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MOTION AND REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE 

(Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.252) 

Upon a motion by a party to the action, a reviewing court may take 

judicial notice of “[f]acts and propositions that are not reasonably subject to 

dispute and are capable of immediate and accurate determination by resort 

to sources of reasonably indisputable accuracy.”  (Evid. Code §§ 459, subd. 

(a); 452, subd. (h); Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.252.)  Petitioner requests that 

this Court take judicial notice of:  1) the 2008 Ballot Pamphlet for 

Proposition 9; 2) an archived Web page for “No on 9”; and 3) news articles 

related to Proposition 9 that are available through the publisher’s Web site 

or other scholarly search engines.   

 

2008 Ballot Pamphlet for Proposition 9 

Judicial notice may be taken of initiative petitions and ballot 

pamphlets.  (People v. Superior Court (Romero) (1996) 13 Cal.4th 497, 

504, fn. 1 (Romero) [taking judicial notice of proposition materials]; People 

v. Hazelton (1996) 14 Cal.4th 101, 107, fn. 2 (Hazelton) [taking judicial 

notice of initiative petition and ballot statement].)   

Proposition 9 amended Article I, section 28 of the California 

Constitution, which is relevant to the third issue in this case – whether the 

two provisions of the California Constitution may be reconciled to govern 

the denial of bail in noncapital cases.  The 2008 Ballot Pamphlet for 

Proposition 9 is relevant because it contains the text of the provision voters 

considered before amending section 28, which, in turn, is relevant to 

discern voter intent.  (See, e.g., People v. Gonzalez (2018) 6 Cal.5th 44, 49-

50; People v. Valencia (2017) 3 Cal.5th 347, 357; Cal. Redevelopment 

Ass’n v. Matosantos (2011) 53 Cal.4th 231, 265; People v. Superior Court 

(Pearson) (2010) 48 Cal.4th 564, 571.)   
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Furthermore, the pamphlet is relevant to rebut Amici’s claim that 

Proposition 9 “misled” voters.  Under Romero and Hazelton, the 2008 

Ballot Pamphlet for Proposition 9 is also properly subject to judicial 

notice.  (Romero, supra, 13 Cal.4th at p. 504, fn. 1; Hazelton, supra, 14 

Cal.4th at p. 107, fn. 2.)  The 2008 Ballot Pamphlet for Proposition 9, 

attached as Exhibit 1, is electronically available through the UC Hastings 

Scholarship Repository at <https://repository.uchastings.edu/ 

cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2288&context=ca_ballot_props>. 

 

Archived Web Site for “No on 9” 

Courts may take judicial notice of the existence of a Web site but 

may not accept the truth of its contents.  (See, e.g., Ragland v. U.S. Nat. 

Bank Assn. (2012) 209 Cal.App.4th 182, 194 (Ragland); Unruh-Haxton v. 

Regents of University of California (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 343, 364 

(Unruh-Haxton); see also L.B. Research & Education Foundation v. UCLA 

Foundation (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 171, 180, fn. 2.)  Furthermore, federal 

courts have routinely taken judicial notice of “the Internet Archive’s 

Wayback Machine as reliable evidence of how a particular website 

appeared on a particular date.”  (Munn v. Hotchkiss Sch. (Conn. 2017) 165 

A.3d 1167, 1203, fn. 14 (Munn).)  Federal “‘[c]ourts have taken judicial 

notice of the contents of web pages available through the Wayback 

Machine as facts that can be accurately and readily determined from 

sources whose accuracy cannot be reasonably questioned[.]’”  (UL, LLC v. 

Space Chariot, Inc. (2017) 250 F.Supp.3d 596, 604, fn. 2 (UL, LLC) 

quoting Erickson v. Nebraska Machinery Company (N.D. Cal. July 6, 

2015) 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 87417, *1, fn. 1].)      

Petitioner requests that this Court take judicial notice of an archived 

Web page for “No on Prop 9” (then www.votenoprop9.com) which is 
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available through the Internet Archive, i.e., the “Wayback Machine,” and 

through other digital media, such as Ballotpedia and the UCLA Digital 

Library.1  This archived internet Web page of “No on Prop” is relevant to 

rebut any claims made by Amici that Proposition 9 “misled” voters and to 

show that even the opponents of the proposition recognized that the 

provision would allow courts to deny bail.  The archived Web page is also 

properly subject to judicial notice because it can be accurately and readily 

determined from sources whose accuracy cannot be reasonably questioned, 

such as the Internet Archive.  (See, e.g., Munn, supra, 165 A.3d at p. 1203, 

fn. 14; UL, LLC, supra, 250 F.Supp.3d at p. 604, fn. 2.)   

The archived Web page, attached as Exhibit 2A, can be found in the 

Internet Archive (“Wayback Machine”) at <https://web.archive.org/web/ 

20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/facts_facts.html>.    

Another copy of the archived Web page, attached as Exhibit 2B (initially 

accessed through Ballotpedia at <https://ballotpedia.org/California 

_Proposition_9,Marsy%27s_Law_Crime_Victims_Rights_Amendment 

(2008)>) can also be found in the UCLA Digital Library at 

<http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/facts_facts.html>.  

 

 

 

                                              
1 Ballotpedia is “the digital encyclopedia of [ . . . ] elections.”   

(Ballotpedia, About <https://ballotpedia.org/Ballotpedia:About> (as of Dec. 
6, 2018).)  Ballotpedia strives to provide “accurate and objective 
information about politics at all levels of government[]” and is “firmly 
committed to neutrality” in its content.  (Ibid.)   

The UCLA Digital Library “provides a web presence for digital 
collections, and provides storage, backup and digital preservation support 
for all content accepted into, or developed by, the Library.”  (UCLA 
Library Digital Collections, About, Mission <http://digital2.library. 
ucla.edu/mission/html> (as of Dec. 6, 2018).)   



5 
 

  News Articles  

Courts may take judicial notice of news articles where relevant.  

(See, e.g., Powell v. Superior Court (1991) 232 Cal.App.3d 785, 790, fn. 2 

[taking judicial notice of media coverage in reviewing venue ruling]; 

People v. Jurado (1981) 115 Cal.App.3d 470, 482 [taking judicial notice of 

newspaper article in reviewing a denial of change of venue motion based on 

adverse pretrial publicity].)  Like the archived Web page, the news articles 

are relevant to rebut the claim made by Amici that Proposition 9 “misled” 

voters.  (See Owens v. County of Los Angeles (2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 107, 

124 [examining, among other things, the extent of pre-election publicity in 

analyzing a post-election due process challenge].)  The news articles are 

also properly subject to judicial notice because their accuracy can be 

confirmed by accessing the publisher’s Web site or other scholarly search 

engines.  The news articles, attached as Exhibits 3 to 16, can be found at:  

 

Exhibit Author, Title Newspaper Date Web site(s) 
3 Ballot- Box 

Budgeting: 
Vote NO on 
Props 6 and 9 

The 
Bakersfield 
Californian 

Oct. 
8, 
2008 

https://www.bakersfield.com/
archives/ballot-box-
budgeting-vote-no-on-props-
and/article_c36d5e03-4b59-
5308-a3c6-
dd44c03fb344.html 

4 California 
Prop. 9 
Editorial: 
Unnecessary 
Tinkering 
with 
Constitution 

Orange 
County 
Register 

Oct. 
2, 
2008 

https://www.ocregister.com/2
008/10/02/california-prop-9-
editorial-unnecessary-
tinkering-with-constitution/ 

5 Editorial: 
Flawed 
Measures 
Should Be 
Rejected 

Chico 
Enterprise-
Record 

Oct. 
16, 
2008 

Available on Lexis-Nexis 

6 Editorial: 
Proposition 
Endorsements 

Monterey 
County 
Herald 

Oct. 
17, 
2008 

https://www.montereyherald.c
om/2008/10/17/editorial-
proposition-endorsements/ 
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Exhibit Author, Title Newspaper Date Web site(s) 
7 Give Victims 

a Voice, Vote 
YES on Prop 
9 

Independent 
Voter 
Network 

Oct. 
3, 
3008 

https://ivn.us/2008/10/02/give
-victims-voice-vote-yes-prop-
9/ 

8 Hawkins, 
Victims 
Deserve 
Rights – Yes 
on Prop 9 

Los 
Angeles 
Times 

Oct. 
2, 
2008 

http://www.latimes.com/ 
opinion/la-oew-hawkins2-
2008oct02-story.html 

9 Marsy’s Law: 
The Crime 
Victims’ Bill 
of Rights Act 
of 2008 

Biotech 
Business 
Week 

Oct. 
9, 
2008 

https://search-proquest-
com.uchastings.idm.oclc.org/ 
docview/236107100?accounti
d=33497 

10 No on 
Proposition 9 

Long Beach 
Press 
Telegram 

Oct. 
4, 
2008 

https://www.presstelegram.co
m/2008/10/04/no-on-
proposition-9/ 

11 No on 
Propositions 
5, 6, and 9 

Los 
Angeles 
Daily News 

Oct. 
20, 
2008 

https://www.dailynews.com/ 
2008/10/20/no-on-
propositions-5-6-and-9/ 

12 Ramos, 
Victims Suffer 
Injustice by 
System Meant 
to Protect 
Them 

The Sun Oct. 
29, 
2008 

http://uchastings. 
idm.oclc.org/login?url=https://
search-proquest-
com.uchastings.idm.oclc.org/d
ocview/369712554?accountid
=33497> 

13 Say 'No' to 
All 
Propositions 
Except 11 

Sacramento 
Bee 

Oct. 
10, 
2008 

 

14 Vote “No” on 
Proposition 
9, an Ill-
Considered 
Crime 
Victims Bill 

Fresno Bee Oct. 
10, 
2008 

 

15 Voters Should 
Turn Down 
Props. 5, 6, 
and 9 

Woodland 
Daily 
Democrat 

Oct. 
14, 
2008 

https://www.dailydemocrat. 
com/2008/10/14/voters-
should-turn-down-props-5-6-
and-9/ 

 

 

 



7 
 

CONCLUSION 

 Petitioner therefore requests that this Court take judicial notice of the 

2008 Ballot Pamphlet for Proposition 9, an archived Web page for “No on 

9,” and news articles related to Proposition 9. 

Dated:  December 7, 2018 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
GEORGE GASCÓN 
District Attorney 
County of San Francisco 

By: ALLISON G. MACBETH 
Assistant District Attorney 
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[PROPOSED] ORDER 

 

On the motion of Petitioner, it is ordered that: 

1. Petitioner’s request for judicial notice of the 2008 Ballot Pamphlet 

for Proposition 9, attached as Exhibit 1 to the Request for Judicial 

Notice, is hereby granted;  

2. Petitioner’s request for judicial notice of an archived Web page for 

“No on 9,” attached as Exhibits 2A and 2B to the Request for 

Judicial Notice, is hereby granted; and  

3. Petitioner’s request for judicial notice of news articles about 

Proposition 9, attached as Exhibits 3 to 15 to the Request for Judicial 

Notice, is hereby granted. 

 

Date:            
           Chief Justice  
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EXHIBIT 2A 



12/6/2018 No on Prop 9: The Facts

https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/facts_facts.html 1/3

Home Our Coalition The Facts Get Involved Newsroom Contact

Reasons why not to vote for Prop
9
Prop. 9 is expensive.
California is currently facing a multi-billion fiscal crisis. Prop. 9
would potentially cost the state General Fund “hundreds of
millions of dollars annually” according to the independent
Legislative Analyst’s office, threatening funding for schools, public
health and other public safety services.

For every $500 million Prop. 9 takes away from other programs,
Californians lose:

Schooling for nearly 57,500 K-12 students, or a full year of
salary for about 7,500 elementary schoolteachers.
Healthcare for half of California’s 800,000 children without
health insurance.
Nursing home care for nearly 19,000 elderly persons on Medi-
Cal.
Funding for thousands of firefighters.

Prop 9 will negatively impact California’s most
vulnerable citizens, our children. 
 
It threatens their futures, and the future of
California.

 

 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/index.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/coalition.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/facts.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/getinvolved.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/newsroom.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/contact.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/facts.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/contribute.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/elections_vr.htm


12/6/2018 No on Prop 9: The Facts

https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/facts_facts.html 2/3

Prop. 9 takes away from children today. It takes money away from
schools, children’s healthcare and other programs to incarcerate
future criminals. Wouldn’t it make sense to keep money in
childhood development programs to deter them from a life of
crime instead of create a new generation of criminals?

Prop 9 is an ineffective, redundant and costly
attempt at reforming the California Justice
System. 
 
It has no real accountability and is an
unnecessary burden on California taxpayers.
According to the Legislative Analyst’s Office, the cost of
incarcerating a single inmate is over $46,000 per year. The
California budget for 2007-08 included spending of $8,563 per
pupil in grades K-12 in our public schools. That means we’re
currently spending 5 times more for each inmate than we are for
each school child. Prop. 9 will make this inequity worse by
increasing the number of inmates without increasing safety.

Key provisions of Prop. 9 duplicate existing law, much of which
was already approved by the voters in 1982 as Proposition 8, “the
Victims Bill of Rights”, or by other existing laws already enacted by
the state.

These existing laws grant crime victims rights and protections
including but not limited to the right to:

be notified if their offender is released.
have the public’s safety including the victim considered when a
court sets or denies bail.
be notified and allowed to participate in the legal process
including sentencing.
be notified in advance of parole hearings, and assured the right
to be heard. receive restitution.
be notified of their rights... both the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation and the Attorney General’s office
already maintain websites, and the Victim’ of Crime Resource
Center is mandated to maintain a toll-free information service.

 
There are 33 California state prisons that house over 171,000
inmates, nearly twice as many inmates as they were designed to
hold. Federal courts have found that California’s inmate population
is overcrowded in the state prisons. California taxpayers are faced
with paying billions of dollars to build new prisons and jails and
finding other ways to reduce overcrowding.



12/6/2018 No on Prop 9: The Facts

https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/facts_facts.html 3/3

A federal judge has appointed a “receiver” for the prison medical
care system because the state has failed to provided adequate
medical care for prisoners. The receiver has established an $8
billion price tag for improvements to the prison medical system
over the next 5 years, and petitioned the judge to force California
taxpayers to pay up, including $3.1 billion in the current budget
year.

Prop. 9 would make the problem worse by delaying parole
hearings for up to 15 years, preventing responsible release
programs, and increasing prison overcrowding without providing
any funding to pay for any solutions. That means giving a priority
to building new prisons and prison health care facilities instead of
funding other critical services like education, children’s health care
and other public safety programs like fire service and paramedics.

Read the Ballot Argument 
Go to the LAO Report 
  

© 2008 • Paid for by No on Props 6 & 9, Communities for Safe Neighborhoods and Fiscal Responsibility, a
committee of teachers, firefighters, public employees, healthcare, homecare and civil rights groups -- major
funding by the California Teachers Association/Issues PAC • ID# 1308244 •1510 J Street, Suite 210,
Sacramento, CA 95814 • (916) 443-7817 • (916) 441-2653 FAX • Privacy Policy

https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/facts_arguments.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.lao.ca.gov/ballot/2008/9_11_2008.aspx
https://web.archive.org/web/20081006012244/http://www.votenoprop9.com:80/index-7.html


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 2B 



12/6/2018 No on Prop 9: The Facts

http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/facts_facts.html 1/3

Home Our Coalition The Facts Get Involved Newsroom Contact

Reasons why not to vote for Prop
9
Prop. 9 is expensive.
California is currently facing a multi-billion fiscal crisis. Prop. 9
would potentially cost the state General Fund “hundreds of
millions of dollars annually” according to the independent
Legislative Analyst’s office, threatening funding for schools, public
health and other public safety services.

For every $500 million Prop. 9 takes away from other programs,
Californians lose:

Schooling for nearly 57,500 K-12 students, or a full year of
salary for about 7,500 elementary schoolteachers.
Healthcare for half of California’s 800,000 children without
health insurance.
Nursing home care for nearly 19,000 elderly persons on Medi-
Cal.
Funding for thousands of firefighters.

Prop 9 will negatively impact California’s most
vulnerable citizens, our children. 
 
It threatens their futures, and the future of
California.

 

 

 
 

http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/index.html
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/coalition.html
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/facts.html
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/getinvolved.html
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/newsroom.html
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/contact.html
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/facts.html
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/newsroom.html
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/contribute.html


12/6/2018 No on Prop 9: The Facts

http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/facts_facts.html 2/3

Prop. 9 takes away from children today. It takes money away from
schools, children’s healthcare and other programs to incarcerate
future criminals. Wouldn’t it make sense to keep money in
childhood development programs to deter them from a life of
crime instead of create a new generation of criminals?

Prop 9 is an ineffective, redundant and costly
attempt at reforming the California Justice
System. 
 
It has no real accountability and is an
unnecessary burden on California taxpayers.
According to the Legislative Analyst’s Office, the cost of
incarcerating a single inmate is over $46,000 per year. The
California budget for 2007-08 included spending of $8,563 per
pupil in grades K-12 in our public schools. That means we’re
currently spending 5 times more for each inmate than we are for
each school child. Prop. 9 will make this inequity worse by
increasing the number of inmates without increasing safety.

Key provisions of Prop. 9 duplicate existing law, much of which
was already approved by the voters in 1982 as Proposition 8, “the
Victims Bill of Rights”, or by other existing laws already enacted by
the state.

These existing laws grant crime victims rights and protections
including but not limited to the right to:

be notified if their offender is released.
have the public’s safety including the victim considered when a
court sets or denies bail.
be notified and allowed to participate in the legal process
including sentencing.
be notified in advance of parole hearings, and assured the right
to be heard. receive restitution.
be notified of their rights... both the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation and the Attorney General’s office
already maintain websites, and the Victim’ of Crime Resource
Center is mandated to maintain a toll-free information service.

 
There are 33 California state prisons that house over 171,000
inmates, nearly twice as many inmates as they were designed to
hold. Federal courts have found that California’s inmate population
is overcrowded in the state prisons. California taxpayers are faced
with paying billions of dollars to build new prisons and jails and
finding other ways to reduce overcrowding.



12/6/2018 No on Prop 9: The Facts

http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/facts_facts.html 3/3

A federal judge has appointed a “receiver” for the prison medical
care system because the state has failed to provided adequate
medical care for prisoners. The receiver has established an $8
billion price tag for improvements to the prison medical system
over the next 5 years, and petitioned the judge to force California
taxpayers to pay up, including $3.1 billion in the current budget
year.

Prop. 9 would make the problem worse by delaying parole
hearings for up to 15 years, preventing responsible release
programs, and increasing prison overcrowding without providing
any funding to pay for any solutions. That means giving a priority
to building new prisons and prison health care facilities instead of
funding other critical services like education, children’s health care
and other public safety programs like fire service and paramedics.

Read the Ballot Argument 
Go to the LAO Report 
  

© 2008 • Paid for by No on Props 6 & 9, a committee for fiscal responsibility with teachers, firefighters,
service employees and civil rights groups -- California Teachers Association/Issues PAC & California State
Council of Service Employees Issues Committee • ID# 1308244 •1510 J Street, Suite 210, Sacramento, CA
95814 • (916) 443-7817 • (916) 441-2653 FAX • Privacy Policy

http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/facts_arguments.html
http://www.lao.ca.gov/ballot/2008/9_11_2008.aspx
http://digital.library.ucla.edu/websites/2008_993_112/index-7.html
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Allison Macbeth

Editorial: Flawed measures should be rejected

Chico Enterprise-Record (California)

October 16, 2008 Thursday

Copyright 2008 MediaNews Group, Inc. and ANG Newspapers All Rights Reserved

Section: EDITORIALS

Length: 752 words

Byline: Chico Enterprise-Record

Body

Our view: Propositions 2, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9, the initiative version of special-interest legislation, all deserve 
no votes.

The right of Californians to put propositions on the ballot has largely degenerated to self-serving measures 
that either seek to tap the state treasury for some special interest, or give one faction's values the weight of 
being state law.

We discussed the money measures Wednesday, suggesting no votes on all the bonds and funding 
guarantees that weren't paid for by the beneficiaries.

Today, we take on the other six measures we haven't addressed yet   the my-way-is-the-only-way 
proposals   and our recommendation is simple: Vote no on all of them.

Those measures are Propositions 2, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9.

Proposition 2 sets standards for confining farm animals, and it will undoubtedly pass because voters will 
feel all warm and fuzzy about allowing egg-laying chickens room to stretch their wings, among other 
things.

But it won't do that. It'll just move the egg factories to neighboring states or Mexico, a nation known for 
food safety, and not in a good way.

Agriculture is already international. There are no commercial banana farms in California, but there are 
always bananas at the market. It'll be the same with eggs and veal when Proposition 2 passes. They'll be a 
little more expensive, and a little less sustainable   if you were   because of increased transportation needs.

California producers who aren't nimble enough to get out of state will be put out of business. In either 
case, they'll be gone, and their contributions to the state's economy will be gone as well.

Those of us who realize food doesn't come from a back room at Safeway should vote no on Proposition 2.

Proposition 4 requires a waiting period and parental notification before a minor can obtain an abortion. 
California voters rejected all but identical measures in 2005 and 2006, and should vote it down again in 
2008.

https://advance.lexis.com/api/document?collection=news&id=urn:contentItem:4TP7-NM60-TX4F-D1HH-00000-00&context=
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The proposal isn't about parental notification. It's about stopping abortion, and it won't do that. It'll just 
force teens underground. Vote no on Proposition 4.

Proposition 5 purports to be an expansion of drug rehabilitation programs, but is really a get-out-of-jail-
free card for a whole class of criminals.

If someone burglarizes your house, stealing thousands of dollars of stuff, all the perpetrator has to do is 
claim the crime was to feed a drug habit, and he doesn't go to prison. Instead, he goes to a taxpayer-
subsidized treatment program, with very lax accountability.

Further, it appears local jurisdictions will catch much of the billion-dollar-a-year cost of the measure. 
Successful programs like Butte County's drug court will suffer as limited funds have to be stretched over 
yet another program.

The measure is bad in so many ways, reducing parole terms for example. Vote no on Proposition 5.

Proposition 7 seems to require quicker expansion of renewable energy, but it's so badly written and so full 
of loopholes that it doesn't really require anything of the kind.

What it seems likely to do is increase energy bills by messing up the energy market, disrupt current efforts 
toward more renewable energy, and drive small power companies out of the state.

It's all punitive   do this or else   without addressing the barriers toward cleaner power. Vote no on 
Proposition 7.

Proposition 8 would overturn the right of same-sex couples to marry, getting around the pesky little 
constitutional requirement of equal treatment for all by amending the constitution.

We still fail to understand why this is the government's business, and the proponents' arguments just don't 
catch much traction with us. How can preventing some people from marrying protect marriage? Wouldn't 
banning divorce be better?

The arguments against same-sex marriages seem close to arguments against mixed-race marriages you'd 
hear back in the '60s. Hopefully we'll get beyond all that some day. Vote no on Proposition 8.

Proposition 9 is an expansion of victim's rights, but goes a bit far. It allows victims to comment during all 
phases of the criminal justice system, including events like bail-setting hearings, before a suspect has even 
been convicted of a crime and is, under the law, innocent.

The cost is estimated in the hundreds of millions, and doesn't seem to increase protection of victims that 
much. Vote no on Proposition 9.

To review our three days of endorsements on the propositions: We think the last two propositions on the 
ballot, 11 and 12, are the only two worth supporting.

Coming Friday: Chico City Council.

Load-Date: October 16, 2008
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Marsy's Law: The Crime Victims' Bill of Rights
Act of 2008; Crime Victims Advocates and Law
Enforcement Leaders Unite in Support of Prop. 9
- Marsy's Law: the Crime Victims' Bill of Rights
Act of 2008  
Anonymous . Biotech Business Week ; Atlanta [Atlanta]06 Oct 2008: 1775. 
 

ProQuest document link
 

  
ABSTRACT (ABSTRACT)  
OCT 6 - (<http://www.newsrx.com> NewsRx.com) -- The Yes on Proposition 9 campaign - Marsy's Law: The Crime

Victims' Bill of Rights Act of 2008 - announced a lengthy bipartisan list of supporters including crime victim

advocates, district attorneys, sheriffs, police chiefs, labor, and concerned Californians from across the state and

nation. Campaign leaders include Harriet Salarno, President of Crime Victims United of California, Statewide

Chairman Assemblyman Todd Spitzer, Justice for Homicide Victims Co-Founder Marcella Leach, CEO of Justice for

Murdered Children LaWanda Hawkins, Memory of Victims Everywhere Founder Collene Campbell, former Chairman

of the California Board of Prison Terms Jim Nielsen and National President of Parents of Murdered Children Dan

Levey.   
 
FULL TEXT 
2008 OCT 6 - (<http://www.newsrx.com> NewsRx.com) -- The Yes on Proposition 9 campaign - Marsy's Law: The

Crime Victims' Bill of Rights Act of 2008 - announced a lengthy bipartisan list of supporters including crime victim

advocates, district attorneys, sheriffs, police chiefs, labor, and concerned Californians from across the state and

nation. Campaign leaders include Harriet Salarno, President of Crime Victims United of California, Statewide

Chairman Assemblyman Todd Spitzer, Justice for Homicide Victims Co-Founder Marcella Leach, CEO of Justice for

Murdered Children LaWanda Hawkins, Memory of Victims Everywhere Founder Collene Campbell, former Chairman

of the California Board of Prison Terms Jim Nielsen and National President of Parents of Murdered Children Dan

Levey. Proposition 9 provides crime victims and their families with constitutional rights equal to those of accused

and convicted criminals (see also <http://www.newsrx.com/library/topics/Marsy's-Law:-The-Crime-Victims'-Bill-of-

Rights-Act-of-2008.html> Marsy's Law: The Crime Victims' Bill of Rights Act of 2008).  

"California's constitution guarantees rights for the most heinous of offenders who commit deplorable acts against

citizens of this State," Salarno said. "Prop. 9 levels the playing field by guaranteeing rights for crime victims, ending

further victimization of innocent people by a system that frequently neglects, ignores and repeatedly punishes

them. Furthermore, the provisions specifically related to parole will only affect 10 percent of the prison population -

lifers, the most heinous offenders in our prisons."  

The Constitution currently provides rights for those accused of committing crime and those convicted of crime but

their victims do not have similar protections. Their rights are only "statutory," which means - from a legal and

practical perspective - victims' rights are secondary.  

"Too often in our criminal justice system, criminals accused and convicted of horrible crimes are provided more

rights and respect than the victims of the crime," said Hawkins, a proponent of Prop. 9, who created Justice for

Murdered Children after the brutal murder of her son Reggie in 1995. "Crime victims deserve better. They deserve

the constitutional rights in Prop. 9," she continued.  
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Keywords: Marsy's Law: The Crime Victims' Bill of Rights Act of 2008, Commit, Drugs, Nicotine Polacrilex,

Pharmaceuticals, Therapy, Treatment.  
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Victims suffer injustice by system meant to
protect them  
Ramos, Michael . The Sun ; San Bernardino, Calif. [San Bernardino, Calif]29 Oct 2008. 
 

ProQuest document link
 

  
ABSTRACT (ABSTRACT)  
Written by crime victims, Proposition 9 - Marsy's Law - will provide victims with rights to justice and due process by

creating a constitutional Crime Victims' Bill of Rights, streamline the parole system, and prevent politicians from

releasing dangerous inmates solely to alleviate prison overcrowding, while ensuring resources to keep Californians

safe without the state incurring additional costs.  

Proposition 9 also addresses a needlessly and costly duplicative process by providing parole commissioners with

the flexibility to increase the number of years between parole hearings for those who have already earned a "life

sentence" thereby saving taxpayers millions of dollars every year.  

The simple act of increasing the number of years between parole hearings for some of California's worst offenders

- those serving a "life sentence" - would alleviate an already overburdened system, ease the pain and suffering

endured by victims and their families and save taxpayers millions of dollars annually.   
 
FULL TEXT 
The Sun's recent editorial on Proposition 9 left many crime victims, advocates and law-enforcement officials a little

confused and truly disappointed.  

On the one hand, the editorial seems to support the need to protect and preserve the rights of crime victims, but

stops short by opposing the effort to ensure that those rights are elevated to the same stature and importance of

those enjoyed by criminals.  

Crime victims who have suffered through lengthy trials, pre-trial hearings, motions and parole hearings can attest

to their status as second-class citizens in a justice system theoretically designed to aid and protect them.  

Written by crime victims, Proposition 9 - Marsy's Law - will provide victims with rights to justice and due process by

creating a constitutional Crime Victims' Bill of Rights, streamline the parole system, and prevent politicians from

releasing dangerous inmates solely to alleviate prison overcrowding, while ensuring resources to keep Californians

safe without the state incurring additional costs.  

The Crime Victims' Bill of Rights provides what most would consider basic rights - the right to information and the

right to be heard.  

The measure requires that a victim and their family's safety be considered by judges making bail decisions for

accused criminals and that crime victims be notified if their offender is released.  

It also requires that victims be notified of parole hearings in advance to ensure they can attend and have a right to

be heard, as well as ensuring that victims are notified and allowed to participate in critical proceedings related to

the crime, including bail, plea bargain, sentencing and parole hearings.  

Finally, victims will have a constitutional right to prevent the release of their personal confidential information or

records to criminal defendants.  

Proposition 9 also addresses a needlessly and costly duplicative process by providing parole commissioners with

the flexibility to increase the number of years between parole hearings for those who have already earned a "life

sentence" thereby saving taxpayers millions of dollars every year.  

Perhaps the most egregious example of the system's misuse is by "Helter Skelter" inmates Bruce Davis and Leslie

Van Houten.  
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Davis and Van Houten were followers of Charles Manson and convicted of multiple brutal murders. Since their

conviction, they have had 38 parole hearings in 30 years - that's 38 times the families involved have been forced to

relive the painful crime and pay their own expenses to attend the hearing, not to mention that taxpayers have had

to absorb the costs of each and every one of those hearings.  

The simple act of increasing the number of years between parole hearings for some of California's worst offenders

- those serving a "life sentence" - would alleviate an already overburdened system, ease the pain and suffering

endured by victims and their families and save taxpayers millions of dollars annually.  

Finally, Proposition 9 prevents politicians from releasing dangerous inmates simply to alleviate prison

overcrowding and ensures resources to keep Californians safe.  

By eliminating the ability for the state to release dangerous criminals without any regard for their likelihood to

reoffend once out of prison, Proposition 9 requires politicians to provide real solutions to solve our prison crisis

and solutions that won't needlessly endanger our communities.  

Proposition 9 does not in any way limit the ability of government or public-safety officials to enact early release

programs that ensure the safety of our communities.  

All sides can agree that the status quo doesn't work.  

However, crime victims and their advocates know from experience that real solutions with lasting impacts must

include true justice, due process for all and accountability - Proposition 9 ensures just that.  

Join me in voting yes on Proposition 9!  

Michael Ramos is San Bernardino County's district attorney.  
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Say 'No' to all propositions except 11 - WITH STATE BROKE AND INITIATIVE MACHINE RUN WILD, 
IT'S TIME TO REJECT BALLOT MEASURES
Sacramento Bee, The (CA) - October 9, 2008
Edition: METRO FINAL
Section: EDITORIALS
Page: A16
Readability: 10-12 grade level (Lexile: 1190)

If you're feeling a bit overwhelmed by the state propositions on the ballot this year, we share your pain.

The Nov. 4 menu features a dozen of these propositions. Lawmakers placed two of them on the ballot. The rest came from special 
interests that gathered the required signatures.

Like sweets in a bakery window, several of these propositions are tempting. Thus you may be inclined to vote "yes" on a grab bag of 
these propositions, assuming that someone else will pick up the bill.

Think again. This year, California faces an economic and political crisis unlike any in its modern history. Voters need to recognize the 
severity of this crisis and say "no" to all measures that could worsen the state's budget situation or push agendas unrelated to the state's 
broken governance.

They also should reflect on the original rationale for "direct democracy." In 1911, California Progressives added initiatives to the 
constitution to blunt the power of railroads and other moneyed interests. The initiative was conceived as a way to enact political reforms 
that elected lawmakers couldn't, or wouldn't, act upon.

Yet over the years, the powerhouses that were once targets of initiatives took control of the process. That's why we have initiatives on the 
ballot this year sponsored by out-of-state billionaires and groups that want the constitution to specify the size of chicken cages. The 
initiative industry is out of control, and voters need to send it the strongest possible message.

In that spirit, this page urges a "no" vote on all but one of the propositions. The exception is Proposition 11, which would reform how the 
state draws legislative districts every decade.

Currently, lawmakers have the power to draw their own districts, ensuring that incumbents are re-elected and that the status quo stays in 
place. Proposition 11 would end this conflict of interest and create a new independent commission to handle redistricting.

Prop. 11 is aligned with the original intent of direct democracy. All the other measures either fail that test or would worsen the state's 
budget crisis.

PROPOSITION 1A

Summary: Would provide nearly $10 billion in bonds for a high-speed rail network that would initially link the Bay Area, the Central Valley 
and Southern California.

Why we oppose it: Since this proposition was placed on the ballot by lawmakers, it meets one of our tests. Yet until California fixes its 
chronic budget deficits, it can't afford to increase its debt for projects that, while desirable, are not of vital necessity. In addition, the rail 
system that supporters are touting may not be as high-speed as advertised. Potential conflicts with freight service lines could make trains 
slower than those found in Europe or Japan.

This is a tough call. The state needs clean alternatives to air travel and freeway travel, and the Central Valley needs the economic 
development that could result. But if it passed, this proposition would take $647 million annually from the general fund that, without a tax 
increase, would have to come from other services. That's money the state can't promise. Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 2

Summary: Sponsored by the Humane Society, this proposition would outlaw caging practices that prevent farm animals from lying down, 
standing up, turning around or extending their limbs.

Why we oppose it: California doesn't have much of a pork or veal industry, so this measure would mainly affect caging of egg-laying hens. 
Supporters make persuasive arguments that current practices in the egg industry are inhumane. Unfortunately, the vagueness of the 
Prop. 2 ballot language has led some cage-free egg producers to oppose the measure, fearing their current practices would be outlawed.

While the Humane Society campaign has helped highlight conditions for farm animals, this proposition could prompt many egg producers 

https://infoweb.newsbank.com/


to relocate to outside states and Mexico, and ship eggs back to California. Such an outcome would do little to help the condition of 
animals and could do real harm to a small but important segment of the state's farm sector. Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 3

Summary: Would authorize $980 million in bonds to build children's hospitals and help them purchase new medical equipment.

Why we oppose it: Supporters -- including pediatricians at the UC Davis Children's Center -- argue persuasively that more space is 
needed to treat children with serious injuries and diseases. Four years ago, voters approved $750 million for children's hospitals, but 
higher construction costs have eaten through that money faster than expected, supporters say.

In better economic times, it might be possible to justify a second major investment in children's hospitals, but not now. If passed, this 
measure would add $67 million more per year to the state's debt service. That's money that would have to come out of schools, social 
services or state health programs.

Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 4

Summary: Would change the constitution to require doctors to notify a parent or guardian 48 hours before performing an abortion for a girl 
under the age of 18.

We why oppose it: Voters defeated similar propositions in 2006 and in 2005. They should defeat this one as well. While everyone would 
prefer that teens talk with parents about an unexpected pregnancy, the state should not be forcing that conversation. It also should not be 
adding to the legal liabilities of doctors who would be compelled to meet the notification provisions in this initiative.

Other states with notification laws have seen an increase in the number of second-trimester abortions because teens, wary of having their 
parents notified, delay decisions. Seeking medical treatment as early as possible in these circumstances is in the best interest of minors 
and public health. Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 5

Summary: Would require California to spend an extra $1 billion to pay for rehabilitation services for drug offenders in prison, on parole 
and in the community.

Why we oppose it: At a time when the state is struggling to pay its bills and reform governance, this initiative would add to those bills and 
create a new state bureaucracy.

The Legislative Analyst's Office says the measure potentially could save $1 billion by diverting drug felons from prison and into treatment. 
It might save another $2.5 billion in one-time capital costs if the state could forgo the construction of another prison. But these are only 
potential savings that would come sometime in the distant future. They are not guaranteed.

By contrast, the massive new spending required under Prop. 5 starts immediately, tapping into a state general fund that has already run 
dry. The measure creates a new Cabinet-level secretary responsible for prison rehabilitation services. The shift from incarceration to 
treatment mandated in this bill is, in many respects, laudable, but it comes at a hefty cost.

Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 6

Summary: Would require at least $965 million to be spent annually on police and local law enforcement.

Why we oppose it: This initiative writes into law new crimes, increases penalties for old crimes, and mandates more spending for police, 
sheriffs, district attorneys, probation and parole. But it provides not a single penny of new funding to pay for it.

The Legislative Analyst's Office estimates this measure will cost close to $500 million in new general fund spending in its first year with an 
increase of tens of millions of dollars annually in subsequent years. It will require another $500 million in capital expenditures to build new 
prisons to house new felons kept in prison longer.

It means less money for schools, health care, parks, roads or any of the other state's important priorities. We can't afford it.

Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 7



Summary: Would require government-owned utilities to generate 20 percent of their power from renewable sources by 2010. It would 
require all utilities to generate 40 percent by 2020 and 50 percent by 2025.

Why we oppose it: This ballot initiative is bankrolled by an Arizona billionaire, John Sperling, who, with good intentions, has gotten behind 
an initiative that is badly drafted and poorly vetted. The goals contained in this law are ambitious and necessary for California to reduce 
carbon emissions and transition to a clean-energy economy. But without provisions to realistically achieve a 50 percent use of renewable 
energy by 2025, Proposition 7 is doomed to failure.

Many environmentalists oppose the initiative because it might disqualify some small generators from the state's renewable energy 
standard. But there are bigger reasons to oppose it.

It vests too much authority in the California Energy Commission to make crucial decisions on generation and transmission. It undermines 
the power of local governments to review those decisions.

Overall, it could complicate the state's goals of achieving cleaner energy while keeping rates reasonable.

Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 8

Summary: Would change the constitution to eliminate the right of same-sex couples to marry in California.

Why we oppose it: This initiative is a response to a state Supreme Court ruling in May. The court ruled that the constitution does not allow 
the state to deny those who are homosexual the right to marry -- just as it decided 60 years ago that the California Constitution does not 
allow the state to deny individuals of different races the right to marry.

Just as an individual's sexual orientation is not a legitimate basis on which to deny housing or a job, it is not a legitimate basis on which to 
deny individuals the right to marry. Californians should reject the call to amend the state constitution to exclude some people from 
marriage. That would be a black mark on the constitution, just as past exclusionary acts remain a stain on California's history.

Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 9

Summary: Would amend the constitution to require that crime victims be notified and have input on phases of the criminal justice process, 
including bail, pleas, sentencing and parole.

Why we oppose it: Crime victims in California already have the right to be told about and to speak at parole and sentencing hearings 
involving criminals who have victimized them. Prop. 9 would expand those rights in ways that are unnecessary and costly. The initiative 
also ties the hands of lawmakers who might one day consider allowing early release of inmates to relieve dangerous overcrowding or to 
save money.

If Proposition 9 passes, the Legislative Analyst's Office says, the state would be forced to forgo potential savings amounting to "hundreds 
of millions of dollars annually." Prison spending in our state has reached a staggering $10 billion a year.

Proposition 9 ensures that lawmakers will not be allowed to do anything easily to cut those costs without another amendment to the 
constitution. At a time of fiscal crisis, when the state can't pay its existing bills, this irresponsible initiative adds costs while preventing 
legislators from making prudent adjustments to save money.

Vote "no"

PROPOSITION 10

Summary: Would authorize $5 billion in bonds to help consumers and others purchase certain vehicles, including those powered by 
alternative energies.

Why we oppose it: Texas billionaire T. Boone Pickens is the deep pockets behind this initiative that, among other things, would provide 
rebates for businesses and consumers to buy natural gas vehicles. What's wrong with that? Nothing, if you don't mind mind handing over 
$5 billion in bonds to a select group of manufacturers and energy producers, including Pickens, who owns a natural gas company.

Unlike an existing state program that offers rebates for companies to invest in alternative fuel trucks, this measure wouldn't require 
recipients to take their dirty trucks off the road. The net result could be more pollution and $335 million less money in the general fund 
each year for schools, parks, water projects and other state services.

Vote "no"



PROPOSITION 12

Summary: Would authorize $900 million in general obligation bonds for veterans to buy homes and farms, extending a program that 
originally started in 1921.

Why we oppose it: Proponents say the program poses no costs to taxpayers, but this claim is deceptive. To finance loans to veterans, 
California would sell bonds to investors. Since the interest paid to bondholders is tax-free, state and federal taxpayers end up subsidizing 
the program and the homes purchased under it.

In better economic times, it might make sense to keep adding this benefit to the ones that veterans already receive, but not now. If 
veterans were unable to pay back these loans, it would leave state taxpayers on the hook for some of the $59 million in annual debt 
service these bonds will incur.

In addition, as of July of this year, there was still about $102 million remaining from past bond issues for veterans, so there's no urgent 
need to pass a new bond issue.

Vote "no"
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Vote 'no' on Proposition 9, an ill-considered crime victims bill - This measure shouldn't become part 
of the California constitution.
Fresno Bee, The (CA) - October 10, 2008
Author/Byline: The Fresno Bee
Edition: FINAL
Section: BUSINESS
Page: C4
Readability: >12 grade level (Lexile: 1440)

Proposition 9 is an ill-considered measure that would require that crime victims be notified and have a say in all phases of the criminal 
justice process, including bail, pleas, sentencing and parole.

But crime victims in California already have the right to be told about and to speak at sentencing hearings and parole hearings involving 
criminals who have victimized them. Proposition 9 would expand those rights in ways that are unnecessary and costly.

Voters should vote "no" on Proposition 9 on Nov. 4.

The initiative also would tie the hands of lawmakers who might one day consider allowing early release of inmates to relieve dangerous 
overcrowding or to save money. If Proposition 9 passes, the Legislative Analyst's Office says, the state would be forced to forgo potential 
savings amounting to "hundreds of millions of dollars annually." Prison spending in our state has reached a staggering $10 billion a year.

The state spends about $46,000 a year to house and feed a prison inmate. While the state seldom releases an inmate early, we believe it 
would be financially prudent to release some aged and infirm inmates who pose no threat to society. Under Proposition 9, this would 
never be allowed.

The measure would ensure that legislators could not do anything easily to cut those costs without another amendment to the constitution. 
At a time of fiscal crisis, when the state can't pay its existing bills, this irresponsible initiative adds costs while preventing lawmakers from 
making prudent adjustments to save money.

By making this a constitutional amendment, voters would be locking these provisions into the California Constitution, and making them 
difficult to change if there are other unintended consequences of the proposition.

Some of the good ideas within Proposition 9 could be achieved through individual bills in the Legislature. But there are too many reasons 
for Proposition 9 not to become part of the constitution.

Tell us what you think. Comment on this editorial by going to fresnobee.com/opinion, then click on the editorial.

SIGN UP FOR OPINION BUZZ

Get the best of the Opinion pages' weekend features in Opinion Buzz, an e-mailed newsletter that goes out every Monday. Opinion Buzz 
will include the lead item from Sunday's Vision section, columnist Jim Boren, selections from Valley Voices columnists, the Opinion Talk 
blog, letters to the editor and more. Subscribers to fresnobee.com can sign up for Opinion Buzz at fblinks.com/159.
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE 

I, Allison G. Macbeth, state: 
 
That I am a citizen of the United States, over eighteen years of age, 

an employee of the City and County of San Francisco, and not a party to the 
within action; that my business address is 850 Bryant Street, Rm. 322, San 
Francisco, California 94103.  I am familiar with the business practice at the 
San Francisco District Attorney’s Office (SFDA) for collecting and 
processing electronic and physical correspondence.  In accordance with that 
practice, correspondence placed in the internal mail collection system at the 
SFDA is deposited in the United States Postal Service with postage thereon 
fully prepaid that same day in the ordinary course of business.  
Correspondence that is submitted electronically is transmitted using the 
TrueFiling electronic system, FileAndServeXpress electronic system, or 
electronic mail.  Participants who are registered with either TrueFiling or 
FileAndServeXpress will be served through electronic mail at the email 
addresses listed below.  Participants who are not registered with either 
TrueFiling or FileAndServeXpress will receive hard copies through the 
mail via the United States Postal Service.   

 
That on December 7, 2018, I electronically served the motion and 

MOTION AND REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE by transmitting a 
true copy of through TrueFiling, FileAndServeXpress, or through electronic 
mail.  Because one or more of the participants have not registered with the 
Court’s system or are unable to receive electronic correspondence, on 
December 7, 2018, I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed 
envelope in the internal mail collection system at the San Francisco District 
Attorney’s Office at 850 Bryant Street, Room 322, San Francisco, 
California 94103, addressed as follows:  

   
Christopher Gauger 
Chesa Boudin 
Deputy Public Defenders 
555 Seventh Street 
San Francisco, California 94103 
chris.gauger@sfgov.org 
chesa.boudin@sfgov.org 

 Seth P. Waxman 
Daniel S. Volchok 
Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale & Dorr LLP 
1875 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
seth.waxman@wilmerhale.com 
daniel.volchok@wilmerhale.com 
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Alec Karakatsanis 
Katherine Hubbard 
Civil Rights Corps 
910 17th Street NW, Suite 200 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
alec@civilrightscorps.org 
katherine@civilrightscorps.org 

 Thomas G. Sprankling 
Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale & Dorr LLP 
950 Page Mill Road 
Palo Alto, California 94304 
thomas.sprankling@wilmerhale.com 

   
Joshua A. Klein 
Deputy Solicitor General 
California Department of Justice 
455 Golden Gate Ave., Ste. 
11000 
San Francisco, California 94102 
Joshua.klein@doj.ca.gov 

 Xavier Becerra 
Attorney General 
Jeffrey M. Laurence 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
Katie L. Stowe 
Amit Kurlekar 
Deputy Attorney General 
455 Golden Gate Ave., Ste. 11000 
San Francisco, California 94102 
jeff.laurence@doj.ca.gov 
katie.stowe@doj.ca.gov 
amit.kurlekar@doj.ca.gov 

   
First District Court of Appeal 
350 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 
 

 Hon. Brendan Conroy 
Hon. Joseph M. Quinn 
Superior Court of California 
County of San Francisco 
850 Bryant Street, Room 101 
San Francisco, California 94103 

   
Mark Zahner 
California District Attorneys Assn. 
921-11th Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95814 

 Hon. Michael A. Ramos  
District Attorney 
Brent J. Schultze 
Deputy District Attorney 
Office of the District Attorney 
303 W. Third Street, 5th Floor 
San Bernardino, California 92415  
mramos@sbcda.org 
bschultze@sbcda.org 

   
Hon. Gregory D. Totten 
Ventura County District Attorney’s Office 
800 South Victoria Avenue 
Ventura, California 93009 
greg.totten@ventura.org 

 Albert William Ramirez 
Golden Gate State Bail Agents Assn. 
530 M Street 
Fresno, California 93721 
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Nina Salarno Besselman 
Crime Victims United of California 
130 Maple Street, Suite 300 
Auburn, California 95603 
nina@salarnolaw.com 

  

   
Micaela Davis 
ACLU - Northern California 
39 Drumm Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
mdavis@aclunc.org 

 Peter Eliasberg 
ACLU - Southern California  
1313 West Eighth Street 
Los Angeles, California 90017 
peliasberg@aclusocal.org 

   
Donald J. Bartell 
Bartell, Hensel & Gressley 
5053 La Mart Drive, Suite 201 
Riverside, California 92507 

 Krista Carter 
Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer LLP 
3000 El Camino Real 
Five Palo Alto Square, Suite 500 
Palo Alto, California 94306  

 
 

Lara Bazelon 
University of San Francisco 
School of Law 
2130 Fulton Street 
San Francisco, California 94117 

 Mary B. McCord 
Institute for Constitutional 
Advocacy and Protection 
Georgetown University Law Center 
600 New Jersey Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20001  

  
Thomas V. Loran III 
Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP 
Four Embarcadero Ctr., 22nd Fl. 
San Francisco, California 94111 

 Maya Karwande 
Keker, VanNest & Peters LLP 
633 Battery Street 
San Francisco, California 94111 

   
Belinda M. Vega 
Venable LLP 
2049 Century Park E, Ste. 2300 
Los Angeles, California 90067 

 Donald Kilmer 
Law Offices of Donald Kilmer 
1645 Willow Street, Suite 150 
San Jose, California 95125 

   
A. Marisa Chun 
McDermott Will & Emery LLP 
3 Embarcadero Center, Ste. 1350 
San Francisco, California 94111 

 Kymberlee C. Stapleton 
Criminal Justice Legal Found. 
2131 L Street 
Sacramento, California 95816 
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J. Bradley Robertson 
Bradley Arant Boult Cummings LLP 
1819 Fifth Avenue North 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 

 Emily Ludmir Aviad 
Skadden Arps et al LLP 
300 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 3400 
Los Angeles, California 90071 

   
Marissa A. Bejarano 
Deputy District Attorney 
330 W. Broadway, Suite 860 
San Diego, California 92101 

 Michael C. McMahon 
Senior Deputy Public Defender 
800 S. Victoria Avenue, Suite 207 
Ventura, California 93009 

   
 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 

California that the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed December 7, 
2018, at San Francisco, California.  

 
          

      ________________________ 
     Allison G. Macbeth 
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