Kathy Fisher and Bilingual Program Coordinator Lupe Camacho, at their 
office in Yakima.  I then compared their responses and written materials they provided for me on 
their bilingual program to the requirements listed in the consent decree and to recent social 
science research on bilingual voting.  In addition, I also evaluated a couple of precincts with 
particularly high levels of low English proficiency for changes in turnout over the past several 
local elections.  While many factors can affect Latino turnout, I used these results, with that 
limitation in mind, in order to provide some objective evidence of the effectiveness of the 
program.   
 
Finally, throughout this process, I used the conditions found in my primary research to guide my 
investigation of scholarly materials on these issues.  I focused this scholarly research on the 
provisions of the Voting Rights Act itself and the history of that legislation in the courts.  I also 
sought to identify important issues specific to these communities which might affect the 
application of this act and explain election results and voting behavior.  In particular, I examined 
the problems with and methods for applying the Voting Rights Act to small jurisdictions and to 
school boards, along with the politics of representation in these two contexts.  In addition, I also 
spent some time researching various different manners of altering elections systems in order to 
promote a greater proportionality of representation.  With reference to this scholarly material and 
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to the primary research conducted on elections in these towns, I formed my conclusions and 
recommendations for increasing Latino participation and representation in these school districts.   
 
CASE STUDY 
  
This portion of the report utilizes the aforementioned methods to determine the level of 
adherence to the Voting Rights Act in three small jurisdictions in Central Washington, the school 
district board of directors in Toppenish, Wapato, and Granger.  
 
First, in this section I will analyze each jurisdiction for compliance with Section 2, which 
prohibits minority vote dilution.  In particular, it will focus on establishing the level of racially 
polarized voting in each community through analysis of specific elections which pitted a Latino 
candidate against a non-Latino candidate.  In addition, it will discuss each jurisdiction in relation 
other relevant factors for minority vote dilution, with particular reference to Hispanic turnout in 
each election, the level of Latino representation in each jurisdiction, and the history of Latino 
electoral success. 
 
Second, I will discuss the compliance of Yakima County to Section 203, which requires bilingual 
election materials and outreach in these communities.  
 
Both of these aspects will be discussed with particular reference to specific contextual conditions 
and with the goal of determining the best means of increasing the size and effectiveness of 
Latino political participation in the Yakima Valley.    
 
Toppenish 
 
Toppenish, Washington is a city of just over 9,000 people in the Northern Yakima Valley.  
While it lies within the Yakama Indian Reservation, within the town over 75% of the population 
is Latino (US Census Bureau 2006).  The town forms the heart of the Toppenish School District, 
which also extends into the mostly rural areas between Toppenish and other small towns in the 
valley.  This district serves a total student population of about 3300, of which Latinos constitute 
about 75%.  Anglos are not even the second largest group among the student population, with 
about 18% of the population identifying themselves as Native American (Washington Office of 
Superintendent of Public Instruction 2006-7).   
 
The Toppenish School District’s Board of Directors has five members.  Though candidacy for a 
specific position on the board is limited by residency, each and every voter in the district votes 
for each position.  As such, the electoral structure for the Toppenish School Board should be 
classified as winner-take-all at large elections with “residency districts,” often cited as the form 
of election least likely to produce minority representation.  As such, Toppenish has a system of 
elections that may produce minority vote dilution and, if so, that may be subject to remedy under 
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. 
 
Despite the high Latino population in the student body, Latinos have had relatively few 
representatives on the school board in recent years.  Chart 1 shows the degree of Latino electoral 
success over the past five elections. 
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Chart 1 

 
 

At first glance, the graph appears to provide evidence for a reasonable level of success for Latino 
candidates.  Although the number of candidates is very low, especially considering the Latino 
proportion of the population, Latinos who have run have been elected.  It should be noted, 
however, that of the five Hispanic surnamed candidates who have run for school board in the 
past decade, only one has faced opposition.  That candidate, Maria Osorio in 2007, lost.  In 
addition, of the four Latino victories, two were by the same candidate, current board member 
Gonzalo Macias.   
 
In fact, despite the success of three unopposed candidates, Latinos still face a history of under 
representation on the school board.  In fact, with Latinos constituting 75% of the student 
population and almost 42% of the registered voting population in the district, there is currently 
only one Latino board member, 20% of the five member body.   
 
Having shown that the electoral structure has the potential to dilute the minority vote and that 
Latinos are traditionally under represented on the school board, it is important for the purposes of 
the Voting Rights Act to examine whether racially polarized voting occurs in school board 
elections in Toppenish.  As noted previously, over the past ten years there has been, to my 
knowledge, only one competitive election in the district involving a Latino candidate.  This data 
set limits the insights that can be drawn from election analysis.  Even so, as noted in the 
scholarly discussion, the courts do their best not to punish minorities for possessing a limited 
number of recent candidates, allowing plaintiffs to supplement election analysis with other 
evidence (Citizens for a Better Gretna v. City of Gretna 1987).  As such, a contextualized 
analysis of this election may be able to provide some insight into racial voting patterns in the 
district and provide evidence of minority vote dilution.     
 



 20 

The 2007 general election featured a three-way race for Toppenish School Director, residency 
district 3, amongst candidates Richard Lommers, Maria Osorio, and Anna Christa Ward.  Mr. 
Lommers won the election, receiving 47% of the vote as compared to 32% for Ms. Osorio and 
21% for Ms. Ward.  Maria Osorio is Latina and Richard Lommers, a former teacher in the 
district, is Anglo.  Adding additional racial intrigue to the election, the third candidate, Anna 
Christa Ward, is Native American.   
 
Following the procedure detailed in the research methods section, I determined the racial 
composition of each precinct and compared it to the vote totals for each candidate.  The results 
are shown in table 1. 

Table 1 

2007 General Election: Toppenish School Board, District 3  

PRECINCT % HISPANIC SURNAMES % OSORIO % LOMMERS % WARD 

2101 34.53% 33.33% 43.69% 22.57% 

2103 63.91% 45.77% 33.23% 20.06% 

3104 15.85% 32.45% 51.32% 15.85% 

3309 16.75% 21.58% 54.10% 24.32% 

4001/35 6.30% 11.69% 74.03% 14.29% 
 

     
It should first of all be noted that this table provides definitive evidence that the Toppenish 
School District meets the first of the three Thornburg preconditions for building a Voting Rights 
Act case.  Precinct 2103 has a clear Hispanic majority population, with 64.3% of voters in 2007 
possessing a Hispanic surname.  325 persons voted in this precinct during the 2007 general 
election, meaning that this majority Hispanic precinct made up just over 20% of the total voter 
population.  As such, not only is it possible to form a majority Latino district for the five member 
school board, it is also possible to do so without violating the “one person, one vote” standard or 
the race neutral parameters of the decision in Shaw v. Reno by simply drawing districts according 
to current precinct boundaries.   
 
By examining the data for a clear relationship between the racial composition of a precinct and 
the votes for each candidate, this analysis can serve to test for racial bloc voting.  Graph 1 plots 
the relationship between the percentage of Hispanics in a particular precinct and the percentage 
of votes received by the Latina candidate, Maria Osorio. 
 

 

                                                
5 Because of the small number of voters within precincts 4001 and 4003, these precincts were combined for the 
purpose of analysis.  Doing so allowed for the inclusion of all voters in the district while maintaining a greater 
degree of equality between data points in terms of the number of voters analyzed.  Since this analysis is of racial, 
and not geographic polarization, this combination should not affect the conclusions drawn from the data. For the 
record, there were 6 voters in precinct 4003.  All of them voted for Richard Lommers and none had Hispanic last 
names.  6.6% of voters in precinct 4001 had Hispanic last names.  The vote totals were as follows: Lommers 
71.83%, Osorio 11.69%, and Ward 14.29 %. 
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Graph 1 

 
 
As the graph shows, there is a strong positive correlation between the two variables.  As the 
percentage of Hispanics within a precinct increases, the percentage of votes for Osorio in that 
precinct increases as well.  In fact, if a least-squares regression line is applied to this data, the 
strength of the correlation, indicated by the correlation coefficient “r,” is .89 of a possible 1.  
This value is well above the usual threshold, usually .8, for establishing a strong linear 
correlation between two variables.  In other words, the data fits very closely with a line with a 
slope of one half, indicating that for every percentage increase in Hispanic proportion of the 
population, the percentage of votes for Ms. Osorio increases by one half a percent.  The intercept 
for this line is .15, indicating that in a theoretical precinct with no Latinos, Ms. Osorio would be 
predicted to receive only 15% of the vote.  As such, this data provides strong evidence that 
Latinos voted in a bloc for the Latina Candidate, Ms. Osorio.  As such, using all available 
evidence, the Toppenish School Board appears to meet the second Thornburg precondition, 
political cohesiveness in the minority community. 
 
The final Thornburg precondition relates to bloc voting within the majority community that 
prevents the election of a minority candidate.  Graph 2 shows the comparison between the 
percentage of votes received by the Anglo candidate, Richard Lommers, and the percentage of 
Hispanics in each precinct. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 22 

Graph 2 

 
 

Once again, the data is consistent with racially polarized voting. The Anglo candidate, Mr. 
Lommers, receives fewer votes as the percentage of Hispanics within the precinct increases.  
This negative correlation is of roughly the same strength as the positive correlation shown in 
Graph 1.  In this case, the correlation coefficient “r” is also .89.  This “r” is high enough to assert 
a strong negative correlation between percentage of votes received by the Anglo candidate and 
the percentage of Latinos within each precinct.  This correlation is at an even greater slope than 
in Graph 1, nearing a .6% increase in the vote for Mr. Lommers as the Hispanic population falls 
by 1%.  The  intercept is .67, meaning that this data predicts that 67% of non-Latino (not merely 
Anglo) voters bloc voted.  As such, this graph shows evidence that non-Latino voters voted 
roughly in a bloc for the Anglo candidate, Mr. Lommers. 
 
These two graphs show evidence that the Toppenish School Board meets the Thornburg 
preconditions with reference to racial bloc voting.  In this one relevant election, Latinos appear 
to possess a large degree of political cohesiveness, voting in a bloc for Maria Osorio.  However, 
they are outvoted by an equally cohesive Anglo majority, who voted in a bloc for Richard 
Lommers.   
 
Moreover, personal observations by community members confirm the findings in this data.  
During the same election, another Latino candidate closely connected to the Osorio campaign ran 
a campaign for the city council, which only covers the two heavily Latino precincts, 2101 and 
2103.  This campaign was successful.  As to the school board election, however, the addition of 
the heavily Anglo rural precincts made a difference. “I think we underestimated the white vote in 
the country,” said Ms. Osorio’s campaign coordinator, Russell Shjerven.6  I asked the candidate, 
Maria Osorio about this phenomenon in another interview.  “You’re going to support your 

                                                
6 Russell Shjerven, interview with author and Emma Fulkerson, 22 February Pasco, WA. 
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community, you’re going to support your people,” she said of the voters’ mindsets, “so, I got a 
lot of support from the Hispanic community, he got a lot of support from, of course, the Anglo.”7  
In fact, Ms. Osorio referred to Toppenish as being inhabited by three different “cultures.”8  As 
such, it appears that race plays a large role in electoral politics in this community.  It should be 
noted, however, that these observations do not necessarily imply a racial component to the 
campaign run by Richard Lommers.  “I think we just underestimated Richard,” said Mr. 
Shjerven, noting that Mr. Lommers has been responsive to issues raised by community 
members.9  Nor does it necessarily suggest that Maria Osorio specifically targeted Latino voters.  
In fact, she claimed the opposite saying, “no, I didn’t really focus on the Hispanics.  I mean, I 
feel I care for all the kids, you know, the same.  I don’t make the difference and I hope they don’t 
make a difference either, you know, right?  So, I tried to focus on all of them.”10  Even so, these 
numbers and personal observations show that the voters are making a difference between races, 
whether explicit or not.  The lack of racial appeals in this election, the only recent contest which 
pitted a Latino against a non-Latino, may simply show that these voting patterns do not derive 
from conditions specific to this election.  Rather, the fact of racially polarized voting absent 
inflammatory candidates likely increases the possibility that racial bloc voting will prove to be a 
significant obstacle for future Latino candidates, regardless of their campaign strategy.  
 
All of this evidence for racial bloc voting amongst Latinos and Anglos makes the case of Anna 
Christa Ward, a Native American, particularly interesting in terms of the nature of racial bloc 
voting in this tri-ethnic community.  A positive correlation might indicate that Latinos and 
Natives share electoral interests or at least have similar residential patterns.  This hypothesis has 
particular appeal due to the similar socioeconomic characteristics of the two groups and the fact 
of an Anglo dominated school board.  A negative correlation, on the other hand, might indicate 
that Hispanics are unwilling to vote for a Native candidate or that Natives feel threatened by the 
growing Latino community.  Graph 3 shows the relationship between the proportion of Hispanics 
in the population and the percentage of votes for Ms. Ward. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
7 Maria Osorio, Toppenish School Board Candidate, interview with author, 20 March 2008, Yakima, WA. 
8 Maria Osorio, 20 March 2008. 
9 Russell Shjerven, 22 February 2008. 
10 Maria Osorio, 20 March 2008. 
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Graph 3 

 
 

Confounding both hypotheses, the graph shows no relationship between the percentage of 
Hispanics and the percentage of votes for Ms. Ward.  The correlation coefficient is relatively 
small and the regression line has virtually no slope, showing no clear relationship between the 
two variables.  
 
Does this lack of relationship weaken the previous claim of racial bloc voting in Toppenish?  In 
my opinion, it does not.  There is no reason to expect that the Hispanic population would vote in 
a bloc either for or against Ms. Ward, particularly with a Latina candidate in the race.  In fact, in 
a sense, this graph might act as a control variable for the other two candidates.  By showing that 
a candidate of a third race does not produce a polarized outcome, it may be possible to build a 
stronger case that the two previous graphs derive specifically from the race of the candidates 
rather than from other factors.  Moreover, the lack of a pattern in this graph does not imply that 
the Native community does not vote as a bloc.  In fact, Mr. Shjerven offered the opposite idea.  
When asked whether the presence of another minority candidate may have siphoned votes from 
Ms. Osorio, he responded, “I don’t know if Anna’s people would have voted for Maria…she’s 
Native and she carried the Native vote.”11  As surname analysis can only define voters as 
“Hispanic” or “Non-Hispanic,” this analysis cannot evaluate this election according to the 
proportion of Native Americans in each precinct.  As such, the numbers presented in this graph 
do not undermine the claims made by Mr. Shjerven, nor is bloc voting among Native Americans 
necessary for to form a convincing case of dilution for the Latino vote. 
 
Having provided evidence for the three Thornburg preconditions, it is important to note other 
factors observed in the Toppenish School Board which work towards providing a “totality of 
circumstances” which imply minority vote dilution.  It should be noted that the preceding 
analysis already provides substantial evidence related to the Senate Report factors.  The at-large 

                                                
11 Russell Shjerven, interview with author and Emma Fulkerson, 22 February 2008, Pasco, WA. 
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elections with residency districts are a device that can certainly lead to vote dilution.  The 
relationships between race and voting shown in the Osorio/Lommers/Ward election demonstrate 
racially polarized voting.  Finally, as already discussed, Latinos are under represented on the 
school board and have not had a great deal of success in recent elections.  The rest of the section 
will marshal additional evidence of minority vote dilution in the Toppenish School District. 
 
First, turnout in the 2007 local elections shows a clear racial disparity.  As discussed previously, 
such turnout disparities have been associated both with a dearth of minority candidates and with 
a disempowering electoral system, along with demographic factors.  Turnout figures for Hispanic 
surnames and for the rest of the community are compared in chart 2. 
 

Chart 2 

 
 

As the chart shows, Hispanic surnamed voters in the Toppenish School District cast ballots at a 
rate more than 10% lower than that of the general community and more than 15% lower than that 
of non-Hispanic voters during the 2007 local elections.   
 
Further study is certainly needed in Toppenish in order to build a more compelling legal case.  
However, in my opinion, these figures and personal observations provide enough evidence to 
suspect that the winner-take-all at-large elections used in the Toppenish School District may be 
in violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.  Election analysis, for the only available 
election between a Latino and a non-Latino, shows clear evidence of racially polarized voting.  
The minority population is sufficiently compact to build a majority Latino district without 
violating “one person, one vote” or Shaw race neutral districting precedents.  As such, Toppenish 
fits the preconditions for a Section 2 case laid out in the Supreme Court’s decision in Thornburg 
v. Gingles.  Moreover, these facts and other evidence on the electoral history of Latinos in the 
area provide a solid foundation for building a “totality of circumstances” case that the electoral 
system dilutes the Latino vote.  As such, Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act may require that the 
Toppenish School District change their electoral system.  Further, even absent litigation, this 
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analysis builds a strong case that a voluntary change in the system by the Toppenish School 
Board may avoid legal issues and increase Latino representation and political empowerment.   
 
Wapato 
 
Wapato, Washington is a city of 4,600 persons just to the northwest of Toppenish along I-82 in 
the Northern Yakima Valley.  Like Toppenish, Wapato lies within the Yakama Indian 
Reservation, but has a majority Latino population which constitutes 75% of its residents (US 
Census Bureau 2006).  Also as in Toppenish, Wapato city forms the center of a larger school 
district which spreads out into the surrounding rural areas.  The district serves almost 3400 
students, 67% of whom are listed as Hispanic.  In addition, one-quarter of the student population 
is Native American, once again making whites merely the third largest racial group among 
students (Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 2006-7). 
 
The Wapato School Board is composed of five members.  Just as in Toppenish, elections are 
winner-take-all and at-large with candidate residency districts, a form of elections with a history 
of diluting the minority vote.  As such, the Wapato School District may also qualify for remedy 
under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. 
 
In terms of Latino electoral success, Wapato displays a pattern remarkably similar to that of 
Toppenish.  Chart 3 shows the number of Latino candidates and Latinos elected as compared to 
seats available over the past five elections. 
 

Chart 3 

 
 

Just as in Toppenish, the number of Latino candidates is very low as compared to their 
proportion in the student body, but Latinos who have run have faced moderate success.  Once 
again, however, both Latino victories, in 2003 and 2007 occurred in uncontested elections won 
by current board member Rebecca Cordova.  Two Latinos ran for the school board in contested 
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elections, both in 2007.  Both of these candidates, Gabriel Ramos and Lee Campos, lost to long-
serving incumbent members of the board. 
 
As such, Latinos face a clear pattern of under representation on the school board.  Despite 
composing over two-thirds of the student body and 34% of registered voters, only one Latino 
currently serves on the Wapato School Board, 20% of the five member body. 
 
Once again facing a situation with an at-large election structure and a history of low rates of 
Latino representation on the school board, it is necessary to determine whether racial bloc voting 
exists in the district.   In this case, there are two elections in the past ten years in which a Latino 
has run against a non-Latino.  Analysis of these two elections may give an idea of racial voting 
patterns in the school district. 
 
For the first time in many years, the 2007 general election saw two Latino candidates in 
competitive races for the Wapato School Board.  For residency district 3, former Wapato City 
Councilor Gabriel Ramos faced incumbent school board member Ronald Wilcox.  Mr. Ramos is 
Latino, while Mr. Wilcox is Anglo.  For residency district 5, Lionel “Lee” Campos, a Latino and 
the “director of the Migrant Student Data and Recruitment Office in Sunnyside” (Yakima Herald 
Republic 22 August 2007), faced another Anglo, incumbent candidate Chris Klebaum.   
 
Using the same methods as in Toppenish, the percentage of Latinos in each precinct was 
compared to the percentage of votes received by each candidate in that precinct.  The results are 
shown in Tables 2 and 3. 
 

Table 2 

2007  General Election, Wapato School Director, District 5 
PRECINCT % HISPANIC % WILCOX % RAMOS 

2501 54.13% 57.05% 41.67% 

3102 14.48% 77.58% 21.83% 

3310 25.38% 75.13% 24.60% 

3701/400312 7.07% 85.54% 14.46% 

4001 23.97% 68.18% 30.91% 

4401 6.67% 89.12% 10.88% 
 
 
 

                                                
12 Because of the small number of voters within precincts 3701 and 4003, these precincts were combined for the 
purpose of analysis.  Doing so allowed for the inclusion of all voters in the district while maintaining a greater 
degree of equality between data points in terms of the number of voters analyzed.  Since this analysis is of racial, 
and not geographic polarization, this combination should not affect the conclusions drawn from the data.  Only 11 
total voters participated in the school board election from precinct 4003.  9 votes went to Ronald Wilcox and 2 went 
to Gabriel Ramos.  Of the 21 persons casting a ballot, 9.52% had Hispanic last names.  In precinct 3701, 6.41% of 
voters had Hispanic last names.  86.11% of the votes in this precinct went to Wilcox, while 13.9% went to Ramos.     



 28 

Table 3 

2007 General Election, Wapato School Director, District 5 

PRECINCT % HISPANIC % KLEBAUM % CAMPOS 

2501 54.13% 51.10% 48.60% 

3102 14.48% 79.35% 19.47% 

3310 25.38% 72.58% 27.15% 

3701/400313 7.07% 91.86% 8.14% 

4001 23.97% 63.72% 35.40% 

4401 6.67% 82.70% 16.76% 
 
 
 

Once again, it should first be noted that these tables demonstrate that Wapato meets the first of 
the Thornburg preconditions, ability to form an acceptable majority-minority district.  Precinct 
2501 has a majority Latino population and, according to voters participating in the 2007 general 
election, possesses over 20% of the voting population.  As such, in this five-member district, 
simply following the current precinct line, officials could create a majority Latino district 
without violating one person, one vote or Shaw race neutral districting precedent. 
 
This data can be used to test for racial bloc voting by examining the correlation between the 
Latino proportion of each precinct and the votes for each candidate.  If a clear pattern emerges, 
these two elections would provide evidence of racially polarized voting in the Wapato School 
District. 
 
Graph 4 shows the relationship between these two variables for Gabriel Ramos, the Latino 
candidate for residency district 3.   
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
13 Precinct 3701 6.41% Hispanic, election results: Klebaum 91.89%, Campos 8.11% 
 Precinct 4003 9.52% Hispanic, election results: Klebaum 91.67%, Campos 8.33% 
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Graph 4 

 
 

There is a clear positive correlation between the two variables.  As the percentage of Hispanics 
within a particular precinct increases, the number of votes for the Latino candidate, Mr. Ramos, 
also increases.  In fact, the graph shows almost a straight line relationship.  The data points 
conform to a least-squares regression line with a slope of .6 at a remarkably high correlation 
coefficient of .95, well above the threshold for establishing a strong linear correlation.  As such, 
almost perfectly for each of the precincts studied, a 1% increase in the percentage of Hispanic 
voters in a precinct correlates with a .6% increase in the percentage of votes for Ramos.  
Moreover, the intercept of this line is .108, meaning that in a theoretical precinct with no Latinos, 
Mr. Ramos would be predicted to receive a mere 11% of the vote.  As such, there is clear 
evidence that in the 2007 election for residency district 3 Latinos voted roughly in a bloc for the 
Latino candidate, Gabriel Ramos. 
 
Graph 5 shows the relationship between these two same variables for the Latino candidate for 
residency district 5, Lee Campos. 
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Graph 5 

 
 
As a quick glance demonstrates, the patterns on the two graphs are startlingly similar, with this 
graph also showing a strong positive correlation between the two variables.  As the percentage of 
Hispanic voters within a precinct increases, the percentage of votes received by the Latino 
candidate, Lee Campos, also increases.  Once again, these data points fall almost exactly along a 
straight line.  In fact, the least-squares regression line for these points shows an even higher slope 
than the points for Mr. Ramos.  The data conforms to a line with a  slope of .77 at a correlation 
coefficient “r” of .94, well above the threshold for establishing a strong linear correlation.  As 
such, every 1% increase in the Hispanic proportion of the population within a precinct correlates 
with a remarkable .77% increase in the proportion of votes received by Mr. Campos in that 
precinct.  In addition, the intercept is very low, just under .09, giving Mr. Campos a predicted 
9% of the vote in a theoretical precinct with zero Latino voters.  Consistent with the findings 
from the district 3 election, this election shows strong evidence that Latinos voted in a bloc for 
the Latino candidate, Lee Campos. 
 
Both of these elections, the only two in which a Latino ran against a non-Latino over the past 
five election years, provide strong evidence that the Wapato School District meets the second of 
the three Thornburg preconditions for a Section 2 case, a politically cohesive minority 
community.  In both cases, Latino voters appear to have voted in a bloc for a Latino candidate.   
 
The third Thornburg precondition requires racial bloc voting within the majority group.  Graphs 
6 and 7 show the relationship between the percentage of Hispanics within a precinct and the 
number of votes received by each of the Anglo incumbents. 
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Graph 6 

 
 

Graph 7 

 
 

Once again, the similarity between the two graphs is striking.  In both cases, there is a strong 
negative correlation between the two variables.  As the proportion of Hispanic voters in a 
precinct increases, the proportion of votes received by the Anglo candidates decreases in a nearly 
linear fashion.  For Mr. Wilcox, the relationship conforms to a least-squares regression line with 
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a slope of -.63 with a high correlation coefficient “r” of .95.  As such, as the percentage of 
Hispanic voters within a precinct falls by 1%, the percentage of the vote received by the Anglo 
candidate increases by .65%.  The intercept indicates high levels of bloc voting, with a predicted 
89% of non-Latinos choosing Mr. Wilcox.  Mr. Klebaum’s election fits a least-squares 
regression line with an even higher negative slope of -.77% at a correlation coefficient of .936, 
once again well above the threshold for establishing a strong linear relationship.  As the 
percentage of Hispanics in a precinct decreases by 1%, the votes received by Mr. Klebaum 
increases by .77%.  Moreover, in a theoretical all-white precinct, Mr. Klebaum would be 
predicted to receive over 90% of the vote.  Both of these elections, therefore, show strong 
evidence of racial bloc voting among non-Hispanic voters in favor of the two Anglo candidates, 
both of whom retained their seats on the school board.  As such, these two elections provide 
strong evidence of racially polarized voting among non-Latinos in Wapato that prevents the 
election of Latino candidates, the third of the three Thornburg preconditions for building a 
Section 2 case against the at-large election system in the Wapato School District. 
 
Once again, it appears that this racial polarization did not result from a racially charged 
campaign.  In an interview, Gabriel Ramos made no indication that he specifically sought the 
Latino vote.  “With me,” he said “it was more, just you’re a citizen of this district, you’re a 
voter.”14  The answer to a question about his opponent’s campaign tactics was even more 
revealing.  “As far as I know, he [Mr. Wilcox] didn’t campaign at all,” said Mr. Ramos, also 
noting that Chris Klebaum made nothing but the most minimal campaign effort in defeating Lee 
Campos.15  First, this statement is important in asserting that there is no evidence of racially 
specific campaigning in these racially polarized elections.  As such, racial bloc voting seems 
likely to be produced by the political culture of Wapato, not by circumstances specific to this 
campaign.  However, the lack of a campaign by Mr. Wilcox or Mr. Klebaum perhaps further 
illuminates the political climate in Wapato.  The perceived comfort of these majority group 
members and incumbents fits with Meier, Polinard, and Wrinkle’s (2001) argument that 
collective action to support the local power structure is relatively easy in small communities like 
Wapato.  
 
Having established evidence for the three Thornburg preconditions and of consistent under 
representation of Latinos on the Wapato School Board, I will now briefly address other 
considerations which may add to the totality of circumstances for a Section 2 case.   
 
The other main circumstance derived from election analysis is a disproportionately low turnout 
among the Latino community.  As noted in the scholarly context, a discriminatory electoral 
system or the lack of Latino candidates, along with demographic factors, another Senate Report 
category, may produce such a gap in turnout.  Chart 4 shows turnout in the Wapato School 
District by surname for the 2007 local elections. 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                
14 Gabriel Ramos, 21 March 2007. 
15 Gabriel Ramos, 21 March 2007. 
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Chart 4 

 
 
As in Toppenish, turnout among Latinos is more than ten percent lower than among the 
community as a whole and more than 15% lower than that of their non-Latino counterparts.   

 
Further study is certainly needed in Wapato in order to build a more compelling legal case.  
However, in my opinion, just as in Toppenish, these figures and personal observations provide 
evidence to suspect that the winner-take-all at-large elections used in the Wapato School District 
may be in violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.  Election analyses, for the only two 
available elections between a Latino and a non-Latino, show clear evidence of racially polarized 
voting.  The minority population is sufficiently compact to build a majority Latino district 
without violating “one person, one vote” or Shaw race neutral districting precedents.  As such, 
Wapato fits the preconditions for a Section 2 case laid out in the Supreme Court’s decision in 
Thornburg v. Gingles.  Moreover, these facts and other evidence on the electoral history of 
Latinos in the area provide a solid foundation for building a “totality of circumstances” case that 
the electoral system dilutes the Latino vote.  As such, Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act may 
require that the Wapato School District change their electoral system.  Further, even absent 
litigation, this analysis builds a strong case that a voluntary change in the system by the Wapato 
School Board may avoid legal issues and increase Latino representation and political 
empowerment. 
 
Granger 
 
Granger, Washington is a town of just under 3000 persons just to the south of Toppenish in the 
Yakima Valley.  Like Toppenish and Wapato, it lies within the boundaries of the Yakama Indian 
Reservation (US Census Bureau 2006).  Granger is the smallest of the three towns and also has 
the highest proportion of Hispanics, Spanish monolingual and bilingual speakers, and foreign 
born residents (US Census Bureau 2000).  As with the other two cities, Granger forms the center 
of a larger school district which extends into nearby rural areas.  Granger School District serves 
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just fewer than 1500 students, 86% of whom are identified as Hispanic (Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 2006-7).  Unlike the other two cities, Granger does not have a particularly high 
Native American population, either in the town or in the student population. 
 
In terms of electoral structure, Granger does not differ at all from the other two towns.  The 
school board has five members, each of whom are elected in a winner-take-all, at-large election 
split into different positions based on candidate residency districts.  As such, Granger utilizes a 
structure of elections which may produce minority vote dilution and which may qualify for 
mandatory remedy under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. 
 
Despite the fact that Granger School District has the highest proportion of Latinos among the 
three communities, it also has had the lowest degree of recent Latino electoral success.  Chart 5 
shows the degree of Latino electoral participation and success over the past five school board 
elections in Granger. 
 

Chart 5 

 
 

Note the startling fact that in this district with Latinos constituting 86% of the student population, 
there has not been a single Hispanic surnamed candidate elected over the past five elections in 
the Granger School District.  Of course, considering this set of results, there is not a single Latino 
currently serving on the Granger School Board.  In fact, the last Latino to serve on the board was 
Domingo Arriaga, who won an uncontested election in 1997.16  In total, over the following five 
elections, Latinos only sought a seat on the board in 2003, in which three Hispanic surnamed 
candidates ran.17  Even considering the large foreign born population, Latinos comprised 37.34% 
of the district’s registered voters in 2003.  As such, there is a history of dramatic under 
                                                
16 Francisco “Frank” Moreno, candidate for Granger School Board, phone interview with author, 13 April 2008. 
17 One of these candidates, Francisco Moreno, is not represented in chart 5 because he did not reach the general 
election, having been defeated in the primary. 
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representation of Latinos not only on the Granger School Board, but also in candidates for this 
governing body. 
 
With an electoral system that has the potential to dilute the Latino vote and a history of literally 
no Latino representation on the school board, it is important to analyze these three elections for 
adherence to the preconditions for building a Section 2 case.  Using the same methods before, 
analyzing these three elections may illuminate the racial voting patterns in the district.  Tables 4, 
5, and 6 show these figures for the three elections in question. 

 
Table 4 

2003 General Election, Granger School Board, District 2 
PRECINCT % HISPANIC % SLAGG % CASTILLEJA 

501 39.81% 57.42% 40.00% 

3002 8.82% 70.51% 21.79% 

3303 11.35% 64.81% 26.54% 

3902 18.12% 60.87% 30.43% 

4628 11.76% 50% 33.33% 
 

Table 5 

2003 General Election, Granger School Director, District 4 

PRECINCT % HISPANIC % FLEMING % PEREZ 

501 39.81% 67.10% 32.36% 

3002 8.82% 69.23% 28.20% 

3303 11.35% 69.16% 27.16% 

3902 18.12% 64.60% 29.81% 

4628 11.76% 38.89% 50.00% 
 

Table 6 

2003 Primary Election, Granger School Director, District 4 
PRECINCT % HISPANIC % FLEMING % PEREZ % MORENO 

501 38.17% 63.10% 24.60% 9.63% 

3002 11.76% 61.29% 33.87% 3.23% 

3303 10.26% 75.00% 21.21% 6.06% 

3902 18.64% 65.08% 22.22% 8.73% 

4628 13.33% 61.11% 33.33% 0.00% 
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At first glance, these tables appear to present a problem for building a Section 2 case in the 
Granger School District.  In a jurisdiction with five precincts and five board positions, none of 
the precincts had Hispanics comprise the majority of voters turning out during the 2003 general 
election.  Upon closer examination, however, Granger School District does meet the first 
Thornburg precondition: the ability to create a majority-minority district without racially 
motivated districting.   As will be shown later in the analysis, Hispanic surname turnout in the 
district during 2003 was very low as compared to non-Latino turnout and the Latino turnout in 
the 2007 elections in Granger and Wapato.  If instead of turnout, registered population is 
considered, precinct 0501 did, in fact, possess a Hispanic majority in 2003.  Essentially 60% of 
registered voters in this precinct in 2003 had a Hispanic surname.  That proportion has only 
grown in the past several years, with 66% of registered voters and, notably, 61% of voters 
participating in the 2007 general election having a Hispanic surname in precinct 0501.  As such, 
Granger does fit the first of the three Thornburg preconditions for building a minority vote 
dilution case: the ability to create a majority Latino district with race neutral districting. 
 
In order to assess the extent to which the Granger School District meets the Thornburg 
preconditions for a Section 2 case, these numbers must be analyzed for the existence of racially 
polarized voting.  Graphs 8 and 9 show the relationship between Hispanic proportion of voters in 
a precinct and percentage of votes received by Latino candidate Michael Perez in the 2003 
primary and general elections, respectively. 
 

Graph 8 
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Graph 9 

 
 

Unlike in Toppenish and Wapato, the graphs show no clear pattern.  In fact, if a least-squares 
regression line is applied to these data sets, the correlation coefficient is very low and the 
regression line is of a positive, but very low level of slope.  As such, both of the elections in 
which Michael Perez participated in 2003 do not show evidence of racially polarized voting in 
the Granger School District.   
 
In the primary election, Mr. Perez and Mr. Fleming ran against another Latino, Mr. Perez’s 
cousin Francisco “Frank” Moreno.  Graph 10 shows the relationship between the same two 
variables in the 2003 primary election for Mr. Moreno. 
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Graph 10 

 
 

The results for Mr. Moreno show a slightly more recognizable pattern than the results for Mr. 
Perez.  Even so, however, the positive correlation between the proportion of votes received by 
Mr. Moreno and the proportion of Hispanics in a precinct is much less convincing, both in terms 
of slope and correlation coefficient than the results in the other two jurisdictions.  In fact, the 
results are difficult to interpret considering the fact that Mr. Moreno indicated that once he 
realized that his cousin had decided to run, he effectively ended his campaign and sought to 
increase the number of votes received by Mr. Perez.18  As such, the results for Mr. Moreno, a 
former city worker in Granger, do not provide clear evidence of racial bloc voting.  Graph 11 
shows the relationship between the two variables for the last of the three recent Hispanic 
surnamed candidates to run in the Granger School District, Jovita Castilleja.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
18 Francisco “Frank” Moreno, candidate for Granger School Board, phone interview with author, 13 April 2008. 
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Graph 11 

 
 

In contrast to the data for the two aforementioned Latino candidates, there is a clear positive 
correlation between the two variables for Ms. Castilleja.  If a least-squares regression line is 
applied to this data, there is a positive slope of .46 at a correlation coefficient “r” of .85, high 
enough to classify this result as a strong linear correlation between the two variables.  As such, 
as the percentage of Hispanic voters within a particular precinct increases by 1%, the proportion 
of votes received by Ms. Castilleja increases by an average of .46%.  This data, therefore, 
provides evidence that Latinos voted in a bloc for the Latina candidate, Ms. Castilleja.   
 
With these mixed results, however, it is difficult to say that there exists clear evidence of racially 
polarized voting among the Latino population in the Granger School District.   A lack of racial 
polarization for Mr. Perez does not preclude the possibility of such patterns and Latino bloc 
voting for Ms. Castilleja does not prove definitely that Latinos in Granger vote as a bloc.  In 
either case, the specific characteristics of the candidate could have subverted the usual racial 
voting patterns, whatever they may be.  As such, there is not clear evidence that the Granger 
School District meets the second of the three Thornburg preconditions for a Section 2 case, 
political cohesiveness among the minority group. 
 
Despite the fact that these elections do not provide clear evidence that could help in building a 
Voting Rights Act case to change the Granger School District’s at-large elections, racial voting 
patterns in the district are worthy of further examination in order to determine the reasons for 
such drastic under representation of the Latino population on the school board.   
 
Graphs 12 and 13 show the relationship between Hispanic population proportion and the 
percentage of votes received by Anglo candidate Ron Fleming, a former teacher in the district 
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who ran against Michael Perez and Francisco Moreno in the primary and just Mr. Perez in the 
general election contest for residency district 4. 

 
Graph 12  

 
 

Graph 13 
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The graphs show no clear pattern or relationship between the two variables.  In fact, if a least-
squares regression line is applied to the points, the slope for the primary is slightly negative, 
while the slope for the general election is slightly positive, indicating that on average Mr. 
Fleming’s proportion of the vote actually rose as the Hispanic population rose, despite the fact 
that he was competing with two Hispanic surnamed candidates.  In any case, neither of the data 
sets possesses a very high correlation coefficient, indicating that any linear relationship between 
the two variables is weak at best.  As such, there is no evidence that non-Latinos voted in a bloc 
for Mr. Fleming.   
 
Finally, graph 12 shows the relationship between the Hispanic proportion of the population and 
votes for the Anglo candidate for district 2, Carl Lee Slagg. 
 

Graph 14 

 
 
At first glance, the data points showcase a mildly negative correlation.  However, noting the 
somewhat disparate pattern among the five points and the fairly consistent level of the vote 
received by Mr. Slagg, it becomes apparent that this graph does not show strong evidence of 
racial bloc voting.  This finding is somewhat strange considering the fact that racially polarized 
voting was found in the case of Mr. Slagg’s opponent, Jovita Castilleja.  Oddly, while the 
proportion of the vote received by Ms. Castilleja fluctuated substantially by precinct, she did not 
seem to lose votes directly to Mr. Slagg, but rather in many cases to write-in candidates.  As 
such, there is no evidence that non-Latinos voted in a bloc for Mr. Slagg.  Considering these 
three elections, it appears that there is little or no case to be made at this time that non-Latinos in 
Granger vote in a bloc for Anglo candidates and against Latino candidates.   
 
Even so, the fact remains that there has not been a single Latino elected to the school board in 
Granger since 1999.  The reason for this phenomenon, however, may lie in the rates of voter 
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turnout among Latinos and non-Latinos.  Chart 6 shows voter turnout by surname for the 2003 
general election in the Granger School District. 
 

Chart 6 

 
 

As the chart shows, turnout among Latino voters was relatively low in the Granger School 
District, with under 23% of Latino registered voters casting a ballot during the 2003 general 
elections.  This turnout rate is well lower than that of the non-Latino community.  As such, while 
there is little evidence of racially polarized voting in Granger, this finding does not mean that the 
Latino community is politically empowered.  There are racial elements to elections in Granger 
and, although there is likely no Section 2 case to be had, this jurisdiction deserves further study 
and consideration in terms of increasing the political influence of Latinos. 
 
However, in terms of electoral systems, the mixed findings from this study mean that, barring a 
voluntary change, mobilization in the Latino community may have to precede further study of 
compliance with Section 2.  At this point, the legal case for mandated change would be relatively 
weak, particularly with reference to racially polarized voting. 
 
Section 203: Language Minority Assistance 
 
The Granger case study provides a good transition into the section of this report dedicated to 
Yakima County’s adherence to the language minority provisions of the Voting Rights Act.  
According to recent Census estimates, 77.5% of Granger town’s population speaks Spanish as 
home and nearly 50% of residents claimed a low level of proficiency in English (US Census 
Bureau 2006).  As such, language issues may be another factor behind low turnout among 
Latinos in Granger.  In fact, each of these jurisdictions has a high proportion of monolingual 
Spanish speakers, with more than a third in each city stating that they speak English “less than 
well” (US Census Bureau 2006).  Section 203 is designed specifically to target this population of 
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non-English speakers by mandating the provision of bilingual elections materials and other 
measures to assist voting for language minority citizens. 
 
The low turnout documented in Granger by this report occurred in 2003, one year after the 
Census identified Yakima County as a jurisdiction covered by Section 203 and one year before 
the Consent Decree mandating greater compliance with this section.  The Consent Decree, 
agreed to by both the US Department of Justice and the county, lays out the specific steps that 
the county should take to come into compliance with the act.  As such, the Consent Decree 
provides an excellent tool for assessing the progress of Yakima County’s bilingual program over 
the past four years.  In a recent interview, the author, along with research partner Brian 
Mendiola, questioned the County Auditor and other staff members about various provisions of 
the decree.  That interview forms the main basis for this section, which finds Yakima County 
substantially in compliance with Section 203.   
 
The first section of the Consent Decree deals with the translation of elections materials into 
Spanish, requiring that English and Spanish materials be made “equally available” (US v. Yakima 
County 2004).  In response to inquiries on this question, County Auditor Corky Mattingly stated  
that “one is never published without the other.”19  “Now, everything we do is bilingual,” 
Elections Manager Kathy Fisher reiterated later in the interview.20  Though these statements 
seem like the most simple possible form of adherence to section 203, in a recent report Tucker 
and Espino (2006) found that only two-thirds of respondents to a survey of currently and 
formerly covered jurisdictions translate “more than half of all written election materials” (22).  
Moreover,  Yakima County translator Lupe Camacho has actually been in a position to help the 
Washington Secretary of State’s office and fellow covered jurisdiction Franklin County with 
their translations.21  Community members, when asked about the bilingual nature of the process 
have also noted the translated ballots.  As such, I find no reason to believe that Yakima County is 
not in compliance on this account.  
 
The second section of the Decree deals with bilingual elections staff and personal assistance for 
Spanish speakers, both in the Auditor’s office and at the polling place.  This topic has become 
particularly interesting considering Yakima County’s 2005 move to all vote-by-mail elections.  
Without polling places, the mandate of the Consent decree on the number of bilingual election 
workers becomes irrelevant.  Moreover, an analysis of the 2003 elections in Granger shows that 
Hispanic voters attended polling places at a much higher rate than non-Hispanic voters, given the 
choice between vote-by-mail and polling places.  When asked about the changes, Bilingual 
coordinator Lupe Camacho said, “I feel because I don’t have more direct contact with the 
Hispanic community, I need to get information out to them,” indicating that the contact is 
replaced by more outreach efforts.22  As such, Kathy Fisher praised the new system, arguing that 
“I think it’s easier for the program because before our attention was focused on meeting the 
requirement and having bilingual workers, which were very hard to find,” noting that Ms. 

                                                
19 Interview with Corky Mattingly, Lupe Camacho, and Kathy Fisher, Yakima County Auditor’s Office, 21 March 
2008, Yakima, WA. 
20 Yakima County Auditor’s Office, 21 March 2008.  
21 Yakima County Auditor’s Office, 21 March 2008. 
22 Yakima County Auditor’s Office, 21 March 2008. 
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Camacho now had substantially more time for outreach.23  In addition, the County still maintains 
several “accessibility sites” for balloting around the county.  Considering especially the illiterate 
Spanish population noted by multiple community members,2425 the absence of polling sites may 
still prove a problem for some voters, but an increase in outreach efforts to respond to this 
change is a positive sign.  On more basic measures of bilingual staffing, the office demonstrated 
solid compliance with the decree.  For one, Ms. Camacho’s position was a requirement of the 
Consent Decree, but is also one that nearly two-thirds of jurisdictions responding to the Tucker 
and Espino (2006) survey said they did not have (22).    
 
The third section of the decree deals with outreach to the Spanish speaking community.  In part 
this aspect has already been mentioned, but it deserves substantial attention as it is vitally 
important to closing the turnout gap between the Latino community and the non-Latino 
community.  In terms of outreach to the Hispanic community, Ms. Camacho indicated activities 
such as publishing in Spanish-language media, El Sol de Yakima and Radio KDNA being just 
two examples.  In addition, Ms. Camacho attends job fairs and other community events that tend 
to attract Latinos.  These events tend to provide one-on-one help for voters.26  One of the more 
interesting outreach efforts was appearance at citizenship ceremonies.  “The best registration 
drive we have,” said county auditor Corky Mattingly, indicating that not only do new citizens 
register, but often so do their friends and family members.27  Importantly, the office also 
conducts sessions in the schools, although the office was unclear about the efforts they had made 
to not only reach out to schools, but also to utilize older school children in the elections process, 
a unique aspect of the Consent Decree originally intended for help at polling places. (US .v 
Yakima County 2004 III, B).  The auditor’s office also works with an ad hoc bilingual advisory 
council and with partners in the community, something that two-thirds of Tucker and Espino’s 
(2006) respondents failed to do (23). 
 
Compliance with the decree is partially demonstrated by the fact that the decree was not 
renewed.  According to the decree, the Federal government indicated that it planned to monitor 
the county for compliance (US v. Yakima County 2004, VIII).  In other jurisdictions, such as 
Westchester County, New York, and Sandoval County, New Mexico, the United States 
Department of Justice has sought to extend consent decrees for non-complying jurisdictions 
(USDOJ).  As such, the fact that the consent decree expired on December 31, 2006 and there has 
been no attempt to extend the decree (US v. Yakima County 2004, XII) perhaps provides some 
indirect evidence of compliance. 
 
As such, I find no reason to believe that Yakima County is not in compliance with the consent 
decree or section 203.  In fact, in most areas the county appears to be a potential model for other 
jurisdictions to follow, though hopefully while also continuing to improve its own performance 
in this vitally important area.  All the same, the office’s performance has been impressive 

                                                
23 Yakima County Auditor’s Office, 21 March 2008. 
24 Ramona Fonseca, mayor of Granger, interview with author and Emma Fulkerson, 22 February 2008, Granger, 
WA. 
25 Maria Osorio, Toppenish School Board Candidate, interview with author, 20 March 2008, Yakima, WA. 
26 Yakima County Auditor’s Office, 21 March 2008. 
27 Yakima County Auditor’s Office, 21 March 2008. 
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considering its limited resources.  In a revealing comment, Granger Mayor Ramona Fonseca said 
of the office: 
 “Corky, Lupe Camacho, they have a great system.  They work with Radio KDNA really 
 closely.  When I went down there and asked them for ballots they go, ‘yes, here please 
 take.’  They were willing to help in any way they could, you know, ‘you want us to come 
 out and help okay we will.  You want us to help teach people how to fill them out, we 
 will.’”28 
While no other community members interviewed had similarly close contact with the office, 
most interviewees both acknowledged the existence of bilingual materials and did not offer 
substantial criticism of the office. 
 
These community observations can perhaps be supported by recent trends in Latino turnout.  
While the decision to vote is attributable to a whole range of factors, with the high percentage of 
monolingual Spanish speakers in these towns, language must be considered of primary interest.  
This hypothesis is consistent with a previously mentioned national study by Michael Jones-
Correa, which showed that, in spite of the poor rates of compliance found by Tucker and Espino, 
Section 203 coverage has had a substantial positive impact on Latino turnout. In Toppenish, 
turnout among Spanish surnamed voters was 18.6% in 2003, the year before the Consent Decree 
indicated that Yakima County was not in compliance with Section 203.  That turnout rate among 
Latinos grew to 31.8% in 2005 and 32.3% in 2007 for local elections.  Similarly, in Granger, the 
2003 Latino turnout rate of 23% more than doubled to an impressive 52.8% in 2007.  While this 
data is of limited usefulness in terms of assessing compliance, considering the findings of Jones-
Correa’s national study on section 203 and turnout rates, these numbers provide perhaps the best 
objective data to support the claim that Yakima County’s bilingual program has been effective in 
reaching the Latino community. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
In the 1950s at the Liberty Theater in Toppenish, Latinos and Native Americans were confined 
to the side rows, leaving the center seats for white viewers.29  Times have changed.  Race 
relations in the Yakima Valley for the most part do not display the same explicit, personal 
discrimination that they did fifty years ago.  In fact, many Latinos now hold positions of great 
political and economic importance in the region.  All the same, as this report shows, Latinos all 
too often remain relegated to the fringe seats of a political theater still dominated by Anglo 
policy makers.  Latinos have been consistently under represented on the school boards in 
Toppenish, Wapato, and Granger, not only as compared to their very high percentage of the 
student population, but also to their lower proportion of the registered voting population.   
 
Even in their similarities, however, it is important not to consider each of these three closely 
situated communities as one in the same.  Each possesses unique circumstances that lead to the 
disproportionately low levels of Latino participation and representation found in this report.  In 
particular, Toppenish and Wapato display a combination of circumstances which demands a 
change in the system of elections.  As such, I will begin by discussing the findings for these two 
school districts and the different possibilities for making such a change.  Following this 
                                                
28 Ramona Fonseca, 22 February 2008. 
29 Fred Diaz, interview with author and Emma Fulkerson, 22 February 2008, Toppenish, WA.  
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discussion, I will then present my different, but equally important, conclusions in the Granger 
School District, along with my findings on Yakima County’s compliance with section 203. 
 
This report finds that, according to the usual judicial principles for making a case under Section 
2 of the Voting Rights Act, there is reason to believe that the at-large elections system in two of 
these school districts dilutes the Latino vote.  Substantial evidence exists that both Toppenish 
and Wapato meet the three preconditions laid out by the Supreme Court in Thornburg v. Gingles 
for assessing a violation of Section 2.  In each district, there is a precinct that could qualify as a 
majority-minority district.  More importantly, although the sample size is small, elections in both 
jurisdictions between Latinos and non-Latinos show clear evidence of racially polarized voting.  
The Latino community appears to vote in a cohesive bloc for Latino candidates, but has been, in 
these few relevant cases, outvoted by an equally cohesive non-Latino community which votes in 
a bloc for Anglo candidates.  Finally, evidence such as low turnout among Latino voters and a 
history of poor electoral performance for Latino candidates demonstrates that there may be 
strong “totality of circumstances” case which supports an assertion of minority vote dilution in 
violation of Section 2. 
 
To state the situation more plainly, the structure of elections in these two school districts 
systematically reduces the influence of the Latino vote and hinders Latino candidates in 
competitive elections.  Such a situation demands change on the basis of democratic principles 
and for the sake of the Latino community and its clear interest in the formation of school policy.  
Moreover, this change may even be enforceable under Federal Law.  While these conditions 
deserve further investigation, the evidence presented in this report forms the beginnings of a 
legal case for a mandatory change in the election systems in these two communities.  While this 
legal route is not the only or even likely the most desirable route to this change, it is important to 
note that this powerful leverage may be available to the members of these communities.   
 
This situation, however, does not need to end up in the courtroom in order to produce a just and 
desirable outcome.  Nearby Sunnyside, although it faced pressure from the Department of 
Justice, recently altered its system of election without a court mandate (Muir A1).  An effort 
towards voluntary change would be of great advantage to all people involved.  First, it would 
avoid the costs and lengthy amount of time necessary for a court case on this matter.  Second, 
changing the system of elections could represent an important effort in reaching out to the Latino 
community and ensuring its involvement in the decision-making process.  In fact, by undertaking 
a consideration of electoral change voluntarily, these institutions could solidify the trust of the 
community, both Latino and non-Latino, in their commitment to full and fair representation.  
Third, and finally, a voluntary change would give the community a greater range of choices as to 
the new system.  As noted previously, if forced to mandate electoral change, courts have 
essentially always chosen single-member districts as a replacement for winner-take-all, at-large 
elections.  However, as I will proceed to discuss, single-member districts may not be the best 
option for Latino representation or for the Latino community as a whole.  Voluntary change 
would allow these communities to choose a new system of elections which fits with the opinions 
and unique characteristics of their jurisdiction.      
 
That choice of a new system, particularly in small jurisdictions like these, is difficult.  Different 
electoral structures have different advantages and disadvantages for the minority community and 



 47 

for the population as a whole.  In my relatively short time studying these communities, I have not 
gained sufficient knowledge to say for certain which of these electoral remedies Toppenish and 
Wapato should adopt.  Through scholarly research, however, I can provide a relatively informed 
account of the costs and benefits of each system, particularly in terms of its effect on minority 
representation and with reference to the previously described contextual factors present in these 
jurisdictions.  Armed with this knowledge, it is up to the members of these communities to 
decide their fate, whether through local institutions in cooperation with local Latinos or through 
litigation initiated by concerned citizens. 
 
The first, and most traditional, Section 2 remedy for these jurisdictions would be single-member 
district, or ward, elections.  As described in the discussion of scholarly literature, such elections 
have proven, both in theory and practice, to be an improvement over winner-take-all at large 
elections in terms of minority representation.  In each of these school districts, this form of 
election would create at least one ward with a Latino majority among registered voters.  Such a 
district, as political scientist Kim Geron (2005) notes, “is usually considered a safe district for 
Latino candidates,” particularly if the proportion of Latinos exceeds 60% of the ward’s 
population (121).  While each of these boards already has one Latino representative elected at-
large, it is important to note that this situation may not always exist.  After all, in each of these 
communities, Latinos were only elected to the board in uncontested elections.  The limited 
number of Latinos who chose to run against Anglo candidates lost every time.  This ability of the 
majority community to easily defeat minority candidates through competition conforms to Meier 
et al.’s (2001) argument about the ease of collective action in small communities.  Thus, in a 
historical irony, at-large systems created during the Progressive era to fight the power of political 
machines in this case have aided in the creation and maintenance of an entrenched local power 
structure.  A district system would limit this power by essentially creating a new majority 
community, more specifically a majority Latino voting bloc, for one-fifth of the board’s 
positions.  As such, a single-member district system would provide, if not a greater number of 
Latino board members, at least greater stability in the position of Latinos on the board.   
 
In addition to the mere ability to elect Latino board members, ward elections may also increase 
the effectiveness of minority representation.  As Meier et al. note in their study of Texas school 
boards, the candidate elected from the majority Latino district, whether Latino or not, would be 
ultimately accountable to the interests of the Latino community in that area.  In fact, contrary to 
Guinier’s theoretical argument, Meier et al.’s empirical data suggest that a Latino on the school 
board elected in a ward election would have a greater effect in terms of policy than the Latinos 
currently serving on the board under the at-large system.  In an at-large system, a Latino 
representative may need to take centrist views on Latino issues in order to maintain the support 
of the majority Anglo electorate.  Indeed, a recent study in the Yakima Valley found that 
advocacy on “Latino issues” may represent dangerous territory for Latino candidates in an at-
large system.  In Ian Warner’s 2006 report on Sunnyside, just to the south of Wapato and 
Toppenish, former city councilwoman Bengie Aguilar suggested that once she became identified 
with Latino advocacy, her chances of success in an at-large election suffered.  Notably, Ms. 
Aguilar lost after four years on the council to an Anglo challenger (Warner 2006, 20-1).  Since 
then, as a remedy for minority vote dilution, Sunnyside has changed their election system to a 
mixture of at-large and district positions (Muir 2008, A1).  In a district system, such a fear of 
electoral repercussions from the non-Latino community would not exist.  In fact, electoral 
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success would require active advocacy on behalf of his/her majority Latino district.  As such, the 
creation of electoral wards in the Toppenish and Wapato school districts could mitigate problems 
such as those described by Ms. Aguilar and allow Latino board members to advance issues 
important to the Latino community. 

 
Despite these advantages, however, there are also reasons to believe that single-member districts 
may not be the best solution for increasing the proportionality of Latino representation in 
Toppenish and Wapato.  For one, it is likely that given recent judicial restrictions on race 
conscious districting, a single-member ward system would produce only one majority Latino 
district.  The other districts would likely have a large Anglo majority, the only exception being in 
Toppenish, where the second city district would likely have a nearly 50-50 Latino, Non-Latino 
split among the registered population.30  As such, in spite of the fact that, as of the 2007 general 
election, Latinos comprised over 41% of registered voters in the Toppenish School District and 
over 34% of registered voters in the Wapato School District, Latinos may only fill only 20% of 
the available seats on each school board.  As noted previously, this situation already exists, if 
precariously, on each of these school boards.  As such, it is altogether possible that single 
member districts would not increase the sheer number of Latinos on either board.   
 
In addition, while Meier et al. believe that ward-based systems produce policies that are more 
responsive to Latino interests, many other scholars have disputed this claim.  As noted in the 
discussion of scholarly literature, Lani Guinier has famously argued that majority minority 
districts, particularly in cases where a minority may only elect one or two members of a 
governing body, “may simply relocate to the legislature polarization experienced at the polls” 
(Guinier 1991, 1116).  Local context also may support this statement.  After all, it is difficult to 
achieve any real change in school policies when, as one community member argued of the 
Wapato School Board, the vote is always 4-to-1 or 3-to-2.31  As such, single-member districts, 
while they are the preferred court remedy in such cases, may, depending on the local context, do 
little to increase the substantive political power of Latinos. 
 
Finally, the process of districting itself may be difficult and controversial, particularly in small 
communities like these.  It is important to note, of course, that each of these school boards 
already utilizes geographic districting for its candidate residency districts.  Even utilizing these 
districts, however, may not be entirely uncontroversial.  In Wapato, for example, the heavily 
Latino town area receives only one representative in the current districts, with the rest coming 
from the mostly Anglo rural surroundings.  “We only have one representative in the city of 
Wapato,” said Gabriel Ramos, “and the rest are on the outskirts.”32  As such, these districts may 

                                                
30 The high, but not majority, proportion of Latino registered voters in precinct 2101, the largest precinct in 
Toppenish, suggests the possibility of creating two Latino majority districts.  However, considering this report’s 
additional finding of low turnout among the Latino community, distributing the Latino population too evenly 
between the two city districts may actually fail to create a single safe district for Latino candidates.  While a change 
in the electoral system may begin to raise Latino turnout, it is important to note that any attempt to create two 
majority-minority districts in Toppenish would be difficult and could potentially be seen on one hand as a “racial 
gerrymander” (Mulroy 1998, 346) or on the other, if the Latino majority is too small in each district, as once again 
effectively diluting the Latino vote.  This issue also suggests the difficulty of districting under current judicial 
precedent for the Voting Rights Act. 
31 Gabriel Ramos, interview with author, 21 March 2008, Yakima WA. 
32 Gabriel Ramos, interview with author, 21 March 2008, Yakima, WA. 



 49 

isolate the town in the school district, with the school board controlled by representatives from 
the rural areas.  This dispute, even with districts only utilized to control candidate residency, just 
begins to show how difficult and politicized a districting process may become.     
 
As such, the Toppenish and Wapato School Districts may want to consider one of several 
alternative election systems that have been shown to improve the proportionality of minority 
representation.  Notably, each of these systems maintains the “at-large” format, thus avoiding the 
problems of creating a majority-minority district.  Instead, each system works by essentially 
limiting the number of voters needed to elect at least one minority candidate.  This number, 
referred to in the discussions, is the “threshold of exclusion” or “the minimum percentage of the 
overall vote a minority group needs in order to ensure that it can elect a candidate of its choice” 
(Mulroy 1998, 339).  In addition, by retaining the at-large electorate, these systems do not 
require that the Latino community be geographically compact in order to receive adequate 
representation.  As such, in Toppenish, for example, where a ward system may produce only one 
Latino majority district, Latinos would be able to use their whole 40% strength within the 
population of registered voters in order to promote the candidates of their choice.  Further, such 
systems are perhaps more flexible to shifting voting patterns, allowing Latinos to unite with 
sympathetic Anglos and Native Americans in order to elect more candidates sympathetic to 
Latino issues.  While I described these systems briefly in the discussion of scholarly literature, I 
will do so again in more detail with particular reference to how they might function in the 
Toppenish or Wapato School District.  I have derived the description of each remedy from the 
discussions found in Edward Still’s chapter in Minority Vote Dilution (1984) and Steven 
Mulroy’s journal article “The Way Out” (1998). 
 
The first of these systems is limited voting.  In such a system, all school board candidates would 
run in the same election and the five candidates with the greatest number of votes would form 
the board.  The caveat to this simple at-large system is that in limited voting each voter receives 
fewer votes than there are positions.  In other words, while there are five board positions, each 
voter would only be able to cast three or four votes.  “In theory,” Still (1984) writes, “such a 
system prevents the majority from making a clean sweep of all seats by voting a straight ticket” 
(253).  Voters from the majority community cannot control all five seats without substantial 
communication because they cannot vote for Anglo candidates in each and every position.  In the 
few cases where limited voting has been implemented, research suggests that this theory has 
proved fairly applicable in practice.  As Mulroy (1998) notes, following a 1987 limited voting 
settlement, “In the 14 municipalities where black candidates ran, black candidates won in 13,” 
further stating that “limited vote elections held at the local level in North Carolina and Georgia 
yielded similar results” (348).   
 
The fact, however, that Mulroy’s comment refers to electing the “first” minority in a jurisdiction 
is illuminating.  If limited voting is implemented in Toppenish or Wapato with each voter 
receiving four votes, it would still be possible for the majority community to control four of the 
five seats, a result similar to district elections.  In fact, utilizing a four vote form of limited 
voting, the threshold of exclusion suggests that the result may be worse for minorities in these 
two communities than in a district system.  As derived from the equation found in Steven 
Mulroy’s work (1998, 340), with each voter casting four votes for five seats the minority 
community would have to comprise 44% of the population in order to control one seat without 
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the aid of any majority group voters.  As noted earlier, Latinos make up 35% to 42% of 
registered voters in each of these jurisdictions.  With each voter only casting three votes, the 
threshold falls to 37.5%, but even at this ratio, it seems unlikely that Latino voters would control 
more than one of the seats.  Moreover, as Still (1984) notes, “the deficiencies of limited voting 
are magnified if there are three or more cohesive slates of candidates” (254).  Such a situation is 
not out of the question considering the tri-ethnic populations of Toppenish and Wapato.  
Consider, for example, the Toppenish School Board race analyzed in this report, which featured 
a three-way race between an Anglo, a Latina, and a Native American.  If there really are three 
cohesive voting blocs and three opposing slates of candidates in these communities, “the 
plurality will be able to elect their whole slate” while the smallest community will be left without 
a representative (Still 1984, 254).  As such, unless the number of votes cast by each voter is 
substantially reduced, limited voting would likely have the same or even a lower level of efficacy 
in increasing Latino representation than single-member districts.  However, if the district wished 
to retain the at-large format, limited voting may provide this leveling of the electoral playing 
field without districting. 
 
The second of these systems is cumulative voting.  In this system, similar to limited voting, all 
candidates run in the same election and the candidates with the five highest vote totals would 
form the school board.  In this case, each voter receives a certain number of votes that can be 
equal to or even greater than the number of positions.  However, cumulative voting allows voters 
to cast more than one of their allotted votes for the same candidate as a means of expressing the 
strength of their preferences.  In such a situation, the “threshold of exclusion,” again tallied 
according to the formula found in the work of Mulroy (1998, 342) and Still (1984, 256), for each 
of these school districts would be 16.67%, assuming that the whole of the cohesive minority 
group piles all of their votes for the same candidate and each is given five votes.  Given this 
much lower threshold for achieving one representative, Mulroy (1998) argues that “cumulative 
voting thus generally is a more effective tool [than limited voting] for enhancing minority voting 
strength” (342).  Once again, Mulroy (1998) also notes that in the few cases where cumulative 
voting has been applied as a Voting Rights Act remedy, it has been relatively effective.  He 
writes that in these jurisdictions “whenever minority candidates ran under a cumulative voting 
system, they won for the first time in decades (349).”  Once again, however, scholars consider 
such systems to be most effective in giving a minority group at least one representative, but not 
necessarily in creating any greater level of proportionality.     
 
The third, and perhaps most attractive, of these alternative systems is preference voting, also 
known as the single transferable ballot.  In this system, each voter ranks as many candidates as 
he/she sees fit in order of preference.  Then, as Mulroy (1998) adeptly states, “candidates netting 
more than a certain number of first-choice votes are assigned a seat; their ‘excess’ votes are 
reassigned to other candidates based on the voters’ second-choice selections” (342).  This 
system, at first glance, recalls the mandatory run-off election, which scholars often cite as a 
system which dilutes the minority vote.  The difference in preference voting is that, in 
eliminating “positions” and holding one at-large election, the threshold for electing a candidate 
can be lowered to less than 50%.  As such, a minority group may elect one candidate in the first 
round without controlling a majority of the vote, similar to Guinier’s (1991) system of 
“proportionate interest representation” (1140).  The threshold of exclusion for this system is the 
same as for cumulative voting (Mulroy 1998, 342; Still 1984, 260).  As such, once again, it 
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requires a relatively small minority population in order to elect one candidate responsive to the 
minority group.  However, especially in heavily Latino jurisdictions such as Toppenish and 
Wapato, preference voting has advantages not found in the other two systems or even in 
Guinier’s system.  As Still (1984) writes, “in cumulative and limited voting, it may be difficult 
for a larger minority party to achieve more than one seat; STV [single transferable voting] 
usually results in a party with strength equal to several quotas electing several representatives” 
(260).  As such, the 40% Latino population in Toppenish would not have to worry about splitting 
its votes evenly in order to achieve two representatives and the problem of splitting Latinos 
evenly between two districts would disappear.  Instead, the preference ballot would prevent these 
minority votes from being “wasted,” greatly increasing the possibility of having two Latinos on 
the board.  Moreover, such a system, rather than reducing minority power in tri-ethnic contexts, 
actually encourages electoral coalitions.  As Still (1984) writes of STV, “in multiparty situations, 
formal and informal agreements encourage voters to give their preferences to closely allied 
parties after their first few preferences” (260).  As such, such a system not only increases the 
probability of essentially proportional representation of Latinos, it also creates the possibility of 
mutually acceptable coalition strategies, either with the also underrepresented Native American 
community or with sympathetic Anglos, in order to elect a second or even third candidate 
responsive to minority interests.  Given these two likely results of preference voting, this system 
strikes me as a particularly attractive option for these two diverse school districts. 
 
Despite the attractiveness of this third remedy, I hesitate to provide a firm recommendation for 
these communities.  My knowledge of the specific context is not great enough for me to feel 
comfortable doing so.  Moreover, such a debate held within the community reiterates one of the 
goals of this report: control of the school board by the whole of the community in question.  
Having explained the perceived costs and benefits of these various remedies from a social 
science perspective, I look forward to seeing a process of community discussion in these two 
jurisdictions in order to create a more just and equitable future for school board representation. 
 
A change in the system of election, however, is not the only manner of increasing the voice of 
the large and growing Latino community in the Yakima Valley.  In fact, the specific findings in 
the Granger School District demonstrate that a serious lack of Latino representation can result 
even in contexts where there is little or no evidence of racial bloc voting, the characteristic so 
highlighted by Section 2 cases.  In Granger, not a single Hispanic surnamed candidate has been 
elected to the school board in the past five elections.  As such, even in the absence of racially 
polarized voting, the Latino community still does not appear to have a great deal of political 
influence. 
 
In this case, it appears that mobilization of the Latino community must come before any change 
in the election system.  It should be noted that this change may already be taking place.  In 2007, 
turnout among Granger city’s Latinos actually topped 50%.  This change, and for a similar, but 
less dramatic, increase in Latino turnout in Toppenish city, may be partly attributed to the 
improved Spanish language outreach efforts being made by the County Auditor’s office.  If so, 
this finding would not only provide support for the claims of Jones-Correa (2005), but also for 
the argument made by Joaquin Avila (2005) that increasing the transparency and accessibility of 
elections has a disproportionate positive impact on the Latino community.  As such, while this 
report finds that the Yakima County Auditor’s office has performed admirably in recent years in 
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terms of bilingual outreach, this effort must continue to grow in order to provide an electoral 
context in which Latinos can mobilize effectively. 
 
However, while it is clear that local officials do have an impact on the electoral context in 
Granger, the situation in this community also demonstrates the reciprocal relationship between 
the political activities of the Latino community and electoral structures.  The electoral systems in 
Toppenish and Wapato violate democratic principles not because Latinos somehow need special 
help to vote, but rather because Latino voters are expressing their will and are being consistently 
overruled.  Because of standards set by the Voting Rights Act, the attempts made by candidates 
like Maria Osorio and Gabriel Ramos may not have been made in vain.  Rather, these efforts 
might be used to spur electoral change in their communities.  Granger, as evidenced by growing 
turnout and the general atmosphere surrounding the recent mayoral campaign of Ramona 
Fonseca, appears, from my short experience, to possess a dynamic and awakening political 
community.  This growing political community has the ability to change the history of low levels 
of Latino electoral success in the Granger School District.  Actively holding the Granger School 
Board to account may produce changes in policy and in personnel.  Moreover, if there is 
substantial resistance to the accommodation of Latino candidates and policies, the lesson of 
Toppenish and Wapato implies that there may be a way out through a change in the system of 
elections.  This change can occur through grassroots action or even, if there is resistance to that 
action, potential litigation.  As such, while electoral change will likely not result from immediate 
litigation in Granger, the possibility of these different systems still exists.  However, it will only 
come if the community demands change.   
 
In fact, this lesson of active participation applies to all three of these communities.  The goal of 
the Voting Rights Act and the Civil Rights Movement which inspired it were to remove the 
structural and official barriers to minority political participation.  That movement, however, 
began with grassroots action and sought equal access to the political process not as an end in 
itself, but rather as a means to greater change (Guinier 1991, Omi and Winant 1994).  As this 
report has shown, this struggle is not a historical artifact.  The fight for a just and representative 
political process continues today.  Electoral change in the Toppenish, Wapato, and even maybe 
Granger School Districts are necessary in order to properly represent these diverse communities.  
This necessity, however, is not an end in itself.  By fostering representation and participation in 
the Latino community, a new system has the potential to produce better schools for the children 
of these communities.  A change in the system of elections should be just the beginning of a 
whole series of positive changes.  However, as the context of American history and the specific 
conditions in these communities show, this potential hinges upon the actions of ordinary people 
and upon a full and equal extension of the right to vote.      
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Appendix A: Interview Questions 
 

Maria Osorio, Candidate for Toppenish School Board - March 20, 2008 
 
1.  How did you get involved in politics? 
 
2. Why did you decide to run for the school board? 
 
3.  What was the main message that you, as a candidate, tried to communicate to voters?  How 
did this message differ from your opponent’s message? 
 
4.  How did you reach out to different constituencies within the Toppenish School District?  Did 
you have specific strategies for reaching out to Latino voters?  Native American voters?  Voters 
in rural areas? 
 
5.  Did you present yourself specifically as a Latina candidate or as an advocate for the Latino 
community? 
 
6.  What media did you use for your campaign?  What sort of events did you attend? 
 
7.   What strategies did your opponents use in their campaigns?  I know that you shared 
resources with a couple of other candidates.  Did your opponents form a similar group of 
candidates for the campaign? 
 
8.  How responsive do you believe the school board is to the needs of the Toppenish community?  
To the Latino community in particular?  Why do you think that is? 
 
9.  How successful have Latinos been in getting elected to the Toppenish School Board and City 
Council?  What factors do you think play into their success or failure? 
 
11.  In your opinion, why do Anglo voters tend to vote for Anglo candidates and why do Latino 
voters tend to vote for Latino candidates in Toppenish?  Why would Anglo voters not want to 
vote for you? 
 
10.  How do you believe the structure of elections affects the political influence of the Latino 
community?  Do you believe that a shift away from the current system (at-large elections with 
residency districts) would benefit the community?  make the Board more representative?  What 
would you change? 
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11.  How accessible do you believe the election system is for monolingual Spanish speakers?  
What do you believe elections officials could do to make elections more accessible to these 
people? 
 
12.  What strategies did you use to reach out to the Spanish language community?  What media 
did you utilize? 
 
13.  What issues bring together the interests of the Latino and Native American communities?  
Have their been / is there a possibility of forming electoral coalitions between these two groups? 
 
 
Gabriel Ramos, Candidate for the Wapato School Board -  March 21, 2008   
 
1.  How did you get involved in politics? 
 
2.  How was your experience on the Wapato City Council? 
 
3. How responsive do you believe the council is to the needs of the community?  To the Latino 
community in particular?  To the Native American community? 
 
4.  Why did you decide to run for school board? 
 
5.  How responsive is the Wapato School board to the community?  To Latinos? To Native 
Americans? 
 
6. What was the main message of your campaign?  How was this message different from your 
opponent’s message? 
 
7.  How did you reach out to different constituencies within the Wapato community?  Did you 
have a specific strategy for reaching out to Latinos?  Native Americans? Rural Voters? 
 
8.  What media did you utilize?  What sort of events did you attend? 
 
9.  Did you present yourself as a Latino candidate or as a candidate representing the needs of the 
Latino community? 
 
12.  How successful have Latinos been in winning public office in Wapato?  What factors have 
played into their success/failure? 
 
13.  Having seen the results of my election analysis, why do you believe Latinos and Anglos in 
the Wapato School District vote in blocs?   
 
14.  How do you think the structure of elections effects Latino political participation and 
influence in Wapato? 
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15.  How accessible do you believe the elections process is to monolingual Spanish speakers?  
How do you believe elections officials could make the process more accessible to these people? 
 
16.  Did you have a specific strategy for reaching out to the Spanish speaking community?  Were 
your election materials bilingual? 
 
17.  What issues bring together the interests of the Latino and Native American communities?  
Have their been / is there a possibility of forming electoral coalitions between these two groups? 
 
 
Corky Mattingly, Yakima County Auditor; Kathy Fisher, Elections Manager; Lupe Camacho, 
Bilingual Program Coordinator -  March 21, 2008 
 
1.  Who translates elections materials?   What certifications do they have?  How do they ensure 
that translations are understandable to the average Spanish language citizen? 
 
2.  According to the decree, your office was asked to develop a glossary of Spanish election 
terms understandable to the local Latino community, in consultation with bilingual members of 
the community.  What form did this process of consultation take?  How did the county identify 
community members who might be helpful in providing insight into the needs of the Spanish 
language population?   
 
3.  One of the determinants of Section 203 applicability is a low literacy rate among the language 
minority community.  Consistent with this idea, I have heard concerns from some members of 
the local community about the accessibility of the elections process for Spanish speakers not 
literate in any language.  What efforts has your office made to reach out to these persons? 
 
4. Another concern voiced by some members of the Latino community is the fact that the 
Spanish language community is not homogenous.  Persons of Mexican origin speak a different 
Spanish from those of South American origin or those who have lived in the United States for 
most of their lives.  Has the county made any efforts to address this diversity in the Latino 
community?  Have elections officials doing outreach in the Latino community found these 
different forms of Spanish to be a problem? 
 
5.  According to the Consent Decree, the county must make elections announcements “equally 
available” to both Spanish and English speaking communities.  It also recognizes that equal 
availability may require different strategies in each language community.  How does your office 
go about reaching out to the Spanish language community?  What are the typical media outlets 
used to reach Spanish speakers, particularly in the Upper Valley?  How is this outreach different 
from / similar to efforts made to reach the English speaking community? 
 
6.  Many of the provisions found in the Consent Decree are related to the materials and officials 
present at polling places.  As of 2005, however, all elections in Yakima County are vote-by-mail 
only.  What efforts has the county made to adjust their bilingual strategies to this new election 
format?  What has replaced bilingual poll workers as the primary means of providing ballot 
information to Spanish speakers?  In your opinion, has the change in format made it easier or 
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more difficult to provide sufficient access for the Spanish speaking community, particularly 
those with literacy problems? 
 
7.  How many of the employees in the auditor’s office are bilingual in Spanish and English? How 
does your office ensure that Spanish speaking callers and visitors feel comfortable in soliciting 
elections information? 
 
8.  Does the county still perform training sessions for elections workers as to bilingual outreach 
and cultural sensitivity?  What is involved in these trainings? 
 
10.  How has the county reached out to local schools?  What role do you see bilingual students 
playing in the elections process? 
 
11.  The Consent Decree asked that the Bilingual Election Staff make presentations and answer 
questions at meetings sponsored by Latino community organizations.  How many of these 
meetings do staff members typically attend per year?  What is involved in their presentation?  
How well attended are these outreach meetings?  How does the county identify and reach out to 
relevant community organizations?   
 
12.  Does the county still have an Advisory Group for the program?  Who is in this group and 
how are these persons selected?  What has the role of this group been?   
 
13.  The Consent Decree asks that the County reassess its bilingual practices after each election 
cycle.  What successes and problems were identified in the last reassessment?  How has your 
office gone about remedying the problems and duplicating the successes? 
 
14.  How did the Federal Government evaluate Yakima County’s adherence to the 2004 Consent 
Decree?  Were Federal examiners appointed?  If so, how might I be able to get in contact with 
these persons? 
 
15.  Does the county still have records of actions taken pursuant to the Consent Decree?  Is this 
information public record?  How might I request these documents? 
 


