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INTRODUCTION

This brief is respectfully submitted on behalf of respondents KIMBERLY L.

GRADY, in her official capacity as Clerk/Recorder/Registrar of

Voters/Commissioner of Civil MalTiages of Amador County; MADALINE

KRSKA, in her official capacity as County Clerk recorder of Calaveras County;

JOSEPH E. CANCIAMILLA, in his official capacity as County Clerk-Recorder­

Registrar of Contra Costa County; WILLIAM E. SCHULTZ, in his official

capacity as Recorder-Clerk and Elections Official and Commissioner ofMalTiages

of El Dorado County; CAROLYN CRNICH, in her official capacity as County

Clerk/Recorder/Registrar of Voters ofHumboldt County; KAlv1J\11 FOOTE, in her

official capacity as Clerk/Recorder and Registrar ofVoters ofInyo County;

CATHY SADERLUND, in her official capacity as Auditor-Controller and County

Clerk of County of Lake; SUSAN M. RANOCHAK, in her official capacity as

Mendocino County Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder; LYNDA ROBERTS, in her

official capacity as Mono County Clerk-Recorder-Registrar; STEPHEN L.

VAGNINI, in his official capacity as Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder of County

ofMonterey; JOHN TUTEUR, in his official capacity as Assessor-Recorder­

County Clerk 0 Napa County; GREGORY J. DIAZ, in his official capacity as

Clerk-Recorder of Nevada County; JOE PAUL GONZALEZ, in his official

capacity as Clerk-Auditor and Recorder-Registrar of Voters of County of San

Benito; KENNETH W. BLAKEMORE, in his official capacity of

Recorder/County Clerk of San Joaquin County; GAIL PELLERIN, in her official

capacity ad County Clerk of the County of Santa Cruz; CATHY DARLING

ALLEN, in her official capacity as County Clerk/Registrar of Voters of Shasta

County; HEATHER FOSTER, in her official capacity as County Clerk-Recorder

of SielTa County; WILLIAM F. FOUSSEAU, in his official capacity as Sonoma
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County Clerk-Recorder-Assessor; BEV ROSS, in her official capacity as Clerk­

Recorder of Tehama County; and ROLAND P. HILL, in his official capacity as

Assessor/Clerk-Recorder of Tulare County.

The clerks of the undersigned counties oppose the petition for writ of

mandate submitted to this Court by Dennis HollingswOlih et al. ("Petitioners")

because they believe that they are subject to the supervision of the California

Depmiment of Public Health with respect to the administration of California's

marriage laws. This Court has recognized that county clerks and recorders serve as

state officers when administering the State's marriage laws, and that they act under

the supervision of state officials who are ultimately responsible for the State's

marriage license process. This is necessary to ensure unifonnity in the

administration of the marriage laws. Indeed, it has long been the practice of state

officials to issue direction to county clerks and recorders regarding the marriage

laws, and county clerks and recorders rely on that guidance and direction to carry

out their ministerial duties. For this Court to determine, contrary to what it

previously held in Lockyer v. City and County ofSan Francisco (2004) 33 Cal.4th

1055, that county clerks and recorders are not subject to state supervision related to

marriage licenses would subject them to legal uncertainty and require them to

make independent determinations about their duties under state law. This in tum

would seriously undermine the State's interest in uniform administration of its

marriage laws. This result is not compelled by Article III, Section 3.5, of the

California Constitution, which is not controlling when a federal court injunction

binds state or local officials. Accordingly, the Court should deny the writ.
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ARGUMENT
I. THE STATE REGISTRAR SUPERVISES COUNTY OFFICIALS IN

THEIR PERFORMANCE OF MARRIAGE-RELATED DUTIES.

In 2004, when the City and County of San Francisco began issuing marriage

licenses to same-sex couples, then-Attorney General Bill Lockyer brought an

action against the City and County of San Francisco, its mayor, and its county

clerk in the California Supreme Court, contending that local officials in San

Francisco lacked the authority to disregard the State's marriage statutes, which at

the time prohibited marriage between members of the same sex. This Court

agreed, and in the process conclusively established that county clerks and recorders

are state officials with respect to administration of the marriage laws. (Lockyer,

supra, 33 Cal.4th at p. 1080.)

This Court explained in Lockyer that marriage is a creation of state law and

governed solely by state law. Although state law gives local officials a significant

role in the administration of the marriage laws, the Court emphasized that marriage

is nonetheless a matter of "statewide concern" given "the importance of having

uniform rules and procedures apply throughout the state to the subject of

marriage." (Lockyer, supra, 33 Cal.4th at p. 1079.) Accordingly, no local

variation in the administration of the marriage laws is permitted (id. at p. 1080),

and local officials have no discretion. Their functions with respect to marriage are

purely "ministerial." (Id. at p. 1081 [emphasis original].) Although a county clerk

or recorder is a local official with respect to the discharge of other duties, she

serves "as a state officer" with respect to marriage. (Ibid.) Put another way,

county clerks and recorders serve as agents of the state, not agents of the county.

(Id. at pp. 1080-81.) In performing their state duties, they are subject to the

supervision of state officials, who are ultimately responsible for ensuring statewide

uniformity in the administration of marriage in California. (See id. at p. 1080.)
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After describing the "comprehensive" regulatory framework provided by state

statutes over the licensing, solemnization, and registration ofmarriages (id. at p.

1076-79), this Court opined that the "California Director of Health Services, ... by

statute, has general supervisory authority over the marriage license and marriage

certificate process." (Id. at p. 1118 [emphasis added].) Thus, when this Court

issued its remedy, it directed both "the county clerk and the county recorder of the

City and County of San Francisco to take [specified] corrective actions under the

supervision of the California Director of Health Services." (Id. at p. 1118

[emphasis added]; see also id. at p. 1120.)

This Court again made clear that county clerks and recorders act under the

guidance of state officials with respect to the marriage laws in In re Marriage

Cases (2008) 43 Cal. 4th 757. In that case, the Court held that the statutory

predecessor to Proposition 8, known as Proposition 22, violated the California

Constitution by excluding same-sex couples from marriage. Three of the four

coordinated cases challenging the State's marriage laws named the State of

California or the Attorney General as the defendant. Only one named a county,

and that county did not actively defend against the challenge and was dismissed

from the case before it reached this Court. (See id. at pp. 786-87;

http://appellatecases.courtinfo.ca.gov/search!case/partiesAndAttorneys.cfm?dist=O

&doc_id=1879677&doc_no=S147999 [listing parties]). The absence ofa single

county clerk did not deter this Court from issuing relief, and indeed statewide

relief, in favor of the plaintiffs who challenged Proposition 22. After holding

California's marriage laws unconstitutional, the Court held that plaintiffs were

entitled to "a writ of mandate directing the appropriate state officials to take all

actions necessary to effectuate our ruling in this case so as to ensure that county

clerks and other local officials throughout the state, in performing their duty to
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enforce the marriage statutes in their jurisdictions, apply those provisions in a

manner consistent with the decision of this court." (In re Marriage Cases, supra,

43 Cal. 4th at p. 857 [emphasis added].)

This Court's directives in Lockyer and the Marriage Cases thus relied on the

State Registrar to implement the marriage laws uniformly and effectuate judicial

rulings relating to marriage. And consistent with the Court's opinion, after the

Marriage Cases ruling, the State Registrar issued a letter to all county clerks and

recorders directing them to comply with this Court's decision. (Exhibit A to

Request for Judicial Notice ["RJN"].) All county clerks and recorders complied

with the 2008 instructions, just as all have complied with the subsequent

instructions from the State Registrar on this issue.

This type of direction from the State Registrar is not an anomaly. Instead, it

is consistent with the California Department of Public Health's ("Department")

longstanding practice of guiding county clerks and recorders in their performance

of marriage-related duties. The Department has, for decades, published guidance

for county clerks and recorders, known as the "Marriage Handbook." (California

Marriage License and Certificate Handbook, State of Calif., Calif. Dept. of Public

Health-Vital Records (Sept. 1,2011); See Exhibit B to RJN.) The Marriage

Handbook is a 157-page manual that provides detailed guidance about California

marriage requirements and instructs clerks and recorders about their specific duties

related to marriage. The Man-iage Handbook explains that both county clerks and

county recorders act "under the direction of the State Registrar." (Id. at p. 3.)

Many sections of the Marriage Handbook are specific to the duties of county

clerks, including a checklist of steps for county clerks to follow when issuing

marriage licenses and registering confidential marriage licenses (id. at pp. 7-8),

requirements and procedures for persons seeking to obtain a marriage license (id.
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at pp. 14-20), instructions for the marriage license application (id. at pp. 21-22),

and instructions for completing the marriage license itself (id. at pp. 23-32, 34-35).

The Handbook also includes directions for processing confidential marriage

certificates, which are maintained in the files of the county clerk rather than the

county recorder. (See id. at pp. 45-49, 59-60.) Finally, the Handbook explains the

different types of marriage license forms (id. at pp. 5-6), includes a set of current

forms (id. at pp. 81-86), and provides supporting documents and sample letters for

county clerks and recorders to use in performing their marriage-related duties (id.

at pp. 67-78).

In addition, the Department, through the Registrar or another official,

regularly issues "All County Letters" addressed to all county clerks and recorders

in California informing them of changes to marriage laws and procedures. Exhibit

A to the Request for Judicial Notice is but one of many examples. Others include

the series of letters issued in the wake of this Court's decision in In re Marriage

Cases, directing counties as to changes in the forms relating to marriage licenses

and other aspects of compliance with this Court's decision. (See Exhibit C to

RJN.) Counties rely heavily on the Registrar for guidance when they have

questions concerning the marriage licensing, solemnization or registration

processes. Besides All County Letters, the Registrar communicates with county

clerks and registrars as a group by conference call and email (see Exhibit D to

RJN), and likewise communicates with individual county officials when questions

arise. (See Exhibit E to RJN.)

Notwithstanding this Court's guidance in Lockyer and In re Marriage Cases,

and the longstanding practices of county officials and the Department alike,

Petitioners contend that county clerks, who are charged with issuing marriage

licenses (see Fam. Code §§ 350, 359), are not supervised by any state officials in
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the performance of their duties, in contrast to county recorders, who are expressly

subject to the supervision of the State Registrar in registering marriages and other

vital records. (See Health & Saf. Code §§ 102180, 102295; see generally Petition

for Writ of Mandate and Request for Immediate Stay or Injunctive Relief;

Memorandum of Points and Authorities ("Pet.") at pp. 37-40.) However, the fact

that no particular statute gives the State Registrar this authority is not dispositive.

As the statutes cited by Petitioners concerning the Registrar's marriage-related

responsibilities indicate, the Registrar has significant responsibility with respect to

marriage. (See also Lockyer, supra, 33 Ca1.4th at pp. 1076-79; Fam. Code §§ 355,

422; Health & Saf. Code §§ 102200,102295,103125.) Given the broad authority

conferred on the State Registrar and the absence of an explicit statutory command

that any other state official exercise responsibility over marriage, the most logical

conclusion, and the one this Court reached in Lockyer, is not that every county

clerk is independent with respect to marriage, but instead that all local officials

with marriage responsibilities are directly subordinate to the Registrar. (See

Lockyer, supra, 33 Ca1.4th at p. 1118, citing id. at pp. 1077-78.)

This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that, as Petitioners admit, in many

counties the offices of clerk and recorder are combined and held by a single

person. (See Gov. Code § 243 OO(e).) In practice, therefore, to say that recorders

are subordinate to the Registrar concerning the forms that are used in the

administration of the marriage laws but clerks are not is akin to saying that local

officials must use the forms state officials prescribe but may disregard the

instructions that come with the forms. This surely is not what the Legislature

intended, and Petitioners offer no authority to rebut this commonsense proposition.
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Accordingly, the Director of Public Health had the authority to issue

guidance on June 26,2013 and June 28,2013/ directing all county clerks to issue

marriage licenses to same-sex couples once the Court of Appeals for the Ninth

Circuit lifted its stay of the United States District Court's judgment in Perry v.

Brown, N.D. Cal. No. 09-2292, just as she did in 2008 after this Court issued its

decision in In re Marriage Cases, supra, 43 Cal.4th at p. 857? The undersigned

counties are obliged to follow that guidance, and this Court should deny the writ

seeking an order to the contrary.

II. THIS COURT SHOULD DENY THE WRIT TO PROMOTE
UNIFORMITY IN CALIFORNIA'S MARRIAGE LAWS AND AVOID
ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGAL BURDENS ON COUNTIES.

As the United States Supreme Court recently observed, "[m]arriage laws

may vary from State to State, but they are consistent within each State." United

States v. Windsor (2013) 133 S. Ct. 2675,2681. This Court, too, has recognized

"the importance ofhaving uniform rules and procedures apply throughout the state

to the subject of marriage." (Lockyer, supra, 33 Cal.4th at p. 1079.) If this Court

were to adopt a contrary rule, the effects on county clerks and other local officials

carrying out State laws would be drastic.

A ruling that county clerks are not subject to state supervision regarding

marriage would expose the counties to duplicative litigation and potentially

conflicting orders. A federal court has already reviewed Proposition 8' s

constitutionality and enjoined its enforcement by state officials, the named county

1 Attached as Exhibits C and E, respectively, to the Appendix to Petition for
Writ of Mandate and Request for Immediate Stay or InjunctIve Relief (hereinafter
"Appendix") submitted by Petitioners in this matter.

2 Attached as Exhibit C to the Reguest for Judicial Notice filed with this
brief are copies of the directives issued oy the Registrar to county officials in 2008.
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clerks, and all persons under their supervision or control. Under these

circumstances, a state court order directing county clerks not to issue marriage

licenses to same-sex couples would put them in the untenable position of having to

decide whether to follow the state court or federal court order, with a risk of

contempt either way. (See Ross v. Superior Court (1977) 19 Cal.3d 899, 905

[county officials properly held in contempt for violating injunction issued against

state department that oversaw implementation of the challenged law].) It would

also invite an onslaught of further civil rights lawsuits against counties that opt not

to issue marriage licenses to same-sex couples. The District Court decision and

vacated Ninth Circuit decision strongly indicate that the counties would have little

chance of prevailing in these lawsuits.3 (See Perry v. Schwarzenegger (N.D. Cal.

2010) 704 F. Supp. 2d 921; Perry v. Brown (9th Cir. 2012) 671 F.3d 1052.)

Furthermore, having a patchwork of marriage laws throughout the State

would mean that different counties - and sometimes different officials within the

same counties - would have to determine which set of laws to follow in a variety

of situations. For instance, public marriage licenses are valid for marriages

anywhere in the state. (See Fam. Code, §§ 359,423; Cal. Fam. Law Practice &

Procedure 2d, Matthew Bender, ch. 10, Validity and Legal Effects of Marriage §

10.22 [marriage licenses "may be obtained in any county, and it need not be

3 Because the facial challenge was successful, it is conceivable that county
officials could be personally liable for civil rights violation in federal court if they
enforce Proposition 8 notwithstanding the trial court order and opinion. (Harlow v.
Fitzgerald (1982) 457 U.S. 800, 815 ["[Q]ualified immunity would be defeated if
an official 'knew or reasonably should have known that the action he took within
his sphere of official responsibility would violate the constitutional rights of the
[plaintiff], or ifhe took the action with the malicious intention to cause a
deprivation of constitutional rights or other injury.''']; Flores v. Pierce (1980) 617
F.2d 1386,1391 [same].)
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obtained either in the county where the parties reside or in the county where the

marriage ceremony will take place."].) This means that a license issued by, for

example, the Santa Cruz County Clerk authorizes a marriage that can be performed

in any California county. Different marriage requirements in different counties

would raise questions about the validity of inter-county marriages. Additionally,

Petitioners have suggested that county registrars are subject to state supervision

while county clerks are not. (Pet. at pp. 38-40.) This would create the absurd

result that clerks and recorders would be subject to antithetical duties, even though

in many counties a single person acts as both the clerk and the recorder.

Disuniformity would have consequences for other county officials, as well,

who would face difficult legal questions and likely litigation if their counties did

not recognize marriages of same-sex couples who received licenses in other

California counties. What if a lesbian employee ofVentura County obtained a

marriage license in Los Angeles? Should Ventura County treat her as married for

purposes of providing spousal health benefits? Or should it insist that only a

marriage between a man and woman is valid and recognized in that county, thus

denying spousal benefits to its gay and lesbian employees lawfully married in Los

Angeles? And what if a gay property owner in Sonoma County got a marriage

license from San Francisco and then attempted to deed his property to his spouse?

Should Sonoma recognize him as married (thereby allowing the assessed value of

the property to remain the same (see Cal. Const. art. 13a § 2(g)), or should it insist

that the assessed value must increase to present-day market value because it treats

his spouse as a stranger? Would the Family or Probate Codes apply to same-sex

marriages in only three counties and not the rest? All of a sudden, the legal status

of California residents and their relationships would be affected not only by their

sexual orientation, but also by their county of residence.
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The practical and legal absurdities of a patchwork approach to marriage

illustrate the wisdom of California in enacting statutes that provide for uniform

marriage laws throughout the State. They also underscore why counties have no

independent authority over marriage and why county clerks are subordinate to the

State with respect to the administration ofmarriage laws. This statutory scheme

makes abundantly clear that challenges to the State's marriage laws should be

directed at the responsible state officials, rather than opening the floodgates to a

multitude of lawsuits against county officials.

HI. ARTICLE III, SECTION 3.5 OF THE CALIFORNIA
CONSTITUTION HAS NO BEARING ON THIS WRIT.

Article III, section 3.5 ofthe California Constitution ("Section 3.5") forbids

administrative agencies from refusing to enforce state statutes on the basis of a

determination that they are unconstitutional, absent an appellate decision that they

are unconstitutional. The purpose of Section 3.5 "was to prevent agencies from

using their own interpretation of the Constitution or federal law to thwart the

mandates of the Legislature." (Reese v. Kizer (1988) 46 Cal.3d 996, 1002.) This

purpose is not served by construing Section 3.5 to limit the ability of State agencies

to issue directives to local officials as necessary to comply with federal or state

injunctions, or to require that such officials themselves be named parties to the

federal court litigation in order to comply with such directives.

Even assuming that Section 3.5 applies to initiative constitutional

amendments, and assuming that a county clerk or registrar is an "administrative

agency" (a point this Court left open in Lockyer, supra, 33 Ca1.4th at pp. 1094-95),

Section 3.5 has no application here. First, it does not apply where a county official

declines to enforce a state constitutional amendment not because of his or her own
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detennination of its unconstitutionality but because he or she is bound by a federal

court injunction or has been directed to do so by a supervising state official, who in

tum is bound by a federal court injunction. It is well established that even state

trial court orders can bind state officials not to enforce unconstitutional

enactments, notwithstanding Section 3.5. (See Fenske v. Ed. ofAdmin. (1980) 103

Cal.App.3d 590, 595.) Second, federal court orders are binding for the additional

reason "that a state may not immunize its officials from the requirements of federal

law." (LSD, Ltd. v. Stroh (9th Cir. 2000) 205 F.3d 1146, 1159-60 [recognizing that

Article III, section 3.5 is limited by the Supremacy Clause].) Thus, as a matter of

both state law and the federal Supremacy Clause, Section 3.5 does not and cannot

excuse compliance with a federal court injunction.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should deny the writ.

July li, 2013 Respectfully submitted,

COUNTY OF MONTEREY

By rA/lJe.~e/~.
CHARLES J. McKEE
County Counsel

Counsel for Respondents
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facsimile transmission from facsimile number (831) 755-5978 to the interested
parties to said action at the facsimile number(s) shown below.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and COrTt;ct. Executed on July 22, 2013, at Salinas, California.
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Andrew P. Pugno
LAW OFFICES OF ANDREW P.
PUGNO
101 Parkshore Drive, Suite 100
Folsom, California 95630
(916)608-3065; (916) 608-3066
andrew@pugnolaw.com
Attorneys for Petitioners

David Austin Robert Nimocks
Kellie M. Fiedorek
Alliance Defending Freedom
801 G Street, NW, Suite 509
Washington, D.C. 20001
(202) 393-8690
Attorneys for Petitioners

Byron 1. Babione
James A. Campbell
Keooeth J. Connelly
1. Caleb Dalton
Alliance Defending Freedom
15100 N. 90th Street
Scottsdale, AZ· 85260
(480) 444-0020
bbabione(a)alliancedefendingfreedom.org
Atto/neys for Petitioners

David 1. Hacker
Alliance Defending Freedom
101 Parkshore Drive, Suite 100
Folsom, CA 95630
(916) 932-2850
Atto,l~neys for Petitioners

Donna Ziegler
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for County of
Alameda
1221 Oak Street, Suite 450
Oakland, CA 94612
(510) 272-6700
(510) 272-5020 fax
Attorney for Patrick 0 'Connell

David Prentice
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Alpine
County
Alpine County Administrative Building
99 Water St.
P,O, Box 387
Markleeville, CA 96120
(530) 694-2287 ext. 227
dprentice@alpinecounty,gov
Attorney for Barbara Howard

Bruce S. Alpert
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Butte
County
25 County Center Drive, Suite 210
Oroville, CA 95965
(530) 538-7621
balpert@buttecounty,net
Attorney for Candace J Grubbs

John T. Ketelsen
Interim County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Colusa
County
1213 Market St.
Colusa, CA 95932
(530) 458-8227
(530) 458-2701 fax
Attorney for Kathleen Moran



Gretchen Stuhr
County Counsel
Off1ce of County Counsel for
County of Del Norte
981 H Street, Suite 220
Crescent City, CA 95531
(707) 464-7208
(707) 465-0324 fax
Attorney for Alissia Northrup

Kevin Briggs
County Counsel
Office of the Fresno County Counsel
2220 Tulare Street, Fifth Floor
Fresno, CA 93721
(559) 488-3479
k. briggs@co.fresno.ca.us
Attorney for Brandi 1. Orth

Huston T. Carlyle, Jr.
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for County of
Glenn
525 W. Sycamore Street
Willows, CA 95988
(530) 934-6455
hcarlyle@countyofglenn.net
Attorney for Sheryl Thur

Michael L. Rood
Imperial County Counsel
Office of County of Imperial County
Counsel

"
940, W. Main St., Suite 205
El Centro, California 92243
(760) 482-4400
MichaelRood@co.imperial,ca.us
Attorney for Chuck Storey

Theresa A. Goldner
County Counsel
Office of County ofKem County
Counsel
County Administration Building
1115 Truxtun Ave., 4th Floor
Bakersfield, CA 93301
(661) 868-3800
tgoldner@co.kern,ca.us
Attorney for Mary B. Bedard

Colleen Carlson
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Kings
County
Kings County Govemment Center
1400 West Lacey Blvd.
Hanford, CA 93230
(559) 852-2468
Colleen .carlson@co.kings.ca.us
Attorney for Rosie Hernandez

Rhetta Kay Vander Ploeg
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Lassen
County
221 South Roop St., Ste. 2
Susanville, CA 96130
(530) 251-8334
RVanderPloeg@coJassen.ca.us
Attorney for Julie Bustamante

John Krattli
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Los
Angeles County
648 Kenneth Hahn Hall of
Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 974-1811
(213) 626-7446 fax
Attorney for Dean C. Logan



Douglas \V. Nelson
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for County of
Madera
200' W. 4th Street, 4th Floor
Madera, CA 93637
(559) 675-7717
(559) 675-0214 fax
Attorneyfor Rebecca Martinez

Steven M. Woodside
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for County of
Marin
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 275
San Rafael, CA 94903
(415) 473-6117
Swoodside@marincounty.org
Attorney for Richard N. Benson

Steven W. Dahlem
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Mariposa
County
5100 Bullion St.
P.O. Box 189
Mariposa,CA 95338
(209) 966-3222
Sdahlem@lllariposacounty.org
Attorney for Keith M Williams

James N. Fincher
Merced County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Merced
County
2222 M Sl. Room 309
Merced, CA 95340
(209) 385~7564
j fincher@co.merced.ca.us
Attorney for Barbara J Levey

Margaret Longo
County Counsel for Modoc County
Cota Cole Law Firm
457 Knollcrest Drive, Suite 130
Redding, CA 96002
(530) 722-9409
mlong@cotalawfinn.com
Attorney for Darcy Locken

Nicholas S. Chrisos
County Counsel
Office of the County Counsel County of
Orange
333 W. Santa Ana Blvd., Suite 407
Santa Ana, CA 92701
(714) 834-3303
(714) 834-2359 fax
Attorney for Hugh Nguyen

Gerald O. Carden
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Placer
County
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 889-4044
(530) 889-4069 fax
Attorney for Jim McCauley

R. Craig Settlemire
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel of Plumas
County
520 Main St., Room 301
Quincy, CA 95971
(530) 283-6240
csettlemire@countyofplumas,com
Attorney for Kathy Williams



Pamela J. Walls
County Counsel
Off1ce of County Counsel for County of
Riverside
3960 Orange Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501
(951) 955-6300
pjwalls@co.riverside.ca.us
Attonney for Larry W Ward

John F. Whisenhunt
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel of Sacramento
County
Downtown Office
700 H Street, Suite 2650
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 874-5544
whisenhuntj@saccounty.net
Attorney for Craig A, Kramer

Jean Rene Baste
COUl/ty Counsel
Office of County Counsel for San
Bernardino County
385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 4th Floor
San &ernardino, CA 92415-0120
(909) 387-5455
(909) 387-5462 fax
Atto~ney for Dennis Draeger

Thomas Montgomery
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for County of
San Diego
County Administration Center
1600, Pacific Highway, Room 355
San,Diego, CA 92101
(619) 531-4860
thomas .montgomery@sdcounty.ca.goy
Attorney for Ernest J Dronenburg, Jr.

Dennis J. Herrera
City Attorney
Office of the City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02A682
(415) 554-4800
(415) 554-4763 fax
cityattorney@sfgoy,org
Attorney for Karen Hong Yee

Rita L. Neal
County Counsel
Office of the County Counsel for San
Luis Obispo County
County Government Center, Room D320
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408
(805) 781-5400
(805) 781-4221 fax
Attorney for Julie Rodewald

John C. Beiers
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for San Mateo
County
400 County Center
Redwood City, CA 94063-1662
(650) 363-4775
jbeiers@smcgoy,org
Attorney for Mark Church

Dennis Marshall
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Santa
Barbara County
105 E. Anapamu Street, Suite 201
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
(805) 568-2950
(805) 568-2982 fax
Attorney for Joseph E. Holland



Orry P. Korb
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for County of
Santa Clara
70 W. Hedding St., East Wing, 9th Floor
San Jose, CA 95110-1770
(408) 299-5900
orry.korb@cco.sccgov.org
Attorney for Regina Alcomendras

Brian Mon"is
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for County of
Sisk~you

P.O. Box 659
205 Lane Street
Yreka, CA 96097
(530) 842-8100
bmorris@co.siskiyou.ca.us
Attorney for Colleen Setzer

De~is Bunting
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Solano
County
675 Texas Street, Suite 6600
FairfIeld, CA 94533
(707) 784-6140
(707) 784-6862 fax
Attorney for Charles A. Lomeli

John P. Doering
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Stanislaus
County
1010 Tenth St., Suite #6400
Modesto, CA95354
(209) 525-6376
j ohn.doering@stancounty.com
Attorney for Lee Lundrigan

Ronald S. Erickson
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Sutter
County
1160 Civic Center Blvd., Suite C
Yuba City, CA 95993
(530) 822-711 0
rerikson@co.sutter.ca.us
Attorney for Donna M Johnston

David A. Prentice
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Trinity
County
Cota Cole LLP
457 Knollcrest Drive, Suite 130
Redding, CA 96002
(530) 722-9409
(530) 623-9428 fax
countycounsel@trinitycounty.org
Attorney for Deanna Bradford

Sarah Carrillo
County Counsel
OffIce of County Counsel for Tuolumne
County
2 South Green Street
Sonora, CA 95370
(209) 533-5517
(209) 533'5593 fax
counsel@tuolumnecounty.ca.gov
Attorney for Deborah Bautista

Leroy Smith
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Ventura
County
Hall of Administration
800 South Victoria Avenue,L/C #1830
Ventura, CA 93009
(805) 654-2580
Leroy.smith@ventura.org
Attorney for Mark A. Lunn



Robyn Truitt Drivon
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Yolo
County
625 CaDit Street, Rm. 201
Woo'd1and, CA 95695
(530) 666-8172
Robyn.Drivon@yolocounty.org
Attorney for Freddie Oakley

Angil Morris-Jones
County Counsel
Office of County Counsel for Yuba
County
915 8th St., Suite III
Marysville, CA 95901
(530) 749-7565
amjones@co.yuba.ca.us
Attorney for Terry A. Hansen

Kamala D. Harris
Attorney General of California
Daniel J. Powell
Deputy Attorney General
455 Golden Gate Avenue. Suite 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102-7004
(415) 703-5830
Daniel.Powell@dog.ca.gQY
Attorneys for Real Parties in Interest
Edmund G. Brown, Kamala D. Harris,
Ron Chapman and Tony Agurto


